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The CHAIRMAN tczechoslovakia): I declare open- the two hundred and 9.i}J:i1.iS'th 

plenary n1eeting Qf th·e Eighteen-N~tion Comraittee on Disarmament. ·. 

Mr. ROSHCHlN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 
• 

Russian): As was agre'ed in the Committee, we are - . . . to C!-e_vote four: meetings to the 

Accordingly, our s ta temert t · .. -~: · · · · · question of.non-pro:[.i'ferati0n of nuclear,\'/eapons. 
- ..... 

today v1ill be dev~ted to this question. 

'The Committee has already been discussing for three months at this session~ the 

problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. \J'e are bound 1 hov1ever 1 to. • .. 
' ...... : ..... -

recognize the r.egrettable.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 Nations_ General Assembly. In this connexion we cannot help asking 

ourselves what is the rea.Soh for this unsatisfactory state ef..: a:ffair:s ill n~gar:d, J~,o 

the solution .of. this i1nport~t and urgent problem. 'iJe have already answered .. that 

question in the statements we made at the 252nd and 255th meetings of the Committee. 

Today we shall'confine ourselves to summing up our point of view on this 
' .subject and at .t~e same time we shall develop a number of ar§.'1lments put forward 

by us at previous meetings. As we have already noted, the reason for· the "lack·· of 

any progress in solving the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is the 
~~ . 

I 

position of the.Uni~ed'States of America, its policy of s.atisfying the claims o"f the 
l . 

Federal Republic· of Germany in regard to nuclear weapons. That is why the.Uni~ed 

States is't~ying to·leave the door open for the proliferation of these weapons among 

its NATO partners .•. It _'is precisely to this aim that both the origin~.i (ENDCil52) 

and the·amendeQ Unite~· States draft treaty to prevent the spr~ad of nuclear weapons 

(ENDC/152/ .A:dd.l). ar.e s.u]::>ordinated. 

In this connexion we should,like first of all to touch upon the question of 

how the concept of 11cohtr'ol11 over nuclear weapons is dealt JN.i'!:h-.J.g -~~~ .!!~?-~ed.: 

States drt1f~ tre'aty on non:.,.proliferation. The draft tre;aty submitted to the 

Committee"for consideration contains a very narrow definition of the concept of 
11control11 • The pb~session, handling and disposal of nuclear weapo:qs by a Stat~ 

are not regarde~ in this draft treaty as an integral part of control over these 

~eapons by .. _that· $tate, Qo;qtrol, you see, is.~1erely .:.::'urfght .. -6~---~bi·~-:i;~-::t':;fire,··;·· 
nuclear weapons vlithout the concurrent decisi~n of an existing~'n1iciear-·weapo~ .. · 

State. 11 (ENDC/i 1)2./ Add~l) · .. > .. '::::'~ .t. -.... :!. .:. •.•. ;, ... : .. . ·: .·~-~- .... ~-- ._ 
' . ... ·~ ......... ;~--- ..... ~: 

t. 
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(Mr. Roshchin, USSR) 

But the word acont:rol11 in English embraces a very broad concep~. Incidentally, 

our att~ntion was drawn to this fact by the United States representatives in 

the Atomic Energy Commission of the United Nations as far back as. 1946/1947, 
when the question of prohibiting nuclear weapons was being discussed. In 

defiJ.?.ing the concept of i 1controlll over atomic energy and atomic weapons, the 

Uni~ed States delegation pointed out that tlris concept covered ·the production1 . 
ownership, .hpndling and disposal of atomic materials, atomic energy and atomic 

weapons. ·The definition of the concept of i 1control1i in the United States draft 

treaty, as we see, repr_esents an obvious deviation by the authors of the draft 
I 

from that nat~al sense of the word 11control11 which would assure the non­

proliferation of nuclear weapons and which had previously·been given by the 

United States side when the n~clear problem was under discussion in United Nations 

bodies. 

iilhy was it necessary to include in . the United States draft treaty a very 
• I 

restricted definition of control, which is completely inappropriate to the aim 
' ' . 

of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, a definition in which there is no 

mention of the possession, handling and disposal of nuclear weapons and only one 

element of their disposal is referrBd 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 ~nited 

States to'adapt this treaty to ~he 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 Germa~y ~o nuclear weapons. 

Careful examination of this definition in comparison with other provisions 

of the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation convinces us that this 

draft provides 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 sees fit and.put them 

into its missiles or aircraft, which could thus carry out flights with nuclear 

weapons aboar4. Lastly, the Federal Republic of Germany would be able to use these 

weapons after receiving the consent of a nuclear Power. 
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(Mr. Roshchin, USSR) 

Further, we should like to consitier the provision in the United States draft 

treaty article 1 paragraph 3, regarding the possibility of transforming a nuclear 

Power ~into an association of States having control over nuclear weapons. \Je 

have already expressed our views on this question at the meeting of the Committee 

held on 5 April (ENDC/PV .255,· .PP·· 20,· 21). · We have 'pointed out the dual . 

inconsistency of this provision. First, a nuclear Power and an association of ' 

nuclear States are not one and ·the same thing. Secondly, the very problem of such 

a transformation is artificial and improbable and does not arise; out of any real 

necessity, since no nuclear ~ower, as far as we know, has declared its intention 

of renounc~ng nuclear weapons in favour of ru1y association of nuclear States. 

The ·very 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 endeavour of the authors of the Un~ted 

States ·draft treaty to provide therei.n additional loop-holes or ch±nks which 'would 

enable ·a single nuclear Power to transform itself into an ·association. of nuc;J_e'ar 

Powers, so that, instead of a single nuclear Power, there would emerge two, 

three or more such Powers. 1 

The existence of loop-holes in the United States draft treaty on non­

proliferation is confirmed by the provision.it contains for the right of veto of . , . 
the nuclear Powers in regard to ·the use of nuclear weapons by States not 

possessing these weapons at the time of the conclusion of the treaty. 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 and fire 

nuclear weapons with the consent of a nuclear Power. ·Thus, the United States 

draft treaty directly provides for the·possibility of proliferating nuclear 

weapons; .;it lays dm'm only one condition: · namely, that the nuclear weapons 

placed"·a.t the disposal of a non-nuclear country should be used only with the 

cons.ent · of a nuclear Power. This is the only meaning of the provision fol'· the · 

right 'or veto included in the United States draft treaty •. 
•' ,' 

.. 
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(Mr. Roshchin, USSR) 

The provision for the right of veto contained in the United States draft treaty 

to prevent the spread· of nuclear weapons is a direct indication that this draft treaty 
. . 

in no way pr~vents the spread of such i-Teapons; 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 

direct nor indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons, if it contained no loop-holes for 

such proliferation, 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 

(~JDC/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 proliferation. 

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 ?f the concept of 11 control11 , 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 --

112 (a) ·The trea~y should be void of any loop-holes which might permit nuclear 

or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear 

weapons in any form; 11 (.A/RES/2028(Jqe). p.2; ENDC/161) 

To this question we reply with the utmost conviction. that the United States draft .. 
treaty is directly and flagrantly contrary to this resolution of the General Assembly. 

The United States draft treaty perillits, first, the creation of joint nuclear forces ., 

within the" framework of military blo.cs; 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 their use. Under the provisions of this treaty 

the United States·would be able to transfer nuclear weapons to the Federal Republic of 

Germany or to any other State -- for instance, ·the Republia of South Africa -- if it desiret 

to do so. 
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Our <?-naly~~~ .. ~f· .. :H~~ .Vnited states proposal 

, (Mr. Roshc_lgp, USSR) 

its draft tz:ea.ty to prevent tl::.e 

spread of ... nuclear, 1(eapon~. ··~.contains,. the .answer to the ques.tion of what. has brought 
• • ' , ' , ' ~.. , ' .. j • I. • . ~ 

about the~.obvio}lsly unsa~sfact.~r.y ~~t':-·E!-"tion in the Committee in regard t.~. the solution 

of the problem of non·-prolifera~ion pf nuclear weapons. Careful consideration of the 
• \ • • !", • • • •• 

·G11ited states position and proposals in. this regard is bound to lead ~s tq the .. :qon-

clnsion that the United States is not .prepared to come to an ag~eem.ent ~~- this. question ..i. • 

on the terms laid do~~ by the unannno~sly-adopted resolution of .the twe~~i~~~ _s,essio~ 

of the United Nations General Assemb:).y -- tb,a:t. .is, on those terms which enable this 

problem to be solved at all. In fact, the United States proposes to us, not a ~r~aty 
. . . ~ .... . .. . -

on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, .. but a treaty on tl:le. proliferatioil; of su~h . 
t • ~ . . • 0. • • • • • • ' 

weapons wi~h certain limj,tations, .on te.rms which fit .in with the a,ims _and purposes ... of 
: . . . .... 

the policy of the United States. In fact, it .is pr9posed to us that we .~hould legalize 

the proliferation of nuclear weapons within a well-defined framework and under the 
\ . . . . . . 

l:i..m:i.ted control of the United States, \vhich e~yisages using the right of vetp in regar~ 

to the use of nuclear weapons l?Y States which,: under this tre?-tY _, w~u14. obt~in ~apces~ 

to these vreapons. 

We have already. stated here o~ many_ occasions, and we state once aga~n, 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 proliferation of nuclear wea~ons and the granting to the Feder~l ~~p~blic of Germany 

of access to these weapons. U?do~ptedly such a treaty would fit in wit~ the plans of 
.. -~~---·- .. ~-~.. • • •• • .• • J' ~ 

the ruling circ~es of the FederaJ. Republic of Germany. These_c~rcles are well aware . ' ' 

that the Uri~teP. States draft treaty do.es not· close tb. them the door to access to 
' ' • o ' • ,. 

0 
1 • ·: .: .: ~ 0 

nuclear weaponB. It is therefore not surprising that they have agreed . . . ' :· ., .. to, tP.e,.su~~ssion. 

by the United .§tates of ~he dra,ft treaty to prevent the spread of n~c~~ar weapons now . ' . .. ... . . 
under consid~ra;t:i:pn .. by the Committee:~ which. obviously suits them completely •. . . . . .. . ~ . 

· Replying tp our objections to .the United States draft treaty and to our arguments . . . . . : ... 

concerning ~!le· threa~ ·to peace involved ,in giving the ,Jest German Bundeswehr .acce~.s to . . . . ' .. ~ ·. . . . . 
nuclear. vr·eapons,,. the represe:o.ta-t;.ives .of the UpJt~d. S~ate:;; apd other western Powers in 

0 
• • • 0

0
1 ' ~ t , .. I .1' •••• • 0 ~'• - " ,. • • , , ol 0 

the Committee repeat their assertions that the policy of 1<!est Germany is peaceful and 

does not pursue any re~anchist aims. In this connexion we have already·adduced many 

facts and arguments which show the contrary. · 

.. 
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(Mr. Ro shchin, USSR) 

we should also like to refer to the statem~nt made on 10 November 1965 by 

Chancellor Erhard of the Federa+ Republic of Germ.any in whic4 he insisted on the 
. -

re-establishment "of equity in settling the question 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 DUsseldorf newspaper Industriekurier wr9te. on 23 . . . . : . ~ 

October 1965 that, with ~he advent of the new Government -- . 

" ••• the most urgent problem is the German right to participate in deciding the 

nuclear strategy of NATO. Here a clear-cut decision should be taken after long 

years of fruitless debating and plan-making". 

During the discussion 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 th8 Federal Republic of Germany openly.~eclared that West Germany . . . 

must be given the right to have a.say-in,regard to tne use of the nuclear weapons . . . ·. 

stationed on its territory. ·Access to n~clear weapons by; the Federal Republic of. 
~ . . . 

Germany is also being vigorously a~vocated by t~e for,mer Defence Minister of th~ federal 
• ' I • ., o 

Republic of Germany,,. Herr Strauss, who,. speaking at th,e end of August 1965, threateneP. 

that a new Fiihr~ \-J"Ould come to power in the Federal Republic if ~.Jest Germany r s claim . . . . \ 

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

The Sunlli!.Y. Times of 29 Augus~ 1965. 

It is necessary to bear in mind that all the statements we have quoted have been . 
made in the circumstances of an extensive militarizati~n- o~ ~f~!'lt Germany,, which is ... · 

facilitated by the political policy now being pursued by the United States. We .. have 

no illusions about what would happen if the Federal Republic of Germany_obtai~ed access 

to nuclear weapons. The course of events 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_~er.many access to ·.. . . . 

nu~lE?ar we<3:-pons is t~t~o~t -t;,o . dragging us into that. pa:t4~.: .. Have we- a right to gi ':e 

our consent to this? 

. . . -'1'"'' 
\. 
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(~~. Roshchin, USSR) 

The sacrifices borpe by our country in the two \vorld wars - L:ore than 20 L"lillion 

died during the Second vJorld lrJar alone -- t~e tens of thousands of tovms ond villages 

·destroyed and the huge losses E!uffered in these wars by wany other countri.es, 

ewphatically require us to nake every possible effort and take all possible measures 

to prevent such a deve~opuent of events, ~d forbid us to enter that path, which is 

exceedingly dangerous for all countries, including the Federal Republic.of Gernany. 

It was precisely in order to prevent such a developr:1ent of events that the Soviet Union, 

the United States of ABerica and the United Kingdon took at the Potsdru~ Conference the , 
following decision, to which France adhered later: 

11 •• :· German mili tarisn and Nazisr.1 will be extirpated and the Allies will take . 
in agreenent together, now and in the future, the other measures necessary to 

assure that Gernany never again will threaten her neighbors, or the ~eace of 
. 1/ 

the world 11 • .:!:1 

In the light of the events that have been taking place in the post-war years, the 

assertions of·the representatives of ,t~e United States and other Western Powers about 
. ' the peaceful character of th~ policy of Western ~rr.1any, and that t~e granting of nuclea-r 

weapons to that count~ under the conditions provided for by the U~ited States draft 
. . 

treaty woufd serve the cause of peace, appear to ~s to be unconvincing. If the ruling 

circles of the Federal Republic of Ger~anY re8~ly wished to reduce internationai tension 

and to solvG the problen of elininating the nuclear danger, they would not seek to obta~.1"'­

access to nuclear weapons, nor would they hinder the conclusion of a treaty on 'the 
' non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in the forB required by the aforesaid resolution of 

the United Nations General Assembly. 

The stubborn efforts of the Federal Rapublic to obtain access to nuclear weapons 

show that its plans and policies are in direct opposition 'to the ain of eliminating tho 

vestiges of the Second World Nar,,?ormalizing the situation in Europe and in the world, 

and strengthening international security. In the Federal Republic and the bnited States 

people must surely realize that access to nuclear weapons by the Bundeswehr would 11ean 

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

Jj Britannica Book of the Year, 1946, p.l21 
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. (Mr. Roshchln, USsR) . ~ 

it would also make international tension -cons~Cierably r..ore acute and increase th,e. thr~at • 

of a nuclear wi:r •. People iri those countries·nust sur;ely know·alsci that ~y:dr~t treaty 
' f - ~ ' • • - +. • • • 

on non-proliferation which provide~ £or such access has no chance·w~atever of becorJing. .. . 
the basis of an international agreen~nt on this:question. '. '\ ·' ... 

I , 

, , . 
We are told tha~ the plans for·the crea~ion of apultilateral force or an Atlant~c 

. . ""'., .,. 

nuclear force have lost their immediate relevance· and are e. 11dea~ letter 11 • • But .then 
~ ' " . . . '. 

we r.1ay ask: for what purposes does ~he Uni'ted States draft treaty to 'prevent tho· spread 

of nuclear weapons leave ~ p0ssibili:ty f9r•the .. creation·of Hultilater~.nuclear. force.s, 
• ·- I • • 

or any similar plan for 11 sharing nuclear resporisibili ty11 , which is a dangerous foro of 
- ~ I ' • " • ', c 

proliferation, and why do the Weste~n delegations not agree-with the Sov~et proposals 

which completely preclude suqh a pos,sibili ty? · '. ' • *' • • "' 

The positi'ons of the United States 'an'd of the United Kingdon do n<?~ give us any · 

grounds for .thinking that the plans .£:or giving West Gernany acct:s.s to nuclear weapons have 
' ~ . . . ' 

been set aside to any extent or. have ilo§t th~'ir i}.1portance. This is shown ~n particular 

by.the statement 1.1ade by tlie:Se~retary of sta:t~, Mr-. Dean Rus~, o~ 3 FebruS;ry this year 

in.the JointfAtomic'Energy CoTJ.rlissio~ of the.United States Congress, in which he 
.· I • • .., • ' "' 

stressed that .-- · .v · •• • 1 
~" /-

"Thera is'no contradiction between:the policy of tna United States on.the 
' .,.J - , f -

non-proli-feration of nuclear weapons and ,the possible nuclear agreenents : ·• 

proposed for the Atlantic Allian6e. i!Y . 1 -· " · 
- jl ~ ' ' 

.· .. , 
' .. 
·'• 

Thus, the Secretary of State of the United States adr.rl.t'ted that the atter1p-£ of .the :· · 

United States to give the Feder§ll :Reiublic of ~rn~y access to ~uclear we~pons is· '· ·· 
entirely within the frauework of· the ·United 'states policy· qf so: .. :ccJ.led .11non-proiiferatlonil. 

of nuclear weapons. 

Only yesterday, in connexion 1.fi th· an article in The ·N~w York Times, ·w.Q.ich had'' 

published· a report that the United S:tates. had ·set aside its plans f~r th·~ ··~reati~il: of a 
·, 

multilateral nuclear·force, .the Sec~etary of.State nade the following ~tateuent: l· 
' . .. '. .... . 

. ·~ 

Translated from Russian. •' ' 
., ., 

: 
·. 

~ .. . . 
... 

' . 

.. .. 
J', 

',I 

l •· 
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(Mr. Roshchin, USSR) · 

"The United States regards .the problem of nuclear sharing as a najor unfinished· 

·business. The dev~lop11ent of an arrDllgenent to provide participation for 

:NATO non-nuclear nations, ~ncluding the Federal Republic of Gernany, in the 

managenent of nuclear power is under the nost serious discussion anong interested 

governments. · 
11 The United States Governnent has Dade no decision to foreclose a possible 

·.Atlantic nuclear force or any other coll~ective approach to the problen11 • 

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

The plans for creating an Atlantic nuclear force in NATO are still on the agenda 

of the United Kingdou Governr~ent. In the pre-election mru1ifesto of the Labour Party 

it was stressed that the proposal of the United Kingdon for the creation of an .Atlantic 

nuclear force 11is still the best basis for a discussion between alliesi1• This position 

was confirmed in the Queen t s Speech on 21 April, iil which she said:- 11 The United Kingdom 

will-endea~our to establish nuclear interaction among Hestern countries 11 • 

All this stresses once Iaore 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 peoplo of all countries, including West Garr.1any. ~It is precisely 

this fact that has led to stagnation and even to ru1 ir.lpasse, both within and outside 
\ 

this Cor.~ttee, in the negotiations on the problen of non-proliferation of nuclear 

waapons, which is of such great ir~ortance for the destiny of all the countries of the 

world. 

In this Couoittee a paradoxic~ situation has cone about in regard to consideration 

of the question of non-proliferation of ~uclear weapons. Not one of the representatives 

of the Western Powers has been able to put forward ru1y substantial argur1ents against the 

Soviet draft treaty Pn.~gn~pr~liferation. No one has been able to point to a.TlY 

incortpatibili ty between the Soviet· draft treaty and the task set by the General Asse1;1bly 

in regard to the way in which the probleD of non-proliferation should be solved. 

Nevertheless, the representatives of the vlestern Powers evade serious consideration of 

this draft treaty and refuse to accept it as a basis for negotiations on non-prolif~~ation 
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(1...rr. Rosh chin, USSR) 

In contrast to ~he United States draft treaty, the Soviet,draft treaty contains,a 
1 • • • : . . ,_ ·-·- .. ,... ... _ ~ ... 

direct and clear;fo+mulation of corumitments: not to transfer such weapons.in any form-
} . . ;. . ~ . ~ . 

directly or indirectly, throug~ third States or groups of States -to tqe ownership.,or 
. . . . ,. ' .. 

control of States or' gro-qps of States. not possessing nuc~ear weapon_s ~nd no:~- to .. ~?cor~ 

to such States or groups of States .the right to participate in the owne:r_"S.hip,_~ontro~. 

or use of nuclear. weapons •. Th~-$oviet draft treaty on non-proliferation fully ens~~es_ 

that no non-nuclear State would be able to fire nuclear weapons, for the simpie reason 
' 

that it wo:uld not possess su_ch weapons nor have any acc.ess to them. T):le Sovie:t Union 

has also proposed to include ·in the draft t~eaty a clause on the prohibition of the use­

of ~uclear ~eapons against non-nuclear Stat~s parties to the treaty which have no 

nuclear.weapons in the~~ territory. 

We should like to stress ~hat the-Soviet Union does not regard the conclusion of 

a treaty_on non-prolif~ration of nuclear ~eapons as an end in itself. 

that_ the 'conclusion o_f such a. treaty. would, be_ merely a step towards the 

of a wide range of measures leading to the_~~imination of the threat of 

We consider . 

implementation .. 
a nuclear war. 

Among such meas~res are, in _the first place, the discontinuance of underground nuclear . . . . . . , .. , .... 

tests; the crea~ion of nuclear-free zones in various regions of .~he world, ~eluding_ 
I 

Central IDJ.rope; the prohibition of the use of nuclear we_apons; El?d, lastly, the .. '·. 
complete prohibition of·such weapons, accompanied by the destruction of all existing_ 

. . .: - ....... '. 
stocks. 

. For a long time now we have been considering the ques;tion of non-proliferatiQn 

of nuclear weapons bu;t have ~9t yet achieved any positive results. We have. by no . ' . \ . 

means unlimi t~d possi.bili ti_E?,S_ at our disposal in regard to the time requ?:-red for 

reaching agreement on this-questiqn. Time is pressing.us. We should make every 

effort to solve the probl~ill of non-proliferation without delay. If we do not solve 

it in the very near future, there may come about a situation in whic~.we shall-never 

be able ·to do so. ·.·.:.::. 

'Those are our vi.~ws on _th_e question of non-prolife_ration of nuclear weaJ:~ris 

which we wished to set forth.qy way_ of addition to what_ ~e have already said at 

previous meetings of the Commit;tee when c_onsidering this _yroblem. 
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~tt. FOSTER (United States of America): I do not propose to reply in 

detail today to the statement of the representative•of the Soviet Union. Eve~ one 

of the charges that he has made has been answered and refuted qy the United States 

delegation at previous meetings. It 'is clear, however, from his statement that ,the 

Soviet'Union persists in its efforts to turn our discussion of means of halting 

proliferation into a campaign against NATO and against the Federal'Republic of 

Gerruany. 

I must say that the Soviet representative is somewhat less than·candid with us 
\ 

when he talks --or, rather, does·not talk --about Warsaw Pact arrangements on 
\ 

nuclear defence. We have asked repeatedly about these arrangements and whether ·they,.· 

in the Soviet view, constitute proliferation. So far we have not received a direct-
' reply. For ins~ance, on 31 V~rch (ENDC/P~.253,·p.14) ~~.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 u.~answered. At the same mee~ing Mr. Fisher 

also referred to the presence in the armed forces of certain Eastern EUropean 

countries of Soviet-built delive~ vehicles "capable of using nuclear warheads 11 

(ibid., p.l5). I submit that this appears to be evidence that the Sovi.et 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 proliferation. 

It is no answer to say that the Soviet Union is prepared to abide by the terms 

of its draft non-proliferation treaty (ENDC/164). The question before us here is: 

what do those ter-.ms mean? The Soviet Union has told us ·in great detail how it would 

choose to interpret these terms as they might apply to possible NATO arrangements; 

but the'Warsaw Pact arrangements remain completely shrouded in secrecy. The United . 
States does not assert that the practices of the Warsaw Pact constitute proliferation. 

However, if the Soviet Union feels free to comraent 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 
. I 

seriousness of the Soviet Union in seeking a non-proliferation treaty? 

f 
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(l~. Foster, United States) 

I fail to see how the ~pproach taken by the Soviet Union c~ lead to the 

conclusion of the treaty which I believe we all seriously 1vish 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. 

l'.ly real ,purpose in speaklng this morning is to· make an announcement that should 

be of interest to this Co~ttee. It is an announcement that is timely as we resume 

discussion tad~ of our common objecti~e to prevent the spread of nuclear weap~n~; 

and it is·highly pertinent to the objective of seeking to ensure that in the nuclear 

field \<That is peaceful today :::-emaip.s peaceful tomorrow. 'By i.fey of background, I 

would recall the statement I made before this Cormrlttee on 7 September 1965 (ENDC/PV.230, 

pp. 22, 23) describing the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards sy.stem •. We . ; 

noted then that the system is designed to cover the ent~re nuclear fuel cycle, 

including fuel fabrication plants, reactors and f~e~ reprocessing plants -- that is, 

~hem~ic~ separation plan~~· The development of a safeguards system is, mo~eover, 

viewed by the International Atomic Energy Agency as a step-by-step matter, of which 

the first major step was the development.of p~ocedures fo! inspecting,nuclear reactors. 
I 

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 Agency Board of Governors 

in February of this year, it was recognized that the time had come to develop detailed 

procedures for.safeguarding nuclear fuel reprocessing plru1ts. The Board therefore 

set up a committee to develop such procedures. During our session last year 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 pl~ts. 

As we have often said, t~e United States favours the widest possible cover~g~ of· 

international safeguards on all peaeeful nuclea~ faci~ties in all countries.· We 
: . 

have therefore contributed extensively to the development of such safeguards. We have 

invited the Int~rnational Atomic Energy Agency to safeguard several of our nuclear 

reactors, including the large power station at Rowe,_Massac~usetts. We have done 

this to demonstrate that safe~ards. in·no way.infrtnge national ·~overe~gnty ~d ~po~e 

no appreciable burden on the facility or on the host State. He have done this to 

·assist 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 nm.r possessing them. 

As a new contribution to the development of International Atoruc Energy Agency, 
' 

safeguards procedures, I now wish to announce that the United States is offering to 
I 

that Agency access to a commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing facility for development 

of safeguards procedures and for the trairung of Agency inspectors. This plant, ivhich 

is located at West Valley, New York, is m..m.ed and operated by Nuclear Fuel Services 

Incorporated. It is the first, and 'so far the only,. commercial nuclear fuel reprocess.~i.,g 

'plant in the United States, and ,.,e are grateful for the co-operation we have received 

from this commercial corporation. · - Developing safeguards procedures for fuel reprocessing plant~ p~ese~ts technica~­

problems which can best b~ 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. '1-le. hope 

that this practical experience will contribute to the more rapid development of such 

techniques. 

The offer by my Government to give the International Atomic Energy Agen?y 'acc.ess 

to a commercial nuclear reprocessing facility in· the United States is further 

demonstration of our continued strong support for j nternational s_afeguards on peace-· 

ful nuclear activities· and of our belief in the efficacy of the International Atomic 

Energy Agency system. We have urged and continue to urge other governments to 

co-operate in expanding the coverage of the International. Atomic Energy Agency safe­

guards to such peaceful nuclear activities. 'IJJe agree that this is not a one-\.ray 
' . 

street. Today my Government has again shown that it is prepared to do.its part. 

J 
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(tilT'. Foster, Uni-lied :States) 
. ·' . 

I understand that this is the last meeting of the Conference that J.mbassad.or 
• ~ ·~,I : ' ·":. • 

• • • I ' • 

Correa do _Lago ·of Brazil will ~e atten~ing, and I s~o~fd l~ke to address the following ... ~ ' . ' . .. . . .. 
remarlt.s to him. · It is al;'iays sad ·i;o have. to. say goodby~ to good friends, and _doubly 

so vn~en the friend in question is the representative of Brazil, Ambassador Correa do Lago • 
..!t ; ·, • • • • • • "' •• • - ._ • • • j 

Ambassador Correa do Lago ~as been with us since 1964 and had made ::na.ny useful contri-

butions ,to this Committee's work. I recall.in particular his words of enc~uragement . . ~ '• . ' . 
and _s-qpJ?.o~t f~r a treaty to·. prevent the spread of nuclear weapo_ns, as well as for a· 

.. 
comprehensive test ban. He has been active and eloquent in urging pos~tive steps 

towards ·disa~mament, in particular t_o ~ree resou;rces that can best be used for economic 

development :Ln·many parts 'of the world. 

We ·shall miss the vrise counsel of .Ambassador Correa do Lago, as well as the charm 
~ : ~ ~ 

and the grace which he has brought to our midst. I say this 'both as a co-Chairman of 
I 

' ' . 
I should like to .. this Committee and.as the head of the United States delegation. 

convey to . .Ambassador Correa do Lago ~ur very. best wishes for his future. work in which, 

I am ,sure, :b.'e ~il~- be as' successfu-l as he. h~s been in his many di~tin~~sh~d post~-~-
.. . t. . 

the past.' 1 .. 

·The CH.A.IRM.AN (Czechoslovakia)=· 'As no other member of the Committee wishes to 

spealt, I shall make· a statement 

Czechoslovakia. I should like . 
rio~ in Il!Y' c~pacity as the representatite ·of 

t~ m~~e ~·few brief comments on. the qu~~tion .. of non-

dissemiriat'ion and on some other· quesiidns rela.ted to the discussions that"·we· have had -· 

so far. 

In the· course of our debat~s· on the non..:.dissemina.tion of nuclear weapons, numerous 

delegations h~w!3 compared ·the Soviet .dr.aft tr~aty (ENDC/164) w~tl~ the amende'd draft 
• J 

submi-tt~·d ·by the United State$. (ENDC/152 ~nd Add.l). . The delegations of the socialist 
-1 

countries have made a deta.iled, matter-of-fact anelysis· and have pointe-d to tl;le 

short·comings. of the, United States concept of non-dissemination emd to the advantages o_f 

the USSR draft treaty.· They have. emphasized ·particularly that. the USSR draft fully 

covers all aspects. of ·.the p:r:.oble.ni .involv~d in· the spread of'. nuclear w·eapons. That 

draft do~s not allow for. any' artificial limitation cif _the'' fneasures in .. question, nor 
'M ' i 

for any ;;nar~ow interpretation that w6uld enable anyone to circumvEmt in any way the·· 

obligations which st·ates would undertake und'er ·the errvisi1ge'd, treaty •. 
I 

/ 
': . • ~'. ,.. ' .. ·-. ' ! . :: . ' .... 

":.·· .· 
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(The Chairman, Czechoslovakia) 

The draft ~tipulates that States not possessing ~uclear weapons wo~ld uncondition­

ally renounce the manufacture of such weapons and undertake not to acquire them ~n any . 
way. · It provides .for the prohibition of both the physical transfer of nuclear, weapons 

• and the transfer of control of those w~apons. It excludes the possibility tha~non-

nuclear weapon States might get such weapons into their possession or under their 

control, or might use them in any form or way. It does not p~rmit such State~ to have 

a s~'lare in the owne):'ship, disposal or use of nuclear 'weapons in any form. It mbkes it 
impossible for non-nuclear weapon States to ga~n access to nuclear weapons through units 

of their own armed forces or military personnel, even if such units or personnel are 

under the command'of a military alliance. The Soviet draft envisages that. appropriate 

obligations would be undertaken by both, nuclear weapon and non-nuclear weapon Sta"tes. 

In othe~. words, it can be said that the Soviet draft does not have any loop-holes 

tha-t would make it possible' for 'nuclear weapon or non-nuclear weapon States to dissemi-

nate nuclear weapons in. any form, directly or indirectly. .Accordingly it fully ~~ets 
' : 

the requirements righ~ly demanded for a non-dissemination treaty by the United Nations· 
- ' 

General Assembly resolu~ion. 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161). 

On t~~. other hand, the Uni"i?ed States .draft suffers from. many serious shortcomings 

which have not been eliminated even.by the amendments submitted in the course of the 

present sessio~ of the Committee. The United States draft .is base~ on a limited concept 
' 

It narrows the obligations which individual States should under-. . . . of non-dissemination. 
. · 
take under the treaty to .the mere prev~ntion of the transfer of nuclear w·eapons into . 

the national control of no~-nuclear weapon States or associations of such States~ It 

completely evades, the question of the indirect spreaq of nucl_ear wee,pons, particularly 

within the framework of_ military align~ents in which nuclear weapon and non-nuclear 

weapon States are associated. On the contra~, taken objectively it would lead to 

tlegalizing different forms of such dissemination. 

Thts feature of the United States·draft has been apt~y described in the United 

States Press also.. A commentarY published in the. New York Herald-Tribune ,on 

26 April said, inter alia,"that the main reason for the p~esent deadlock in pur 

discussions on non-dissemination was the ·questi~n "whether West Germa:ny is ever. ,going 

to get part ownership and a share. in. the physical po~session of nuclear weSI>ons." 

In this 1 connexion the author of the ar-t'icle states that "The United State·s is 

insis·ting on ;treaty langua.ge which keeps the possibility open." ' 

• l 
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.. (The Chairman, Cz~choslov~k!a) 

A treaty woi-ked out according to the United States draft would not, stand in the 

way o.f the physical 'transfer of nuclear W8ap6ns to non-nuclea( w.eapon Stat~s. On the 
~ 

r::on.trary, the referen?es to the right of yeto of t.ne. existing nuclear Power.s made in 

-~he st.atements of the Western delegations testify :t,o the fact that their c·oncep·h 

presupposes t~e -physical tr~nsfer of ~uclear weapons to non-nuclea~ weapon States. 

The United s'tates,draft' completely ev~des the question of shared· participation in 

1:he O'\'r.:terEhip of nuciear weapons, cori·iirol .o
1
f such' weapons and decisions on their use. 

I-'.; leaves open the po.ssibili ty of transferring n~ciear w·eapon.s to, joint armed forces 
• . f . 

formed within the framework. of mili ta.ry alignments·, i'ncluding armed forces of both ,. 
nuclear weapon and no?~nuclear weapon States. In -'tihi s way' -- that is, within such 

join-:j armed. forces -:-:·the personnel and the a:rmcd forces o~ -non-nuclear weapon Sta·~es 

1Y'ou1<1 have access to nuclear 'weapons •. 'rhese are serious shortcomings, serious loop-

holes, which, would. leave room for many forms of indirect spr·ead of· nuclear weapon::; 

within the f_ramework of Wester~ mili 't.ary. aligiments. · 

The intervElutions of the Vlestern del~ga·liions indicate that ;t-he. vTeste;n Powers 

no-t only do not exclude such a dangerous o.cvelopment within the framew·o:rk of fl.l i gnuH·-nt.s . . 
a:::soc~ating both 11;uclea:r \'leap-on an<i non-nuclear weapon States, but' even presuppos.e 

such a devefopment and defend i-'u. · Tha United ·States draft· confirms, just as th~ 
. -

statcmen·bs of the _Western delegat:1,'•ns have repeatedly- confirmed, that the Western 

approach· is aimed a-'.; :::uhordinating the: non-clis:::;emination t-rea-ty to their _own inte:r.:e::;ts, 
I 

adjusting i·t to their polii.;ical a.."ld strf.tegic designs in NATO • One of the fa~tor3 . 
substantia.lly influencing their a~proac4 ~~ the desire to satisfy the claims made in . . 
the field of nuc~ear a:rmaments by 

Federal Republic of Ge:cmany,. I· 

r,ome vountries members of NATO and mainly by·thG 
' 

It has. rightly been pointed out here previously. that in their approach to non-
• 1 

dissemination ·li'he .Wed.ern Povrer·s try to welc. two contre.dictory, antagonistic lines. 
. , 

They 'would like t~ ~~e us adopt a treaty which, on. the one hand, would' legalize t.lw 

sp:rea& of nuclear .weapons w:ahin the framework of VTeotern mili tar,Y al-ignments and, on 
. ::. ' 

the other hand., W<?Uld ba..Tl. di,ssemination: outside suci:}. ~~lignrilents. · "TlJe Western Powers 

try -~o just'ify th~ir, j~ncori.si's·~ent posi~bion :by' basing themselves on··t.he .existe,.nce of 

mili ta"ry alignments and re:t'e~ring' to specific rela-tions allegedly existing amo:o.g their 

m~mbers. At the t same time· they wish to· create ·bhe imp:cession .that their proposals --· 

which in fact aim at excluding Wastern military aJ·" snmentd from ~he scope of the non­

o.:;_s;,;emina·bion treaty and cn~uring for their members, or at leas·h some of them, . a 
: . 

.. 

' . 

. ' 



ENDC/PV. 260 
20 

(The Chairman. ·czechoslovakia) 
··;; ... -- .. -·... ~ ~ ·- ··- . 

priV:il~ge,d position -- do not contradict the measures .to prevent dissemination of 

nuclear weapons, thet they do not represent any danger.. They asse~t that in fact it 

is only a question of normal consultations' which ere quite usu.al and even indispens'abie 
•• J • 

'within military groupings, 

How'ever, the attempts to cover up the ser~ous loop-holes in the United State~· , 
draft treaty by references to the right to consultations do'not hold water either when .. 
compared ·.to the text of the draft or in the light of numerous statements m_ade by the 

representatives of the 1i'Testern delegations in_ this Committee. What is decisive in 

the question of non-dissemination is not what we call a certain phenomenon but what 'is 

.its essence, ;hat would be .its effect~. 'l'he indirect spread of nuclear weapons, which 

the Western Powers try to legalize within the framework of their military alignments, 

will not cease to be dissemination merely because it is labelled "consultations". 

Refe~ences to the necessi~ for such consultations cannot refute the objective, 

matter-of-fact arguments convfncingfy adduced again~t the United States draft not . 

only by the delegations of _the so~ia~ist c_ountries but als'o by some non-aligned · 

States. The assertio~s of.the Western delegations that they are concerned only with . 
ensuring the necessary and usual .. consultations t_hrow a_ strange light on their ·own 

declarations to the effect that the Western concept of-alliances is based on the 

sharing of cost~, ~espo~sibi~ities, weapons and forces and that they think it 

reasonable that'the collective forces of NATO should include nuclear weapons • . 
In view of the fact that on the ~uestion of non-disse~inetion the prima~ 

obje·ctive of ~he countries members of NATO represented on this Committee is to satisfy 

the demands of ~he Federal Republic of ~ermany in the field of nuclear ·armament, it 

might be useful to compare the position of their delegations with declarations on this 
' ' 

subject by official representatives of the Federal Republic of GcrmaQY. 

conference in Bonn on 25 February, Chancellor Erhard said, inter alia: 

.i..t a press 

"Theref_ore we continu~ to be ready to take part in the joint nuclea~ for~·e. 
• • ' •• • .J •• ! 

The discussions in the NATO Defence Wilnisters 1 Nuclear Committee·concern . . . 
~otlfe:r. asp~ct of co-op~~ation of nu?iear :v-ea~on States; however·, they are 

not a substitute for a nuclear solution to be achieved jointlY within NaTO."" . 
. ' 

'!. . : 

,.f . 

... ,.·. 
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~ (The Chairman,.. Czechoslovakia). 
. . .. ' ... ,. .. '-. 

The positio~.of the Fe4eral Republic:of GermanY was evGn more clearly formulated 
• 1 ~ ~ 

in the statement of Defen_ce .lYlinister von' Hassel on· 6 Harch ;.,hen, referring to 

co-operatic~ in the field of nuc~ear armament, he said: 

"11cN~ara 1 s Committee 'as ~uch is ·not -"suffic~ent for such co-operati~n within 

the alliance. I~ should be coupled with phys~cal joint owner~hip of 
. •I 

nucle~~ :ve~pons •.. By the term 1pby,sical joint ownersh.ip 1 we und~rstand· 

the establishment within NATO pf a 'common s}ste'm of weapons whi'ch'win' 
. . • 'll 

. be joiil,tly financed, will-take joint .responsibilities ·and will be jointly 
~ . . . ' . ' .. 

owned' PY NATO, and whose common course will be jointly,.agreed 'u:pon. II. 
' I { • I I • • ( 

·These facts only further underline the· justifiab'le reservations raised in• this Com;Tiitt&e 

against the. United. Sta;tes draft. t They prove aga~n that th~ serious loop_;~ole~ .:in the 

draft which aim at legalizing the indir~ct spread of nucle.al w~apons within the ' 
" .. ' ' 

framework of NATO ca~ot be .coyered up by the m~-r'eference~ to so-.c~lled cons~ltation:·. 
among the S~ates members of that alignmen~. 

In this connexion I would like. t?. point out that it is not our intention to deal 

with the practi~e of'consultation .and co~operation among tne·members of the North 

Atlantic Treaty Orgari~zatiop and,that we' do n~t qu~stion their activ~ties in this 
r . ·; - , . , , . . * , ~/ 

respect; but we must firmlY reject the above-menti·oned attempts to .,use the so-called . ' 

consultations to. cover· up certain forms .of disse~ina~ion of.'iluclear· we~pons to' other 

States and to le~~liie _such a procedure by the 'kind of limit'ed non-dissemination· 

treaty proposed by tthe ,.United States. • . . :. 

In earlier. statements d~r~ng 'our discussion on collateral measures the 

Czechoslovak del~gation referred to the proposa+ t~ conclude. a non-~ggression pact . . 
petween the State_s members of. the v;ar_saw~ T~eaty and t~os~ o_f. NATO (ENDC/77). ~t 
<?Ur meeting of 21 April a 'representative of the Western delega~ions raised. som·e · 

objections to this proposal. ·ani! its cons:idera~ion ~n.-·our Cominittee (ENDC/PV. 258, . 

pp.I5, 16}.-- objections which in our :Vie.J'are:devoid of any. justification. The 
·' 

representative of the· Polish People t s Repul;>lic; ll.mbassad.or ~lusztajn, 'refuted tliese · 

in ail exhau~tive manner at our las't me!3t<ibg (ENDC/PV. 259, pp. 10, ll}. Identifying 

tho argume~ts adduced _by v~. B~usztajn, the Czechoslov~ d~legation 
t· . . . . . . .. • 

does not think it necessa~ to revert to·the matter. 

.. ' 

itself ful~ with 

.. 
-·· . " 

\ 

,. •' 
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· ·1-'b:-: G614E·z .. ROBLEOO (Mexico) (transtation fro~1 Spanish): I have asked to 

speak in order to oxpr~ss, on behalf·of wy.delegation and of the'Latin-Arierican . . . 
fraternity; th~ so~row we fGel.at the departure of'o~r:distinguished colleague, 

kJ.bassador Correa do Lago, whose· great intelligence, love of peace and spirit of 
. . . 

co-opef-ation we have had OCCasion to adr,urs·· SO L~any tit~es, and who has Dade a 

renarkable c~ntribution t6 our wo~k, as the United' States 'representative so rightly 

pointed out'. vle wish hir.l all SllCCeSS in the ii:tportent post· tci which his Gove·::-nr:enf 

. has appointep hin; and· w~ 'are sure ·th.at he will renain with ·us in' spirit and wiil 

continue to be ~·ssociated with:. the noble work entrusted to o:ur Co•.::r:rl. ttee by the 

United Nations. : 

: ltlr·. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Soc;i.alist J;tc::puplics) (translation fran 
•, 

Russian):· Since .Aubassador Correa do Lago, the representa:tive _of Br.;~.zil in the · 

· . Cbl::>:rl. ttee, is leaving us to t~e up an inportant pos.t iiJ. ~is own country, the Soviet 

delegation would. like to note that .A!.~bassadc;>r Co;rr(3a do Lago has made a very useful 

and· positive contributj,on to: the work of the. Cor.rr.li ttee in the discussiOlJ. of disarnanent 

questions. Both within the: Cou.rl. ttee.- and outside .Anbassa<;lor Correa. Q.o Lago has J.:.Jade 

no sr:.all efforts. to bring· about a favqurable atr.:osphere for the qonside:ration ~d . . . ., 
discussion qf the questions under exa.r,lination in :the Cor:ir.rl. ttee and. for an exchange oi' 

views on ther1o 

..,. On behalf .0f: the Sovie.t delega:tion, and. also in ny capaci.ty as co-Chatr~lal1 of. 

the Co1rr.littee, I should like to wish .Anbassador Correa do Lago every succes.s .i_n lP,.s .. , :· 

new work, and. to·expr~ss. the hope. that in his new post he will not,l9se interest 

in our work and th3 probleD of .disarna.r:1ent, whic~.is the r.1ost important interna-tional 

problen of. th~ present tine. . ~ve hope tJ;J.at. we shall 1.:eet and co-operate. with 

.lt.1bassador Correa do Lago again in· the future at conferences, at the s,es;:licins; of 

the General ·Assetibly, or in other fo~s devoted to. the strengthening· of pea.ce. and 

security and. to considerat=i:on of ~he ·disarr:1anent problen. : Therefore we say 
11 au revoir 11 to f.JJbassador Corr.ea .Q.o :Lagp and ask hi1.1 ~,0 convey our very bes~ wishos 

also· to-his wife. ~-

~. . .. . .. . 
l·Ir. TRIVEDI (India) : On behalf of the Indian delegation and. :the .. non:-aligllad 

r:lenbers of the Cor:r.U. ttee, I should like to join the co-Chairnan and other 

representatives in expressing our deep sense of loss at the fact that, for soLe 

tii~o at least, we·shall not be having the benefit of the wise counsel arid t~e great 
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contribution . . C?f' Ar.lbassador Correa do Lago. Other nembers of the Co;:&.J.i ttee have 

.already expressed their. deep ~ppreciation o£ his :great qualities and. of his tre8endous . . . 
·contribution to the work of the Co~ttee •. . . 

At the-mon~nt I should like to confi~e nyself to the great contribution which 

.Alilbassador Correa do Lago has made fn 'the counsels of the eight non-aligned delegations. 

W:e do not noroally refer in plen.ary neetings ·to th~se group neetings, but I ru;1 sure 

that the Eenbers of the Corillnittee will forgive· me if I do interject this particular note 

and say how deeply appreciative all eight n~nbers of the non-aligned group are·of the 

great contribution that Aobassador Correa do Lago has nade. We all are fanili~r, for 

exa.r:~ple, with the two L1er:~o~anda '(·ENDC/158, 159) which were presented on the last day . ' 

of last year'~ session; but it is not very widely known that it was due to'the groat 
' 

~contribution of .Al.1bassadar Correa do L?-gO to the finalizing of those nel:Ioranda that we 

were able to' present then at that tine. 

i{le are gla~, of course, that our dear c'olleague, .Anbassador Correa do Lago, is 

taking a very ioportant post. · In fact tha~ post is particularly inportant £rolli the 

point of view of disarnament as he will interest young officers of the foreign services 

in this great task facing huruani ty today •. 

We wish .Ambassador Correa do. Lago Godsp~ed ~1d all luck. 

The CHAIBl,iAN ( Cze'choslovakia) : 
'· 

. 
As· Chairr.1an of this neeting ·I arr.. sure I 

express the feelings'of all the delegations when I say that ~~bassador Correa do Lago· 

has been a strong supporter of our disar:manent-·effer-t-s and:·a~warr.;.·friend of· a1J.·of us. 

I hope, he will not ·fo:r:get us as he leaves to deal with other urgent prob_ler .. s. On 

behalf of the CoF.j4ittee·I extend to hin all best wishes in his next assignnent. 

~Jr. CORREA do LAGO (Brazil): I·have heard with great emotio~ the very kind 

words that.haye been addressed to. ne, and I .wish to extend Lly very warn thanks to 

Ambassado~ Foster, Ambassador Roshchin, kabasqador Gomez Robledo and Ar.lbassado~ Trivedi, 

and to' you, Mr. Cb,airr,.an, and to say that your words will serve as a constant incentive . . 
for r1y future work. 

' 
I should like to say a few words '·on this occasion when I an taking leave of the 

Com.littee •. First, I wish -po ex-press to you;--fllr .... ChairD.an, and to every r.~euber of the 

Conference, i1y deep gratitude for the courtesy and understfu>ding that I have 
... •' 

unfailingly received from everyone. The'nature of our work and the at~osphere in 
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which it is carried out p~rE:.i t the creation. of personal links betwaen .UJ. the r..er.;.bers 

of our Coi:.IUittee. · This is not· only a source of pleasure but, in ny view; also helps 

·to build up the confidence which is so necessary for our discussions and negotiations. 

· ~aving participated in the neetings of our Co;..n.d. t tee for aluost two years, I a.I.l 

strengthened in ny conviction that tha Eighteen-Nation Cor..r,.li t tee on Disarnanent is an,. 

adequate diplonatic instrmJent providing the indispensable r:echaniso for negotiations . 
. on disarmaJ-.:~ent. In this period of discussions I have been able to observe real . 
progress in the identification and characterization of the fundru1ental issues involved • 

. I leave EY work here 1::ore confident and 1.1ore hopeful, and persuaded that our. task mst 

be performed, in spite of all difficulties and shortcor.lings. In IJ.Y new assignr~snt I . 

shall be dealing with the professional fori.lation and training of new generations of 

Brazilian diplouats. I shall not fail to inpart to then the deep ir.lpression that the 

skill, the patience and the dedication of all nermers of this Cor§Jittee have left on 

ny spirit. 

Again I say: Thank you, Hr. Chairnan, and thank you, ny dear colleagues and 

friends. 
f 

The CHAIR1-·1AN (Czechoslovakia): I a1.1 sure that I speak for all delegations 

at the Conrrittee when I thank ~~~bassador Correa do Lago f~r his words of farewell 

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

The Conference decided to issue the following co1u~unigue: 

"The Conference of the Eighteen..:.Nation Cor.:1·.:i ttee on Disarmanent 

today held its 260th plenary Ileoting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 

under the chairnanship of H.E. Hr. Tonas Lahoda, representative of 

Czechoslovakia. 
11 Stater.1ents were wade by the representatives of the Soviet Union, 

the United States of illnerica, Czechoslovakia, Mexico, India and Brazil. 

aThe next neeting of th~? Conference will be held on Tuesday,· 

3 May 1966, at 10.30 a.n. 11 

The r.1eeting rose at 11. 55 a.u. 


