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The CHAlrtH~N (Poland): I decl~re open the two hundred and thirty-second 

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on DisarmarJent. 

The Committee has before it an informal text of the draft report to the 

Disarmament CorJmission of the United Nations and to the General Assembly, and steps have 

been taken to distri;JUte it as an official document of the Conference in all the 
. l/ 

languages of the Conference.- I presume that the members of the Cor1Illittee would like to 

have more time in which to study the draft, and to discuss it perhaps at a later 

meeting. If that is so, we will proceed to our normal business: namely, statements by 

members of the Committee. 

lvlr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): Our Col!l8i ttee i after a 

month and a half of work, is today on the eve of adjourning, and the time has cone to 

review what we have done and what we could envisage either in the immed1ate or the near 

future. 

During this session we have had interesting and certainly useful discussions. 

Important problems of very great urgency have been examined. In particular, new 

efforts have beeri made to resolve the problem of non-proliferation. The i'iestern 

delegations have not remained inactive, and the United States delegation, supported by 

the other Western delegations, has submitted to th.e Confe-rence a draft treaty on 

non-dissemination (ENDC/152). 

That proposal, an important andseriousone; has already been extensively debated, 

but unfortunately the delegatipns of the Soviet Union and its allies have not yet 

accepted it. We should like to cherish the hope that that is not their lasj; word, 

and without being discouraged we shall continue to press, here or at the United Nations, 

for the conclusion ofthat treaty. In the meantime, however, as Lord Chalfont stated 

duriRg:his no.tewo.rthy statement of 9 September (ENDC/PV. 231, p~ 5), our Committee runs 

t:he·risk of adjourning in a state of deadlock. That is very regrettable, I would 

even say dangerous, in view of the ever-increasing urgency -- str.essed several times 

here -- of the adoption of measures aimed at preventing dissemination of nuclear 

weapons. 

1/ Circulated as document ENDC/156. 
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The Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Fanfani, stated on 29 July: 

"But if it should not be possible to prepare within a reasonable time such a 

draft comprising obligations for both the nuclear and the non-nuclear 

countries, the Italian delegation would reserve the right to appeal to the 

non-nuclear countries to take an initiative which, without prejudice to 

their own points of view, would fix a certain period for a moratorium on the 

possible dissemination of nuclear weapons, It is quite conceivable that 

the non-nuclear countries, particularly those close to nuclear capability, 

might agree to renounce unilaterally equipping themselves with nuclear 

weapons for a specific length of time, it being understood. of course that if 

their , •. demands were not complied w·i th during that time-limit, they would 

resume their freedom of action, 

"In that way a respite would be given to the anxiety about nuclear 

dissemination and, moreover, a factor of pressure and persuasion would be 

created which could be brought to bear on the nuclear countries in order to 

spur them to conclude a general agreeraent, thus speeding up the process of 

nuclear disarmament. Thus a message of peace and good will could be given 

to the world, a message to which no one -- it is to be hoped-- could 

remain insensible." (ENDC/PV.219, pp. 18, 19) 

Those words have not remained without effect. They have met with a response, 

either in this Conference or elsewhere. The Swedish delegation was the first to 

express its favourable opinion. At our 1:1eeting of 10 August iV~rs. Iviyrdal said: 

"Even if a major result <1t this session is not in the offing, we 

should at least be able to take a few strides forward. One such minimum 

programrue has been offered to us in the field of non-dissemination. I refer 

to the proposal made by the Italian Foreign Ii:inister " (ENDC/i?V,222, p.l9) 

After citing that proposal 1'/irs. Myrdal continued: "It is possible that this proposal 

may prove valuable (ibid.)", and, referring to the ooratorium, went on: 

"As far as my own country is concerned, I can say that if such a decision 

seemed to rally support on the part of non-nuclear nations, we would be 

ready to give it positive consideration." (,illi. .. p.20) 
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At our meeting of 12 August the representative of India, ~r. Trivedi, expressed his 

broad agreement with the Fanfani idea, which he quoted at length, commenting in this 

connexion: 

"That is certainly a fine sentiment, and it deserves respect not only because 

it is expressed by the Foreign 1hnister of a great country, but also because 

it can perhaps be dovetailed into a satisfactory and rational arrangement." 

(ENDC/PV.223, p.l7) 

At our meeting of 17 August the representative of lviexico, Mr. Gomez i.iobledo, dealt 

at length with the Fanfani proposal, which he was good enough to praise, calling it a 

"realistic" suggestion if it proved ir.1possible to draw 'up within a reasonable iinie a 
I 

draft treaty which would also include correlative obligations for the nuclear Powers. 

After quoting from iVir. Fanfani' s s'tatement, he added: 

"It is in a similar way ••• that '~e in iviexico and Latin America under­

stand the stages of this regressive process-- sit venia verba ••• ·-- cif 

non-proliferation ••• " (ENDC/PV. 224, P• 33) 

At the ~me meeting M:r. Correa ·do Lago, the representative of Brazil, after speaking 

about non-dissemination and referring to the Fanfani proposal, declared: 

"I am sure that the suggestion made by the Minister for Foreign .Af'I'airs of 

Italy ••• could prove to be a useful instrument ••• and merits careful study." 

(ibid.' p.l4) 

During our meeting of 31 August the head of the Nigerian delegation, Mr. Obi, 

indicated his approval of Mr. Fanfani' s idea and promised his support, saying: 

"Because we feel strongly that no effort should be spared in the search 

for adequat~ measures to stop the spread of nuclear weapons; no natter how 

tentative and limited, we listened with rapt attention and interest-to' >the 

Italian idea on this subject as enunciated by the Italian Foreign r.iinister, 

Mr Fanfani ... ~·re not only warmly welcome this initiative but are also 

prepared to give it our support when ••• developed~" (ENDC/PV.228, pp.l8, 19) 

Moreover, while much support for the Italian idea was being received in Rome through 

diplomatic channels and during confidential contacts between chancelleries; the'Secretary 

of State of the United States, Mr. Rusk, said to the Press on 2 August: 
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"I believe that ir' the non-nuclear countries committed themselves not to have 

nuclear weapons that would be a very constructive development. I know that a 

very important proposal to this end has been made by Mr. Fanfani. I think that 

his idea represents an important contribution. 

constructive and capable of wide development." 

That suggestion could prove very 

Recently the Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs declared in the Danish Parliament 

that, if the Fanfani proposal were transmitted to the United Nations by the Eighteen­

Nation Committee, -

"••• it would be natural for us to vote in favour of the proposal, whether 

in the First Committee or in the General Assembly itself, and to endeavour to 

get it approved. If that proposal were accepted we should be prepared to 

participate in the suggested agreement. 11 

Lastly, the international Press, through its most representative organs of various 

nationalities and particularly in the United States, the United Kingdom and Germany, 

also supported what has been called, rather prematurely, the "Fanfani non-dissemination 

plan". 

All this convinced us that the idea of a controlled nuclear moratorium on 

which for our part we reflected for a long time before submitting it to the Conference 

was valid and answered to real needs, to widely-shared preoccupations and to 

possibilities of agreement. 

That is why my delegation has now decided to submit to the Conference a draft . 

declaration covering the renunciation of nuclear weapons by the non-nuclear countries 

for a specified period. Before giving a brief explanation of the contents of the 

text (ENDC/l57),which has been circulated to all members of the Committee, I should 

like to make the following preliminary remarks. 

There are two reasons for the choice of today's date for the submission of our 

text: the desire not to limit the discussion of the draft treaty on non-dissemination 

(ENDCil52) by presenting our text earlier; and the desire not to let this session of 

the Conference go by without taking up again an idea which, until a treaty has been 

achieved, could open up immediate prospects of checking nuclear dissemination. 

The Italian delegation realizes that, in view of the forthcoming adjournment of 

the Conference, the Committee cannot discuss immediately the proposal which we have put 

forward. We therefore request that the document submitted by the Italian delegation 

be transmitted to the United Nations as an annex to the report of this Committee and 
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that it remain on the agenda of the Conference for future sessions. Naturally, if 

certain delegations wish to ask questions or give their views at once~ we shall be 

happy to answer them and to take full account of their opinions. 

As Mr. Fanfani himself clearly indicated at the outset (ENDC/PV.219, PP• 18,19), 

the draft declaration which we are submitting to the Committee is not an alternative 

to the non-dissemination treaty which we have proposed (ENDC/152), nor should it hold 

up any progress that might be possible towards that end. The declaration is intended 

to gain time and facilitate progress. The declaration we are proposing is a unilateral 

one -- a unilateral manifestation of good will; it does not have the character of a 

contractual commitment. Nevertheless, in our opinion it would have full force of 

law, committing to a certain line of conduct the countries subscribing to it in the 

conditions provided for by the declaration itself. If a country signing the 

declaration had. already entered into contractual commitments with other countries in 

respect of the question forming the subject of the declaration, those commitments 

would obviously remain valid in accordance with the general rules of international law. 

In regard to the way in which the draft declaration is worded, I should like to 

point out that our aim in presenting it is above all to give a first concrete draft 

form to an idea, to prepare an outline, guide or model. We believe that, for the 

declarations which we en~isage to be generally effective, they should be convergent and 

should contain certain essential elements, and it is some of those elements which we 

have indicated in our draft. However, since the declarations would be unilateral 

manifestations of intention, they might also be differently worded or might take 

different forlils, each country remaining free to choose the forlil or language best 

suited to it, provided that the essential point was maintained. 

I shall now deal in more detail with the content of our text, but I do not think 

it calls for long explanations. In the preamble we have recalled certain principles or 

obligations which appear to us to be fundamental and which derive 'froo the very concept 

of our initiative, in particular the conviction that during the moratorium period the 

nuclear countries should engage in a process of ceasing to build up and reducing their 

nuclear arsenals. 

Then come two operative paragraphs indicating the undertakings into which the 

countries signatory to the declaration should enter. The obligations provided for in 
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sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) .of the first operative paragraph are in conforElity 

with our well-known stand, which aj~s at preventing the creation of any new 

independent national nuclear centre while permitting possible forms of co-operation 

or nuclear integration which would not involve that danger. On the other hand 

it is laid dow~ that, in order to provide reciprocal guarantees of the faithful 

implementation of the declaration, the signatory countrie.s shall accept the 

application of International Atomic Energy Agency or si.Dilar safeguards to their 

peaceful nuclear activities. 

The second operative paragraph provides that the signatories to the declaration 

shall consult with each other before the expiration of the moratoriuw period in 

order to extend it, considering any progress made towards international agreements 

to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, halt the arms race and reduce nuclear 

arsenals. The signatories could resuwe their freedom of action if they did 

not consider that there had been satisfactory progress. 

The text of the declaration is as complete as possible at the present time; 

but it does not provide a solution to a nuwber of problems which will have to 

be studied in depth later. 

First, in the operative paragraphs there are two blanks. They concern the 

duration of the moratoriuw and the number of countries which would have to sign 

the declaration in order that it could enter into force. Those are two very 

delicate questions, with regard to which it may be premature to make specific 

proposals. That could be done later by common agreeDent. 

Further, no procedure is specifically indicated in the draft declaration for 

making the declaration public once it has been signed. One might, for example, 

provide that the declnrations, though unilateral, should be deposited with the 

United Nations Secretariat; but other appropriate procedures might also be 

devised. 

Finally, the draft declaration does not contain any suggestion for the solution 

of a question of which I fully realize the great importance and delicacy: namely 

the co-ordination and tllling of the accession of the various countries. It might 
. ; . . ' 

happen that a country, though desiring to sign the declaration, would not do so 

unless it were quite sure that a certain other country would do likewise. It is 
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'also possible that the two countries in question might have difficulties in 

reaching agreement or in entering into direct contact. That is a problem which 

could hardly be solved by a rigid procedure laid down in a text. It would have 

to be approached in a flexible manner, on the practical level, and dealt with 

through prudent arrangements and appropriate soundings carried out by carefully-

chosen intermediaries, Possibly the Rome Government, which has taken the 

initiative of proposing this declaration, might if it proved useful co-operate 

to that end with those countries with which it maintained relations. I think 

also that the Eighteen-Nation Committee, thanks particularly to its composition, 

could play an extremely useful role in this matter. 

That concludes my remarks on the text submitted by the Italian delegation. 

As can be seen, it is a preliminary text 1 devoid of all rigidity and intended 

merely as a basis -- we hope a useful basis -- for our future work. We hope 

that when the time comes we may count upon the suggestions and co-operation of 

all delegations in perfecting and developing the draft. I apologize for having 

taken up so much of the Committee 1 s ti£1e; but I thought it was my duty to explain 

in fairly ample detail the reasons fer and the scope of our initiative. Before 

concluding I should like to add a few words to reaffirm the intentions which 

inspired the action of the Italian delHgation. 

Though our text is not complete, we do not claim to put forward an integral 

solution to the problem of non-dissemination; that still lies, as I have stated, 

in the conclusion·of a general treaty. However, if the conclusion of such a 

treaty were delayed, we believe that the accession of a large number of countries 

to the declaration which we propose, when it was duly colilpleted and perfected, 

would effectively remove the immediate danger of dissemination while gi~ing to the 

non-nuclear Powers, as a counterpart, a means of ensuring that the nuclear Powers 

should use the pre scribed period to agree upon a process of ceasing to build up 

and reducing their nuclear armaments. 
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In this connexion, as we know, a nunber of proposals have been submitted to the 

Conference. Some of those proposals, such as· those on the cut-off of production of 

nuclear material for military pul·po3~;.;;3 a~1d of certai.n types of nuclear vehicles 

(El\~C/120), have already been deb~ted at length, so they might be ripe for an agreement. 

The transfer to peaceful uses of largo quant~ ties of military fissile material, among 

other measures, associated with the cut-off, would very well come within the scope of 

the immediate advantages which could be given to the countries signatory to the 

declaration. The expiration of the moratorium and the possibility for the non-nuclear 

Powers to regain their freedow of action at that date should hasten and encourage the 

conclusion of such agreements. 

The Italian delegation hopes that the appeal made by Mr. Fanfani in his statement 

of 29 July (ENDC/PV.219), which has today been given its first concrete form in draft, 

will meet with a broad positive response among countries sincerely desiring to limit 

the nuclear danger without delay. ~'le hope that the United Nations General Assembly 

will show interest in ouT proposal and that later -- if a non-dissemination treaty still 

proves impossible -- our initiative may be further developed and made more specific. 

Whatever the fate of our proposal, I wi3h to assure the Conference that it is 

submitted in a spirit of sincerity on our part and with faith in the good will of others. 

This proposal has been dictated by our desire for peace and by our earnest wish for 

greater reciprocal security. We are convinced that if the possible temptations for 

tho noll-nuclear countries were to be removed for a number of years, and if the nuclear 

Powers ;vere to avail themselves of that respite to redouble their efforts to achieve 

disarmament, the world would enjoy a happy period of calm. During that period of 

calm much mistrust, many misunderstandings and a good deal of hostility might vanish 

and encouraging prospects of security, mutual understanding and enduring peace might 

arise and be strengthened. 

!~e CHAI~~-N (Poland): The declaration submitted by the delegation of Italy 

will be circulated by the Secretariat as a document of the Con£erence.l/ 

!:1!.:_TRIVEDI (India): With the approach of the twentieth session of the United 

Nations General Assembly, we are now nearing the end of the present series of 

negotiations in our Committee. J~though we made rather a slow beginning, it is 

extremely gratifying to note that, as our debate developed, we were able to make 

il ENDC/157. 
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noteworthy progress in defining the issues, in pinpointing the difference~, and in 

charting possible courses of action so that, when we reconvene, we can proceed forward 

~rom the positions we nave alrer.cly reroched. i'ie shall now discuss these and other 

problems of disarmament in a large:::- f9rum, and we trust that those discussions will 

give the needed impetus to.our future negotiations in this,Committee. 

In this short intervention I propose to confine myself to the extremely useful 

debate that we have l:ad on non-proliferat~_on of nuclear weG.pons. All speakers, 

representing aligned as Wfi!ll a.s non-aligned nations, have contributed substantially 

to our efforts in clarifying the issues involved in the probl~m. '!le have heard 

!::d.gh:y illuminating and able eX'_t>osi tions of the various points of view; and the 

Indian delegation is happy to observe that in their recent statements many delegations 

have made sincere efforts to appreciate the proposition put forward by us on this 

question (ENDC/144, pp. 10 ~t seq). In particular it is extremely gratifying to note 

that the non-aligned delegations have put ;forward, with a varying degree of emphasis, 

2- similar approach to the basic contours of the problem. 

As far as the Indian position is coneerned, there is little I need add to the 

stetements made by me earlier. To suiPrnarize~ however, our basic approach to the 

problem of non-proliferation of nuclear wHapons is that the question of further 

proliferation is c<!-usatively linked with that of existing proliferation. In fact, 

as happened in the past in ot:!ler cou11tri es, -~he domestic debate which goes on at 

present in some countries is llue solely to the unhealthy impact of the proliferation 

tha.t has taken place so far and is taking place today. 

12 August: 

As I said at our meeting on 

"Further proliferation is in fact a eonsequence of existing proliferation, 

and unless we deal with the dise::>Jse itself we can effect no cure. By 

ignoring the diseeose and trying to deal with vague symptoms and unreal lists 

of probable nuclear countries, we shall only make the disease more 

intractable," ( ENDC/PV.223, p.l6) 

The only rational and effective way to solve this problem, therefore, is to deal 

with both those facets of proliferation together. It is indeed unfruitful to deal 

with only one of those facets of this samG phenomenon, particularly as in our view what' 

it is sought so to tackle -- namely, further proliferation-- is only the consequence 

and not the cause of the malady. 
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I thought I would elaborate in this context the phrase used by me in my statement 

of 12 August relating to the ::1ssumption of "prior commitments" by the nuclear Powers. 

I said: 

"No international treaty can, therefore, be ace eptabl e which issues 

dictates only to non-nuclear countries not to do this or that, particularly 

when the countries possessing nuclear weapons do not assume any prior 

commitments themselves." (ibid.:, p.l5) 

I should like to emphasize that it was not our thesis that only the nuclear Powers 

should assume obligations, or that they must necessarily take appropriate steps before 

the non-nuclear countries assume the requisite obligations; although it might be logical 

to sug~est that in a comprehensive solution of the problem the cause may be dealt with 

first and the consequence thereafter, at least structurally, if not chronologically. 

However, as I said earlier, by the phrase "prior commitment" we do not mean necessarily 

"prior action". We believe that as long as the two inseparable aspects of the problem, 

namely preBent proliferation and future proliferation, are dealt with simultaneously in 

a single or integrated process of obligations and actions we shall be effecting a real 

and abiding solution of the problem. 

We are not rigid about the actual terms of the international instrument that may be 

devised as long as the basic approach is reflected in that instrument ~-as long as, 

pari passu with the international renunciation by the non-nuclear countries of production, 

acquisition and control of, and access to, nuclear weapons, the nuclear Powers renounce 

further production of nuclear weapons and reach agreement on a reduction of existing 

stockpiles. As I said earlier, there may be many ways of implementing this approach, 

and we should welcome suggestions from the nuclear Powers on which of the ways, in their 

view, would be appropriate. If they wish to give a lead and take some early steps, as 

they have done in many matters in the past, we shall applaud such initiative on their part. 

If, on the other hand, for understandable reasons, they are not in a position to take any 

prior steps, we shall not press them to do so. i&at we really advocate is that the two 

aspects of proliferation should be dealt with simultaneously. 

It is not proper or adequate, in our opinion, to say that the non-nuclear countries 

must first assume obligations to prevent what has been described as "further proliferation" 

while the nuclear Powers only make general statements approving the principle of halting 

and reducing the existing proliferation. If it is considered by the nuclear Powers that 

there is no practical possibility of according a higher priority to the elimination of 

existing proliferation, then it is equally clear that a higher priority cannot be given 

to the prevention of further proliferation. 
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It was in the context of this flexibility of approach that we cownended 

-(ENDC/PV. 223, p .17) .the statement nade by the distinguished Foreign Minister of Italy 

(ENDC/PV.219, pp.l8, 19). It should be emphasized that the suggestion of his Excellency 

Mr. Fanfani was posited squarely and unmistakably o.n a single draft comprising obligations 

for both the nuclear weapon countries and the non-nuclear weapon countries, and .the .. Indian 

delegation felt that the Fanfani approach could conceivably be dovetailed into a-satisfactory 

arrangement. 
! . .• . , 

Again, ;I should like to stress, lest there be any minunderstanding, that such 

dovetailing can be dOne in several ways. 
: ,,1--

We are not pressing a particular formula, aithou/#1 

we may have preferences; we are only suggesting that the nuclear Powers should give serious 

thought to this idea; for, after ali, it is they who are intimately concerned with any 

process which involves cessation of production and elimination of existing stockpiles. 

In this context we are glad that the· representative of Italy, Mr. Cavalletti, presented 

this morning a draft declaration for a moratorium on nuclear weapons to be observed ·by the 

non-nuclear countries (ENDC/157). The draft covers some of the ideas expressed by 

His Excellency Mr. Fanfani in his hi'gh-minded initiative, and we shall give it full and 

sympathetic consideration. 

lie are happy to note also that in their recent statements various delegations have 

accepted the logic of our proposition, Our appeal to the nuclear Powers, therefore, is 

that they should imple.nent by actual action the appreciation they have expressed of the 

thesis that there should be no enshrinement or perpetuation of a privileged status of 

nuclear Powers. I was greatly impressed by what the distinguished Minister for the 

United Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, said at our last meeting: 

"If the non-nuclear Powers demand nuclear disarmament before a non-proliferation 

agreement and if the nuclear Po·wers insist on non-proliferation before nuclear 

disarmamen:t, then we shall get nowhere." (ENDC/PV.23l,p 15) 

It is on the basis of this fundamental truth that we have approached the draft treaty 

before us. We believe that a rational international treaty on non-proliferation should 

specifically embrace the essential requirements of cessation of production of nuclear 

weapons and delivery vehicles and agreed arrangements for reduction of existing stockpiles 

thereof. Dealing only with the limited question of what is being _described as "further 

proliferation" or "proliferation to ne.w countries" does not deal with the real problem at all 

That was also the approach that the Disarmament Commission recommended to this 
. ' 

Committee. The Disarmament Commission was qujte clear in its resolution DC/225 {ENDC/149) 

th~t the problem to be dealt with was p~oliferation, and not only further proliferation. 
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The Disarmament Commission also asked the Committee to consider 

" ••• the question of a treaty or convention to prevent the pro lifer at ion of nuclear 

weapons, giving clos~ attention to the various suggestions that agreement could be 

facilitated by adopting a programme of certain related measures". (iEii,.) 

I repeat, "a programme of certain related measures". 

In:our Committee, however, we have a draft (ENDC/152) on a different subject, or, 

rather on a part of the subject recommended to us by the Disarmament Commission; and it 

seems to us that it does not reflect faithfully the view of the Disarmament Commission 

because it fails to give attention to a programme of related measures. I do not wish to 

go into the details of the text of the Disarmament Commission resolution, as such textual 

scrutiny is not likely to be fruitful. However, what is material is to stress the idea, 

the yhilosophy, that unless one adopts the right approach and follows the right path one 

is ~=tPt to lose the way. What I should like to emphasize, therefore, is our conviction, 

that, even if our efforts take a little time, we must build on a firm and solid foundation. 

In conclusion, I should like to quote from one of the greatest and most revered books 

of all time, the Bible. It is a passage from the Gospel according to St. Matthew: 

"Therefore whosoever heareth these sayings of mine, and doeth them, I 

will liken him unto a wise man, which built his house upon a rock; and. the 

rain descended, and the floods ca.rne, and the winds blew; and beat upon that 

house; and it fell not, for it was founded upon a rock. And £veryone that 

heareth these sayings of mine, and doeth them not, shall be likened unto a 

foolish man, which built his house upon the sand; and the rain descended, 

and the floods came, and the winds blew, and beat upon that house; and it 

fell, and great was the fall of it." (Matthew 7, 24-27) 

Mr. FOSTER (United States of America): As we near the close of this session, I 
: : 

should like to discuss the progress that we in the United States believe has been made 

towards achieving a non-proliferation treaty and a comprehensive test ban, Those two 

subjects have commanded most of our attention at this session and they remain the most 

immediate problems before us. 
~ ., ! 

First, let me describe the status of our efforts to secure a non-proliferation treaty. 
I 

As you all know, my delegation tabled a draft non-proliferation treaty (ENDC/152) at our 

224th meeting. It was the product of efforts by the Canadian, Italian, United Kingdom and 

and United States delegations. It was offered in L'esponse to suggestions by many count:ies 
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that discussions on this sub;lEict would be more fruitful if we had a draft before us, We 

are grateful for the welcome .ft has received from '8.· number of countries including, 

particularly, Burma, Ethiopia, Mexico and Nigeria. '·Nation after nation has proclaimed 

its dedication to the goal of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, But this simple 

document is the first concrete expression of the means to that end to be presented to this 

or any other Conference. 

At long last, at our 230th meeting last week, the Soviet representative addressed 

himself - at least in a general way -- to the text of this draft. wb.at he had to say was 
. ' . 

not altogether discouragillg, Judging by hi's statement and he may correct me if I am 

wrong -- his Government can accept most of the language of the' Un'ited States treaty concern­

ing the obligations of nuclear and non-nuclear States to prevent the s:preo.a ·of nuclear we~pons 

Amb'assador Ts~apkin said that the United States draft treaty would ban -- . 

11 ••• the direct transfer of such weapons by nuclear to non-nuclear States, the transfer 

of such weapons through military alliances to the national contro 1 of non-nuclear States, 

D.lld the crea.tion by non-nuclear Stntes of their OT.rn nuclear weapons," (ENDC/PV .230, p.6} 

Certainly these prohibitions get at the heart of the proliferation problem. The sO~iet 

representative's statement therefore means that we have come a lo~g way towards concluding 

a non~proliferation agreement, 

The Soviet representative of course went on to complaint hat the United States draft 

opened the door to the creation of multilateral nuclear forces. He· said: 

II 0 •• the United States dXaft opens up :Possibilities o'f establishing a multilateral 

nuclear force and giving the Federal Republic of Germany and other non-nucle~ 

countries members of N}_rj:io access to nuclear weapons within the frame·work of such 

a force," (~.} 

Here we must say that we think tb.at Mr, Tsarapkin mi.smderstands the various out-

s·!.anding prbposals for NATO nuclear defences. We also think that he has not fully analysed 

the United States draft treaty. No proposal for a NATO nuclear force that the United States 

has put forward would provide access to nuclear weapons to any non-nuclear country. No 

such country would gain access to nuclear weapons design or manufacturing information; and 

no such country would acquire nuclear weapons, national control over nuclear weapons, or the 

power itself to fire nuclear weapons, This is clear from the NATO nuclear defence 
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It is clear from Articles I and 

II of our draft treaty. Indeed, it is clear from mY country 1 s atomic energy legis~ation, 
... 

which is one of the basic laws of the United States. 

The Soviet representative seems to be saying that the United States draft treaty 

permit,s of a NATO multilatoral force, and that therefore it is inadequate no matter 

what restrictions it would impose on such a force and no matter what such a force would 

involve. He persis-ts in saying that such a f0rce would provide access to nuclear weapons 

by non~·nuclear countries even though our statement and our basic legislation assure him 

to tho contrary. If he continues to doubt us, let him sign our draft treaty, which would 

create an international obligation on our part to the Soviet Union to see that access 

·would not occur, This should be more than adequate assurance to the Soviet Union if 

its concern about proliferation is genuine. If, on the other hand, its aim is to divide 

the Atlantic alliance and to interfere with the growth of political harmony in Western 

Europe, then there is nothing we can do to satisfy it, 

·My country is firm in its support for the alliance and for measures which will 

prod~ce greater coherence among its members. Our institutions in the West are dynamic. 

They adjust to political, technological and military changes -- including such changes as 

the deployment in the Western part of the Soviet Union of many hunlreds of missiles aimed 

directly at Western Germany and Western Europe. Indeed, there is no point in trying to 

drn.ft a treaty which would preclude any adjustment by existing institutions to the many 

changes in international relations and in scientific knowledge which will inevitably 

occur during the course of time. 

1'/"e have still not heard from the Soviet Union about the changes taking place in 

the Warsaw Pact with respect to arrangements for consultation or joint decision concerning 

nuclear weapons. As I have pointed out several times before, we know that the Soviet 

Union has recently turned over to its East European allies certain short-range missiles 

capable of carrying nuclear warheads. ~·re have not been informed about the procedures 
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for equipping those missiles with nuclear warheads, or for consulting with other 

governments as to their use. ~Ve have described in some detail to this Committee the 

strict control procedures we. have in mind for a multilateral force. But we have heard 

no similar explanation from the Soviet Union. We trust that Ambassador Tsarapkin 

will supply us with this information as soon as :possible - during the next session of 

this Committee ['_t the latest. 

Nevertheless, my delegation hopes that his statement of last week (ENDC/PV ,230, p.6) 

concerning the United States draft treaty augurs well for our next session. If he 

can accept as much of the draft as that statement seems to indicate, then it should be 

possible to 1>roceed with that draft as the basis for negotiations when we meet again. 

Let us not forget -the Soviet representative 1 s harsh rejection of a United States 

draft in 1962 (ENDC/59) which eleven months later bec~~e the basis for the ne~otiation 

of the limited test-ban Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l). The Soviet Government also fiercely 

opposed the accession of the Federal Re:public of Germany to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Yet the Soviet Government later found that that accession did not preclude the improve-

ment of German-soviet relations. While the Soviet Union may never admit it, the 

inclusion of West Germany in NATO has clearly been a stPp towards stability and peace 

in Zurope. 

Leaving the discussion of the United States draft treaty on a hopeful note, let me 

welcome the imaginative Italian proposal to carry out the idea of Foreign Minister 

F::.nfani. We endorse Ambassador Cavalletti 1 s view that a draft treaty which could be 

signed by both nuclear and non-nuclear States should and must remain our chief objective. 

w~ hope that the next session of this Committee will see truly fruitful negotiations 

on such a treaty. If those negotiations should become prolonged, however, the 

Italian declaration (ENDC/157) could form a useful interim measure to freeze the 

present number of nuclear nations until a treaty can be achieved. Having finally 

come to grips with the concrete issues involved in preventing the spread of nuclear 

weapons, we must persist in our efforts. until a lasting agreement is concluded which 

would avert this serious threat to the security of every nation. 

I should like now to turn to our test-ban discussions. 
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The instructions to my delegati·)n from President Johnson v-Jere made clear at our first 

meeting. They are -- and I quote from ?resident Johnson's n1essage to this Com':'j_tt,ee 

"to work for a truly compr8hensive test-ban treaty." (tGNDC/150) 

rPursuant to the President 1 s instructions: we presented at the 229th meeting a 

descr.ipti'm of what v-re believe can be done on the problem of detecti:m and identification, 

based on our continuing intensive resesrch. \re made it clear that the fundOJY':ental problem 

:remains~ ·Not all natural earthquakes can be positively identified -- that is, distint;llished 

from man-made explosions - by their seismic effects alone, but it would be possible to 

identify as earthquakes all but 20 per cent of those which cause seismic disturbances 

equivalent to explosions of a few kilotons of TNT if the world-wide system of large seismic 

arrays which I described at our meeting of 2 September (ENDC/PV.229, pp. 20 et .!2..£9.) were 

installed. 

It has been made clear, I think, thgt when we speak of 11 identification11 we mean 

identification of earthquakes. It is not p8ssible by seismic means to identify explosi8ns 

as explosions, since there is no Nay of distinguishing them from all earthquakes. Th9.t is 

because some earthquakes look like explosions on seismographs -- or, conversely, explosions 

look just like some earthquakes. 

It should also be clear that identification is the more important of the two steps, 

detection and identification. Detecting an earth tremor on a seismograph means ')nly that 

something has happened to shake the earth. Identification of what th,'lt something is then 

becomes necessary. If the event can be identified as an earthquake, it can r)bviously not 

be an·explasion. 

vJi th the world-wide .system of large sdsEric arrays, it H.1uld. be possible to shmv that 

many earthquakes could not be explosions -- either by t;he nature of the seismic record :)r 

by the location of the event. But there would continue to be the troublesome remainder, 

those events which could not be distinguished e..;-s natural or man-m,g:le, and which therefore 

would have to be identifi•.d. by s orne other mea.ns. 

~~Je would C.Pl'ly our knowledge of identificati-:m, and the information from the 

proposed world-wide system of ·l;:J.:rge arr.:ws outside the USSR) to the earthquakes which would 

be detected each year in the Soviet Union and elsev:here. Our estimate is that in the 

Soviet Union, for ex3Inple, about forty-five underground events in an average year woulcl 

still remain unidentified as earthquakes even if no underground tests occurred. If tests 
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did occur, of C'Jurse, they would be added to these forty-five unidentified events. And 

because the number of earthquakes va.ries fr:)m ye2.r to year, the mere addition of some 

unidentified events to the forty-five would not provide ;:1 significant clue as to their 

nature. On the other hand, the nwnber forty-five c.mld be reduced somewhat by using 

ocean-bottom seismometers to eliminate fr0m the list same of the Soviet earthquakes which 

occur nearby in the Pacific Ocean. The system would have similar V:J.lue in detecting and 

identifying events in the United States 'Jr elsswhere in the world. 

There will still remain a significant nw'llber of events each year in the Soviet Union 

and elsewhere which cannot be identified and some ·:m-si te inspections will be required to 

provide assurance that thes8 are not clandestine nuclear tests. There is no point in 

ignoring this fact. Up to now there has been na feasible suggestion for any other means 

of verification which would identify these unkno\·:n events and thereby assure everyone that 

no nuclear explosions were taking place. 

I said at the opening of this session (3NDC/PV.218, p.l4) that if an exploration of 

all the recent and prospective developments showed th:1t this requirement cauld be satisfied 

by a different nwnber and type of inspections than previausly prop0sed, >ve vnuld tJ.ke those 

facts into 3cc·)unt. I also invited other countries to submit data or research results. 

There have been helpful suggestions from Sweden and the United Kingdom, but the Soviet 

Union has given us no ~b.t:J. and no research results. Its p':lsition remains 0ne of ·.Jbdurate 

refusal to consider any on-site inspections or t·) pr•wide information sh·')r,ring how the 

need for such inspections c Juld be ·)vcrcome. Until thers is some Soviet flexibility on 

this score, little pr·)gress seems possible. 

That flexibility was clearly n)t present in the Soviet represent."1.tive 1 s statement last 

week (BNDC/PV. 231). He simply gave n:::o'l'' labels to old Soviet proposals. He supported a 

treaty ban on tests above a cert1.in size and a m-.Jratorium on those below that size 

(ibid, p.35). Neither the treaty nor the:' n:oratorium would be ::tcc0mp;::1.nied by any on-site 

inspections. The prop::>sal thus amounts t; the sqms old thing - 2.n unverified ban on all 

tests. 

It has become habitual for the Soviet represent:~.ti ve to cite the need f:-Jr a political 

decision to break the deadlock in achieving a comprehensive test ban. If any political 

decision is needed, it is on the part of the 3ovist Uni.Jn. The Soviet Union al':lne stands 

in the vmy of an agreement to extend the limited test ban to cover all underground tests. 
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The United States is convinced ths.t '"· cosprehensive treGty can be achieved nm"' and trE'l.t 

the verification requi~ed to pr:wide sufficisnt confidence in compliance by all parties 

would not be onerous, unnecessarily intrusive, or in any Hay prejudicial to the milit:J.ry 

security of any party. ;,f\at is needecl is a decision by the Soviet Uni0n which by 

definition must be a p::>litical decisi)n --to ah':mclon its outmoded preoccupati-::m wi.th 

total secrecy. In today 1 s world such a preoccupati:.m is not. justifiable :m either· 

scientific or r..ilitary grounds. '1Je .Jre c::>nvinced th:J.t an exchcm;:;e of r;?;cent scientific 

informe..ti ')n wmld demonstrate the vali::l.i ty of this c;)nclusirm to ree1sonable peolJle 

everywhere. 

Although our test-ban discussions heve not ended on a nr;te of hope, those on the non­

proliferation treaty (ENDC/152) have certainly been r;core encouraging. r • .Tc, hope that this 

treaty will receive continued study by the members of this Cormr.ittee and by 2ll others i<rho 

are concerned about preventing nucle:J.r spre:ld. '·Je have offered it '::>.s the basis for seri"us 

negotiations and we sta.nd ready to negoti:t.te at any time. As the first draft treaty on 

this subject to bE: presented to the ,,jorld, it merits the attention of all. 

This raorning the reprc;sentative of India again stressed the need for prior commitments 

by the nuclec:tr Powers to halt and begin cutting bJ.ck on their nucbar build-up. J<y 

Cc)untry 1 s position on this is a matter :)f record. The: measuras we hqve prop)sed for a 

freeze on strategic nuclear vshicles and .J. cut-off .q_nd transfer qgreement on fissi0nable 

materials (ENDC/120) remain here on this te1ble. lie are ready to initiate detailed 

discussions and negotic.tions on those I"teCJ.sures v,rhenevGr the Soviet Union is r;:;ady. 

0n1cn we return to Geneva, lc::t us focus "Jn the non-proliferat:::.Jn treaty ago.in and on 

the test-ban problem. :V.iy d.;:;legD.tion believes thei·a t:) be the most urgent of all the further 

steps which c::m realistically be taken in th.:; n.:::e.r future. 

Hr. HASSAN (United Arab Republic): hy cl.eleg<:ttion will doal today with the 

question of a comprehensive test-b1n tr.:::etty, as my Government is still studying the dra.ft 

treaty on non-disseminatbn (ENDC/152) prcsc:;ntec1 by the; United StJ.tes delegatbn, in the 

light nf the basic philosophy of the non-J.ligned n"Jtinns on tho non-disscmim.tion of 

nucleqr wc;apons 1.;Jbich we have already explained here. 

My delcg1.ti~m notes with satisfaction th::1t our views on a comprehensive test-ban 

treaty as st:~ted during this sessic>n have .:tr:msed great interest b0th insid.e ::lnd outside 

this Comrnittee JNl have tendecl tJ clissipate the atmosphere of hopelessness >vhich was 

looming over our work at this sossion. 
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Bearing in mind the declar.:ttion in th~ prearnble to the Moscow Treaty that the 

Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom and the Sovist Union :1re 

"Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of 

nuclear v.reapons for all time ••. 11 (ENDC/100/Rev .J.,,) 

and their determination 11 to continue negoti.qtions to this end 11 (ibid.); fully conscious 

of the United Naticns resolutions condemning all tests and lending a sense of urgency and 

priority to negotiations in this Committee to fulfil this aim; fully supported by world 

public opinion, which is demanding an immediate cessation of such tests; and encouraged 

by what we understood from the two co-Chairmen in their decl:l.rations at the opening 

meeting of this session (ENDC/PV .218) th,c;t we should redouble our efforts in this Committee 

despite the dete.rion.ting intc:;rnational situation; my delegati::m, desiring to contribute 

its modest share in this respect, stated its view on how to make progress in the 

negotia.tions on the cessation of undergrouncl tests. In doing so we took into acc·:mnt the 

fact ths.t we Pre in 1965 and that considerable progress has been made in detection and 

identific,qtion techniques -- a matter linked to the question of securing compliance with 

any agreement on the cessation of tests. 

On 17 August we put forward some ideas (ENDC/PV.224, pp. 9/10) which we hoped might 

help to break the deadlock we have encountered in this matter and provide a basis for 

serious negotiations in the future for anybody keen or interested to put an end to the 

contantination of man 1 s environment by r3.dioactive substances, arrest the course of the 

nucles:r arms race, ,<.1,nd promote the cause of disarmament. ·vv-e have noted that quite a 

number of delegations did not misread the label on our views and reacted tCJ what we said 

in the same considered manner to 1'/hich we have become accustomed throughout the three 

years of our work in this Committee. We should like to thank all the delegationswhich 

have approved and declared their acceptance ·)f ::1ll or part of our views, or ht:we promised 

t~ study them more thoroughly. 

IV[y del8gation dJes not expect -- and, "l.S e. matter of f.g,ct, nor does any delegation 

to see its views or proposals accepted irnmedi"'.tely J.nd fully by all concerned. But the 

views put f'Jrwa.rc, by the non-aligned St:ctes tend to v>'iden the area af b<J.sic agreement, 

lassen the gap between the sides or incite both parties to rec)nsider their positi:ms in 

due time in the light 0f changing politic'll situn.tLms or improvements in science and 

technology, and might persuade them to accept C')mprJmise solutLms whic·n were unthinkable 

t1.-vo or three years earlier. Our most elementary duty here is to try t:) achieve that aim. 
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We are indeed happy to learn that Jvhe leader of the .United Zingdom delegation, Lord 

Chalfont, and the leader of the Canadian delegation, Mr. Burns, each read correctly the 

message contained in our views of 17 Lugust on a comprehensive -&est-ban treety and each 
" .. "~ -~--.- . . ~----~---· . 

sensed immediately the opportunity offered by the e,cceptance in pr::nciple by the Soviet 

Union (ENDC/PV.230 p.9) of a certain threshold with a moratorium and the implication such 

acceptance might hold as regards starting a useful dialogue with the Soviet Union on this 

issue. 

In this context it might be pertinen-t to mention a question raised by liir. Foster in 

his article in the July issue of Foreign Affairs., at the end of his comments on the 

banning of underground tests. He said: 

"Whether we can thus close the gap between the American and Soviet 

positions remains to be seen in further discussions" (Vol.43, No.4, p.595) 

In the light of our views as stated at the 224th meeting and of the comments made on 

them by the delegations of Ethiopia, the Soviet Union, the United =(ingdom and Canada, 

and other delegations 5 and in the light of the necessity for further discussions referred 

to by Mr. Foster, the United Arab Republic still hopes that the three nuclear Powers 

represented in the Committee .will be in a position during the fortl1coming recess to continue 

discussion on this subject and to report success to the next session of the General Assembly. 

We are here, however, large or small States, nuclear or non-nuclear Powers, not in order 

to dictate a policy but to try to reach common ground; and the most fruitful way to do that 

is by talks, while vre still have time to talk. 

IVty delegation has always tried to ~;:eep the atmosphere in our Committee serene, despite 

the delicate and sensitive issues involved in our deliberations; but unfortunately 

something was said at our last meeting which my delega.tion cannot pass over in silence 

because it might touch our status of non--alignment, which is a basic principle of the 

composition of this Committee. In refuting the Soviet position on underground tests, 

Foster used the phrase "it has a new label" (ENDC/PV.231, p.38). Since our views were 

at the centre of the rather heated debate which provoked that remark from the representative 

of the United States, my delegation feels that the,t phrase, tall::en at its face value, migh"v 

create, rightly or wrongly, the impression the,t it was meant to be a reflexion on our 

attitude as a non-aligned nation in -this Conference. 
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Mr. Foster, who has always displayed a high degree of statemanship here, must be 

aware of the serious implication of such an impression if it were left unanswered. 

Therefore I cannot but strongly object to such an attitude. I do not intend to pursue 

the matter any further; but I had to make that clarification in order to keep the record 

straight and to preserve the standard of our deliberation as high as it has always been 

during the past three years; because if we start labelling each other's resolutions, 

proposals, idess or views, that will be a regrettable sign of decadence in our Committee's 

work. 

I do hope that our course of action in this Conf€rence will facilitate the fulfilmen·b 

of our basic and difficult task of achieving peace through disarmament, at a time when 

the world around us is burning, suffering and falling to pieces. 

Lord CHALFONT (United Kingdom): My remarks will be very brief. They arise out 

of what has been said in the Committee -(,his morning and there are simply two points to 

which I should like to refer. 

First, I was most grateful to the representative of India, Mr. Trivedi, for his 

further clarification of his Government's approach to the problem of the spread of nuclear 

weapons. It was a constructive and helpful contribution, and we shall study it with 

great care. In the meantime I was particularly impressed with his view that, although 

the relative problems of proliferation and nuclear disarmament should be approached 

concurrently -- or, as he said, simultaneously there must also be flexibility about 

the way in which we approach them. 

As our colleague Mr. Foster has said, a Western proposal to freeze the production of 

nuclear weapons already exists (ENDC/120), and I very much hope that we may before long 

be .able to enter into some s,2rious negotiations on that and other measures designed to 

halt the nuclear arms race and put it into reverse. In any case the attitude reflected 

in Mr. Trivedi's remarks on proliferation, and indeed the remarks of the representative 

of the United Arab Republic on a comprehensive test ban, reinforce my view that in the 

short time we have spent here this swnmer we have, if we have done nothing else, laid 

the foundations upon which we shall be able to build usefully when we return here, as I 

hope and expect we soon shall. 

My second point concerns what has come to be co.lled the "Fanfani proposo.l11 (ENDC/157) ~ 

In this respect I should like to join my United S-tates colleagues in welcoming the 
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contribution which the Italian representa.tive has made today to our discussions on·the 

problem of non-dissemination. As Mr. Cavalletti himself has pointed out, the Italian 

proposal for a unilateral non-acquisition declaration is, of course, no substitute for 

the conclusion of a non-dissemination treaty.. It is necessarily ~- partial and a tempora,ry 

measure; whereas, as the Committee is~1a.re, we are convinced tha.t a full solution in the 

form of a non-dissemination treaty is essential. Nevertheless, if it should prove in our 

future discussions in this Conooittee that the delay in negotiating such a, treaty will be 

a long one, then the Italian proposal could be a useful means of sta.bilizing the position, 

and might then perhaps ease our negotiations for a more far-rea.ching and permanent solution 

of that problem. 

I hope, therefore, that when this Committee resumes and we continue our discussions, 

as we shall, on the United States draft, treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, 

we shall be able to give to the present Italian proposal the careful consideru,tion which 

it merits. 

The CHAIRMAN (Foland): There a.re some procedural questions which we have to 

settle before we close the meeting. The first is the date of t:1e adjournment of the 

session. A wish was expressed at our last meeting that there should be a joint 

recommendation of the co-Chairmen on the subject. Such a recommendation has been 

submitted: namely, to adjourn the Conference on 16 September. 

is a consensus in the Committee to accept that recommendation. 

shall consider the recommendation ace epted. 

It was so decided. 

I understand that there 

If that is the case, I 

The CHAIRivT .. AN (Poland): There is now the question of whether the announcement 

of the date of the adjournment of the session should be included in the communique today 

or in the communique of our fina.l meeting of this session. 

opinions of members of the Committee on that subject. 

I should like to hear the 

Mr. TSAR.APKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian)~ 

I think my United S·t-ates colleague and co--Chairman, j:;Jr. Foster, will agree with me, as will 

also the other members of the Committee, that we ought to follow previous practice and to 

announce the adjournment in the communique of our final meeting. 

all arises in this regard. 

Thus no question at 
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The CHAI3l,lll.N (Polc.nd)~ Th6 re:!_)resentative of the Soviet, Union has proposed 

that the announcement of the c.djournment of -~he Committee's work s~1ould be included in 

the communique of our lc.st meeting on Thursdc.y. 

Mr. FOSTER (United States of Americo..): I agree with -~hat. 

The CH.AIRIJIAN (Po land) : Are there any further remarks? If not, I shall take 

that the Committee decides to include -tho tiate of -~he adjournment of the session in the 

communique of our _last meeting on Thursdo..y. 

It was so decided. 

The CHAIID!i.AN (Poland): There is another question of procedur'e on wliich I 

understand the representative of Mexico would like to speak. 

Mr. GOMEZ ROBLEDO (Mexico) (tro..nslation from Spanish): Since it may be 

; -'­
~ v 

advisable not to leave over until the fin::tl meeting which, as we ho.,ve just heard, will be 

on Thursday, consideration of the co-Cho..irmen's report which has been circulated this 

morning (ENDC/156), as well c.,-~ other ques·tions that might arise, the Mexican delegation, 

for its own part and believing that it interprets correctly the views of its colleagues 

from the non-aligned countries, considers that we should envisage the possibility mentioned 

at our last meeting. Consequently we formally move that, if there is no major 

inconvenience, an c.dditional meeting should be held tomorrow 15 September. 

The CHAIRiAAN (Polc.nd): '~He :1avo a proposal that an c.ddi tional meeting should 

be held tomorrow Wednesday. Are there any objections or remarks? If there are no 

objections, I take it that it is so decided. 

It was so decided. 

Mr. OBI (Nigeria): I note that we haven-greed to adjourn on Thursday, 16 

September, and I note also from the dr2,ft report of the co-Chairmen we are not yet 

considering that document, but this lilli~s up with the adjournment-- that we are supposed 

to reconvene as soon as possible. 

shall do on Thursday, presumably 

If, when we consider the draft report which we 

we are going to announce the date of the adjournment 

in our last communique, I assume that we should include in it the date of our reconvening 

as well. 
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(Mr. Obi, Nigeri~) 

I should like to remind the Committee of a sug;:sestion which I made during the recent 

informal discussion on -this subject ::md which was not opposed from any quarter at that 

time: namely, tha.t the co-Chairmen should consid.Gr the desirability of proposing to the 

Committee a fixed date for reconvening. I wished to ro,ise this matter once more only 

to refresh the minds of the members of ·0he Commi t·~ee o,nd of the co--Chairmen, so that they 

might consider the possibility of suggesJcing c;, de;, te for reconvenin.?; next time we meet, 

and because I might have to ra.ise the point when- 1·:e come to consider the dro,ft report. 

I trust that it will be possible fo1~ us to o,gree on a, date for rPconvening~ 

The CHAIRMA..!J.. (Poland): The Committee ho.s heard the vieY< expressed by the 

representative of Nigeria that a date should be fixed for reconvening the Conference. 

I am sure the co-Cha.irmen will take into ::1ccount the remarks just made; and in any event, 

we shall have the opportunity to discuss the matter when we deal with the draft report a.s 

a whole. 

The. Conference decided to. issue :the f:_ollowing communique: 

"The Conference of the Eighteen--Ha tion Committee on Dis:;.,rmament 

today held i·ts 232nd plenary meeting in the P~dais des Nations, Geneva, 

under the chairmanship of Mr. Goldblat, r,epresentative of Poland. , 

"Statem~nts yrere m8.de by the :representatives of Italy, India, the 

United States, the United Arab B.epublic, the United Kingdom, th.e Soviet 

Union, Mexico and Nigeria. 

'
1The delegation of Italy table6. a draft of a unilateral 

- "t" d l t" l/ non-acqu1s1 1on ec ara 1on.-

11 The next meeting of the Conference will be held on 'Jednesday, 

15 September 1965, at 10,30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m • 

.!/ Circulated as document ENDC/157 




