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The CHAIRMAN (Indié): I declare open the two hundred and sixty-second
plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmeament.
Before I call on the first speaker, I should like to mention that we havéAiﬁ |
the distinguished visitors' gallery today the Minister for Law of India,
Mr. G.S. Pathak, and Senator Joseph Clark of the United States.

Lord CHALFONT (United Kingdom): Before I begin my statement, I should like
to join the Chairmean in welcoming here today the Minister for Law of India, whom I am
delighted to see with us this morning, end Senator Clark of the United States, to
whom I have already been able to offer a personal welcome.

In disarmament negotiétions, as in most other areas of international affairs,
it is best, if one has nothing new to‘say, to say as little as possible. For this
reagson the United Kingdom delegation hés intervened only rarely in the debate that
has gone on in this Committee sincé the present session began on 27 January. Our
aim has been to get agreement on what I still believe to be the most urgent of all
our problems ——- how to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons. We were all
taken to task by you, Mr. Chairman, speaking as the head of the Indian delegation
on Tuesday, 3 May, for neglecting the subject of general and complete disarmament
(ENDC/PV.261, p.l6). I must say at once that comprehensive and universal disarmament
is stilli the aim —-- the clear and unequivocal aim -- of Her Majesty's Government.
But it would be idle to pretend that agreement of that sort is within our immediate
grasp, and we must not let the best be the enemy of the good. As I have said many
times before —- and it is worth saying once agein -- if we cannot. stop the-spread\
of nuclear weapons, and stop it soon, we may find all other progress on'diéafmahent
blocked, perhaps for ever. '

I have not had much that is new to say on the subject of non-proliferation
since the United States delegation submitted its draft treaty in August 1965
(ENDC/152). Today I should like, very briefly, to take stock of .where we stand
on this matter of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, and to look forward to
what we might reasonably expect in the summer session.

We now have before us two draft treaties, one of which has been amended in an
effort to close the gap between them. We have hesrd a number of speeches analysing
the wording of certain of the articles of these two draft t?éq@iééf;.;Tbé'xtgliaQ?;‘
delegation has recently suggested that an effort should be made to find a formula
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for an agreed preamble as a first step (ENDC/PV.252, p.14). The Canadian delegation
has contributed a most useful detailed comparison ef article II in the two drafts -
(ENDC/PV.254, pp.9 et _seg.)

But this Committee has made little progress up to now towards the conelusion
of a non-proliferation treaty. One of the reasons, I believe, is that in the course
of our discussions it has become clear beyon a doubt that so far as the Soviet Union
is concerned it regards a non-proliferation treaty as a measure directed almost
exclusively against one country, the Federal Republic of Germsny. In spite of
repeated assurances by Germsn statesmen, in spite of the clear German undertaking
" not to manufacture nuclear weapons -- an undertaking recently repeated without
reservations by the Government of the Federal Republic -=-, and in spite of the -
demonstrable fact that Western Germany has taken and is taking no action that could
possibly justify its constant vilification by the Soviet Union and its allies or
provoke the repeated and unjustifiable accusations of militarism and revanchism -—-
in spite of all this, the Soviet Union seems ready to accept the dangers that nuclear
weapons might really spread outside BEurope and throughout the world whilst it conducts
this single-minded, obsessive and vengeful campalgn against one of the Western allies.
It is this myopic and doctrinaire refusal to see where the real dangers lie that
makes our path such a difficult one to tread.

We should not be deterred, however, by what may seem to be for the moment
- formidable obstacles. If we have failed to make progress by a direct confrontation
of the main points at issue between East and Wost -~ much as we deplore this
situation --, it does not mean that we must resign ourselves to doing nothing. We
must explore every possible way of improving the chances of eventually getting agreement.
Perhaps, therefore, it would be useful at this juncture to turn aside and consider the
desire of the non-sligned delegations that other collatersl measures should be
associated with a non-proliferation treaty. My Government is more than ready to
consider and discuss ‘all the proposals that have been made in this context, although,
as the Committee knows, we do not beliswe that progress would be made any easier by
complicating the non<proliferation treaty itself,

I think most of us ‘accept that our approach to nonaprollfbration should take
account of what my Ethiopian colleague has called a "commitment to reduction"
'SENDC[PV.gégx p.18) on the part of the nuclear Powers. This thought is reflected of
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course both in the non-aligned nemor andum (ENDC/158) of Septenber 1965 and in the
General Assembly resolution on non-prollferatlon (A/RES/2028 ( ))adoptod in 1965.

" This refers to "an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations

of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers." (ENDC/161) het is an important aspect

of non-proliferation. Unless some balance were intended here, we should indeed be
exposed to the charge that we were esking nations to undertake an act of renunciation
unwerranted by a valid political counterpart, as the representative of Brazil has
suggested (ENDC/PV.244, p.15).

I should like, therefore, tc take a few minutes this morning to exanine seriously
the question of which among the other collatersl measures under consideration in this
Cormitbee would contribute to the achievement of a reasonable balance of obllgdtlons
in the context of non-proliferation.

An importent element in this problem was clearly defined by the representafive
of Burna on 22 lMerch. He said:

"But we feel that it would not be asking tco much of the nuclear Powers to

request them, at least as a start, to show some evidence that efforts dre

being made to take the first essential steps to inhibit the quantitative and

qualitative enhancement of their nuclear arsenals.

“"An undertaking on tine part of the non-nuclear weapon Powers not to
nanufacture nuclear weapons would in effect nean forgoing the productidn of
fissionablc material for weapons PUrposes; end such production is the first
essential step for the nanufacture of these weapons and constitutes an important
dividing line between restraint from and pursuit of the nuclear path. An
undertaking on the part of the major nuclear Powers to halt the production of
fissionable meterials of weapons grade would mean the cutting-off of additional
supplies." (ENDC/PV.250, p. 28)

In ny earlier speech, 2lso on 22 larch (ibid., p-21), I took occasion %o welcome
the United States proposals (ENDC/120, 165) for a freeze on delivery vehicles and a
cut-off in the production of fissile material. The United Kingdon is impressed by

the contribution towards actual disarmement which both those proposals would involve.
They constitute in fact a logical first step in the limitation and reduction of
existing nuclear arsenals. And they would provide a substantial counterpart to an

‘nct of renuncieation by the non-nuclear weapon Powers. The United Kingdon .delegation
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has awaited with great intereét, therefore, the response of the non-aligned delegations
and the delegations from Eastern Europe to these proposals. Already, at the very
first meeting of our present session, on 27 January, Ambassador Khallaf of the United
Arab Republic in a particularly lucid and constructive speech had commented as

follows: A

"With regard to.collateral measures in géneral, we still have to consider.a
certain number of inmportant measures proposed by the United States of America
and the Soviet Union. We have had occasion to express our views on this
subject, but unfortunately no agreenent has yet been reached on it. We have
noted with interest certain adjustnents which the United States delegation
has proposed ... in some of the collateral measures designed to slow down the
race for nuclear weapons, particularly as regards the p0331b111ty of a
substantial material destruction of nuclear weapons.

"We think that perhaps this constitutes an effort by the United States
delegation to take into account the Soviet Union's objection that those proposals
implied the establishment of control without disarmament. We hope that the
United States delegation will develop this new aspect of its proposals and that-
the Soviet Union will be able to inform us of its reactions to them. de
believe that we should continue, with the same patience and perseverance as
before, to explore w1l possibilities of agreement concerning the collateral
measures submitted by the United States and the Soviet Union. "

(ENDC/PV.235, pp.39. 40)

Since then other non-aligned delegations have spoken in favour of one or other .

or both of the collateral measures to which I have referred. For example, the
representative of Sweden supported the cut—off»(ENDC/PV.247, pp.13,14), and the
representative of Nigeria urged that strenuous efforts be nade towards the achievenent
of a freeze (ENDC/PV.235, p.32), while the representatives of Mexico (ENDC/PV.242, p.5)
and the United Arab Republic (ENDC/PV.245, p.15) expressed support for both measures.

A serious and thoroughgoing discussion of these two measurcs would therefore, it

seens, meet the wishes of many of the non-aligned as well as the dJestern delegations.



ENDC/PV.262
3 .
(Lord Chalfont, United Kingdon)

Thé United States delegation has given us a detailed technical exposé of both
proposals in its speeches of 8 and 15 March (ENDC/PV.246, pp.33 et _seq.;
ENDC/PV.248, pp.7 et seq.). The cut-off has alsc been the subject of three working
papers circulated by the United States, dealing with the verification of a cut-off
(ENDG/134), the transfer of fissionable material (ENDC/172), and the inspection of
shutdown plutonium reactors (ENDC/i?A). All this indicates to an impresgsive degree
not only in how much detail these proposals have been worked out but how much care has
been directed to making their implementation as unintrusive as possible. "In our -
view these are two practical neasures which deserve serious study. They clearly
belong to the category of measures which, in the terns of the non-aligned Memorandun
of Beptember 1965 (ENDC/158), should be associated with a non-proliferation treaty.

Inevitably there arises the question where these measures should be fitted in.
We have had a number of suggestionss that they should be incorporated in a non—
proliferation treaty; that théy shodld be related to the clause governing the entry
into force of such a treaty; or that they should be the subject of a declaration of
intent incorporated in or made simultaneously with a non-proliferation treaty. My
own féeling'is that we nust toke care not to overload the treaty itself with a
superstructure of additional méasures which can only hamper and delay its megotiation.
What is necessary is that the sincere intent of the nuclear Powers to put such
neasures into effect is clear beyond doubt to the non-nuclear weapon Powers when the
time comes for them to sign a non-proliferation treaty. _ S

In the light of this statement of the United Kingdom's position. the Committee
will understand my disappointment with the totally negative response of the Soviet
delegation to the two United States proposals. I should like to draw attention to
the fact that, quite apart from the intrineic merit of the proposals -- on which
differences of opinion are to be expected of course -- none of the East European
delegetions seens to have appreciated their significance as a response to the
justifiable desire of the non-aligned delegations for some additional balancing factor
in association with & non-proliferation treaty.

I shall return in a noment to another aspect of this matter of the balance of
sacrifices, but first I should\like to put one other thought before the Conference.

I should expect any government, in deciding whether to sign a non-proliferation
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treaty, to estimate what it would gain and what it would lose if the treaty which
it signed cane into force. ‘The governnent of a non-~nuclear State might calculate
that it would lose a valuable nilitary option which night in its view be vital to
its security. Therefore that govermment would ask, as some of the ndn—aligned
already have, for an acceptablc balance of sacrifice by the present nuclear weapon
States.

But we shouid not forget the reverse of this coin. I believe that any
responsible government of a non-nuclcar weapon State must also consider the effect
on its own security of a world without a non«proliferétion treaty. No country
could hope that it would for very long remain the only addition to the nunber of
nuclear Powers -- supposing that it decided to take that step. Others would
fdllow, inereasing rather than diminishing the threat to the first nation's security.
Would the first country then be any better off, even in merely nilitery terms?

I would ask the non-aligned delegations to ponder on this point in case it
turned out to be impossible to get agreement among the nuclear Powers to some
measures of reduction. And, after all, the apparent lack of interest by the Soviet
Union in the United States proposals suggests that the omens are not particularly
favourable. I should like to ask the non-nucleer Powers most seriously whether,
if this position were reached -- a treaty within our grasp, but the choice of
collateral neesures still in dispute —- it would not still be in the interest of
every non-nuclesr State to call a halt to the spread of nuclear weapons even if the
nuclear weapon Powers themselves had not actually begun to disarmn.

On another question connected with the security of the non-nuclear States the
outlook is rather better. It should be possible to reach agreenent on some kind of
guarantee to enhance the security of the non-nuclear Powers, to protect them from
nuclear attack or blackmail. AIl the nuclear Powers represented here have accepted
that it is right to try to formulate a guerantee for this purpose, and it is for the
beneficiaries of such a guarantee to copsider what form they would want it to take.
The formulation outlined in President Johnson's nessage (ENDC/165) has what seems to
me to be the practical advantage that it would give a measure of protection to
non-nuclear signatories of a treaty against threats from States which ere unlikely
to sign such a treaty irmediately. The nronosal of the Joviet Union in Mr. Xosygin's
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nessage to this Conference (ENDC/167) for a non-use guerantee by nuclear Powers party
to the treaty, which we recognize as evidence that the Soviet Union too has recognized
the general problen and made a serious attenpt to deal with it, would not cover this
eventuality.

Perhaps at the right noment we should consider whether some compromise between
these two approaches night not be possible. For instance, any objection the non-
aligned might have to a positive guarantee -~ for fear that it would force them against
their will into a degrec of alignment -- might disappear if it were possible to make
such a guarantee multilateral instead of unilateral. Perhaps we might take this
question up again after the coming recess.

I should now like to come back to the question of the balance of sacrifices -- but
this tine to telk about the balance of sacrifice involved for each of the two main
alliances in any collateral measure. It has been said that proposals for partisl
disarmanent fall into two classes: those which are advanced with the genuine intention
of moving towards disarmenent, and those which are aimed sinply at securing-a strategic
advantage for the proposer. I suggest that many of the collateral meesures put
forward by répresentativcs of the Warsaw Pact fall into the second category; they do
not entail any equelity of sacrifice.

Take the proposal for irmediate elimination of foreign bases. BEveryone here will
remenber the objections raised by mcny delegations to the draft resolution (DC/218)
which the Soviect Union put forward and then withdrew at last year's session of the
Disarmament Cormission. Here there was an attenpt to deny States the right of
colleetive defence allowed by the Charter of the United Nations.  Looking at it
another way, there was a blatantly disproportionate gacrifice asked of those States
threatened by a neighbour and therefore neecing the prompt support of an ally; we night,
for example, teke the case of Malaysia.

what about equality between the major alliances? 1 have already pointed out in an
earlier speech in this session (ENDC/PV.250, pp.16, 17) that the bare facts of geography
nake it necessary for the iestern Alliance, whose nein strength lies in the United
States, 3,000 miles from the borders of the darsaw Pact, to have United States troops

stationed in Rurope as long as the conditions of tension and suspicion, which we all
deplore, arc not changed. For United States forces to withdraw from Burope now would
give a huge strategic advantage to the Warsew Pact and, far from causing tension to
relaex, would intensify it. In the event of wor in Western Europe -- however unlikely
that might be -- given the superiority of the conventional forces of the Warsaw Pact,
the United States would then be able to fulfil its treaty cormitnents only by an almost
autonatic resort to strategic nuclear weapons. The world would then be in an even

nore precarious state than it is in now.
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Similar arguments of inequality of sacrifice can be raised over the proposals that
have been made for arms control in Cent;al Burope. Her lajesty's Government supports
the concept of nuclear—free zones, and.we are following with interest and goodwill
the progress of the preparatory meeting for o Latin—smerican nuclear—free zone now
being held in itexico City. e heve been attracted too by the proposal for =z nuclear-
free zone in sfrica. If these imeginative projects can be brought to success, there
is to my mind no reason why we cannot contemplate o nuclear—free zone in Surope as.
well, given the right conditions. But the Soviet Union and its allies must reclize
that these conditions will have to take . account of justifiscble objections by the est
to eny proposals that involve a disproportionate and dangerous sacrifice of security.

No one, I believe, can legitimately raise this sort of objection to the proposals
for collateral measures submitted by the United States, which I have already discussed
in some detail. Indeed, representatives of the ‘arsaw Pact countries have not even
argued against them on these grounds, Instead they have tried to brush them easide
as irrelevent and meaningless. I do not think it is right that they should be
allowed to get awey with this. It is not only illogical, but it seems also to
underestimate the intelligence of the members of this Conference.

How can a delegation that speoks in favour of a measure on the very fringes of
disarmement -- for exemple, & non-aggression agreement between NiTO and the ‘arsaw
Pact — denounce and then virtually ignore a proposal which enteils the destruction
by each side of weapons capable of destroying & hundred cities? Far from involving
o greater sacrifice by the Soviet Union, the proposal for transfer of fissile material
provides for a greater quontity to be destroyed by the United States than by the
Soviet Union, in recognition of the fact that United States stosks are larger. If
the Soviet Union believes that the quantities suggested still involve a greater
sacrifice by it, why does it not say so? . But I think the Soviet Union should
realize that its present position is untenable. It cannot with impunity go ‘on
arrogently dismissing measures of exectly the kind.which all the delegations of
countries outside the Bastern bloc regard as appropriate in association with a

non~proliferation treaty.
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I snould like. 1o end- WIth some remerks.on this session so fer., . No one can
'pretend tnat we have made visible progress on any of the measures with which we have
dealt, But I do not believe that enyone who has followed these negotiations over
the yearé; and seen the way in which periods of apparent stegnation have preceded
agreement, should be altogether dishéarféned,. I believe that we have cleared away
many of the thickets of misundersténding eround the different problems. Ve have
identified and igglated the points of difference between the groups of members. But
we must do more than this after the recess. . No one can face with anything but alarm .
the prospect of returning to the General hssembly of the United Nations once more
with nothing to show for our efférts,

I hope thet when we resume in June we shall be able to renew our efforts ﬁo
some effect. It is obvious that concessions will have to be made if agieement»is
to be reached, There is no hope of movement in any negotiation unless both sides
are prepared to be flexible and move out from their positions, however long they may
have been entrenched there. The revised United 3totes draft (ENDC/152 and »dd.1)
is, in our view, a sign of flexibility of the sort that we need. I believe that
the non-aligned delegatibns will continue to play en important part in finding some
middle ground between the positions adoptéd by the two alliances. The proposgls by
the Swedish delegation for a form of inspection by challenge (ENDC/PV.256) and for _
the esteblishment of & co—ordinating centre for seismic detection’(ENDC/?V.247, PD. 16
et seq.); the suggestion by the delegation of the United srab Republic (ENDC/PV.224,
P.9) for some kind of threshold above which we might conclude an uninspected under-
ground test ben; the iexican proposal (ENDC/PV, 246, p.9) for inspection by an
international board of scientists —— all these are examples of the sort of thing I
have in mind. I do not pretend that in theirx pfeéent.fprm they are perfect frbm,
our point of view, The reQuirémenfs of national security and of the collective
security of the Vestern alliance impose obligatiohs which we'cannot disregard. _ But,
as we have already demonstrated,-this does not méah thaf we, are not prepared to-movg 
from our present position if we see & rcal chance of agrecment ~That chance,
however, will come only when othex delpgatlons around this table show signs that tth

are prepcored to move as well,
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M; JE:;&_ (Nagerja) - On beha]P of my delegatlon, ‘I.welcome ta . our.
mldSb the hlnlbtﬂL for pr of ITndia ard Senator Cla*k af the United States.
I'shou¢d like to J01n o*her repres ntatives in a stockftaking exercise, now .
‘that we are. comlnp to the en d nf this session. Perhaps many will  join me in saying
that our accomplishments on the credit gide are ancthing to write home about., e
have failed because we are afraid; end I dare =ay that there are genuine causes for
fear, ‘ _
‘Reaving made that bricf general remarik, I should like to speak on two of the
ssues ki%h which we have been confronted, The first is the proposal for .a regional
approach Yo disarmement, with spesial reference to Africa; the second is the treaty
on the nen-proliferation of nuclear weapons. :
When fﬁe representative :of the. Unived bbateo spoke on 19 April (ENDC/PV 257),
_hc made meny points which are of considerable interest to those of us from the
continent of ALr1ca~ His central theme on that occasion .wag the ddea of, & reglonal
approech to dlsa"memoqt £g far as we know, nob rch has been seid about. the .
subject in this Committee since then; but we ncted that, when the Soviet Forelgn
~kinisvoer visited Rome recently, the idea of an eliéEuropean‘gonferenqe on, security
was - -discussed. In presenting his proposals cumbassador Foster said at one po%ntg
"The aim of this Com ittee is, of cource, to consider measyres which
will increase the security of States and enhence international stability.
Lecordingly we shall wish to keep in mind any speciel military situations
in various perts of the world. Some smaller countries are confrented by
serious threats". (ibid., p.i6). _ .
Speaking on 27 January ambessador Foster made a_similar;statement,.as fo}lqws:“
"Je in this Commidies have a unicue opportunity, as well as a heavy .
responsibility, to seek‘av“enmentc which will reduce international tension
end build the foundation for a stable pcace., . Existing tensions do not malke
our task easier".  (ENDC/PV,235, ».21),

Indeed, existing tenulons do nov make our task easier.
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My delegation agrees with both statements. Ve believe that there is a close
relationship between the arms race and injustice in some parts of the world. It is
hardly worth while preaching the gospel of disarmament when some countries are only
too willing to connive at or even encourage acts of injustice by the use or the threat
of force. iy country has alweys supported any move to achieve a just and lasting
péace in the world. Centres of tension will have to be reduced to the minimum, and
ry country has taken active steps to achieve this. In the Congo we established an
enviable record in improving the political climate in that country. Early this year
my country took the initiative of summoning a Commonwealth Conference on Rhodesie.
4t the United Nations we have used our influence and votes in the interest of world
peace.,

“hat are the prospects for lessaning tension in Lfrica and for a‘regional approach
to disarmament? First, let us consider the situastion in Rhodesia, In that country
e minority—-strenger clement, constituting less than 7 per cent of the populetion, has
imposed itself on the rightful owners of the country by the use of force. In the
process of this act the leaders of this group have committed all the cfimes known to
the laws on treason, eand so far they have been getting away with it.

us far as I know, no effort is being made to take appropriate action against the
rebels, From whet one moy gather from & study of Press statements the reason fér
this are, first, that because the rebels in Rhodesie are armed to the teeth it would
be an extremely difficult militery task to deal with them; second, that because the
rebels have friends and relatives in certain countries it would be politically unwise
to apply any drastic measure; and third, that democrecy, the rule of the ﬁill of the
majority, cennot be contemplated in Rhodesia because il will mean handing over the
government to sfricans, and it is believed that when this happens it will not serve
the economic and political interests of the rebels and their principals.

To our mind the Rhodesian issue clearly shows that it peys to be armed. Yes, it
pays to be armed, but we must point out that it is & bad precedent and & bad example
to others and has done considerable disservice to the cause of disarmament., Can we
be assured that, if a man like Ian Smith decides to violate and actually violates any
international treaty resulting from our negotiations here or elsewhere, appropriate
action will be taken against him if the victims of his action are africans? Till

the same arguments not be used to enable him to escape justice?
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Will this not affect the attitude of some of us towerds disarmament negotiations?
If Tan Smith had been a Pandit Nehru or 2 Colonel Nasser or & Jomo Kenyatta or a
Joshua Nkomo or & Kenneth Keunde or an Osita Agwuna, we can heve no passible doubt
as to what his fate would have been by now. It is the view of my delegation that
it is difficult to preach the gospel of disarmement to & man whose next-door neighbour
enjoys a bounteous harvest by the use of arms, For our efforts here to bear fruit
we must carry our people along with us, and to do so we must show them that thére is
a sincere desire on the part of all concerned to carry out obligations resulting
from our efforts. we must be in a position to prove to them that in carrying out
these obligations no double standards will be applied.,

In the second place, we wish to remind this Committee that many areas in Africa
are still under colonial rule. 4£11 appeals made to the colonial Powers to free our
people have fallen on deef ears. This sort 6f situation does not help the cause of.
disarmament, Under~development is bad, poor education is bad, disease and ignorence
are bad, but an undignified and humiliating existence, which is the essence of
colonialism, is certainly unbearable.

Finally, there is the South African issue. There is no doubt that the policy of
oppression and degradation of Lfricans in South sfrica does not help the cause of
world peace and consequently does not help the cause of disarmement. e are
obliged to draw attention to these issues because we want to remind the Committee
that while we cre trying to cure a symptom we must not lose sight of the disease.

The emerging nations in Africa are not interested in building up arms beyond the
level required for internal security and defence ageinst aggression. They have more
pressing problems. " Those who are interested in building up arms in 4frica beyond this
level and for purposes of aggression and oppression are the stranger elememts —- the
Portuguese, the Spaniards, the South africans and the settler Rhodesians. It is
cleer that the veritaeble experiment in illegality now going on in Rhodesia 'is aimed
at imposing permanently on the majority of the people a minority stranger-element
government, South sfrice has already acquired some nuclear cepability, and if it
should succeed in producing nuclear weapons we have no illusions at all about how

they would be used.
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The views of my delegation on the conclusion of & non-proliferation treaty have
been made clear both here and in New York. e believe that the conclusion of such
e treaty will teke us a long way towards achieving our ultimote goal, which is
general and complete disarmcment. On this occasion we should like to ‘touch on two
aspects of the treaty on non-proliferation.

The first concerns the nature of the treaty.  Lbout this United Nations General
sssembly resolution 2028 (%) lecves no room for ambiguity, because it says:

12(a) The treaty should be void of any loop~koles which might permit
nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, direculy or indirectly, nuclear
weapons in eany form". (ENDC/161)

If we base our negobiations on thie guide~lines provided by the United Netions, which
we believe are clear enough, then we shell have no need to re-define what a non~
proliferetion trecty is or should be.

e have received & clear mandate, in very simple and clear lenguage, and my
delegation believes thet our duty is to work bowards concluding a treaty strictly
in line with this mandate, Tt may nob be profitable and, as & matter of fact, it
could be dengerous for us to give a fresh definition to "proliferation". The
definition of the word is implicit in United Nations resolution 2028 (x£), It does
not leave room for a half-way house between proliferation and non-proliferation —-
you either proliferate ox you do not. 4 mgy be true that the standard set by the
resolution is too high for our individual requirements, but it is &lso true that by
voting for that resolution we assumed o moral obligation to ebide by it.

There is no doubt that the existence of militery alliances, each made up of
nucleer and non-nucleer weapon States, presents special difficulties. Indeed,; any
such alliance contazins & built—in resistonce to the ideels of a non=~proliferation
*+reaty. This, in our view, is because in a militory slliance made up of nuclear

weapon States and non—nuclear weapon States there is the danger of proliferation by

trick. Suppose we have four States forming an alliience. States 4 and B are nuclear
weapon States while C and D axe not. Is it not possible for C and D, the non-nuclear

weapon States, to nersuade & and/or B to use nuclear weapons to further the interests

of C and/or D, the non=nucleer weapon States? Then it will be the nuclear weapon
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States that are using the Weaponsylbut they will be acting &8s agents of dhe non-—
nuclear weapon States, There is no doubt that in such a case there is effective
proliferation, No one is suggesting that, in the interests of a non-proliferation
treaty, existing military alliences should be dissolved. The world is perhaps not
yet ready for that.

The second question we should like to raise concerns guarantees for the nuclear
"have-nots", iy delegation hes fathered the idea of writing into the treaty on
non-proliferation an article on the prohibition of the use of nucleer weapons cgeinst
non-nuclear weapon States perties to the treaty (ENDC/PV.235, p.31). Te are happy
to note that both the United States (ENDC/165, p.2) and the Soviet Union (ENDC/167, p.3)
have indicated their desire to provide a form of guarantee in one way or enother.
Vhen the details of these are worked out we mey have further comments to make.

The representative of Canade, spéaking in the Committee on 17 February, agreed

that our proposal was "entirely reasonable" ,12), but speaking on the

seme subject on 3 liarch he pointed out that —-
"ooo it would be very difficult to incorporate effective guarantees in a simple
treaty on non-proliferstion, e treaty resembling the United States and USSR
drafts, O0f course, it is possible that the nuclear Powers here represented,
or one of them, could produce the-text of an article setting out in genefal
terms the principle that nuclear Powérs were responsible for ensuring againsf
nuclear attack or threats of it the safety of non-aligned nations which agreed
to abstain from acquiring nuclear wespons, Such an article could serve as &
basis for separate bilateral or multilateral agreements to be made between
those non-nuclear nations which felt that they needed guarantees and one or more
of the nuclear Powers." (ENDC/PV,245, p.23)
We feel that the idea of & "separate bilateral" agreement involving "one or more of
the nuclear Powers" is not consistent with the non-aligned status of tﬁe non-nuc lear
weapon Stetes which are expected to be parties to this errangement. Vhet is probebly
more suitable is that all nuclear weapon Stetes partieé'to'thé‘treaﬁy on non-
proliferation should agree to provide the guarentees and that this should be written

into the treaty.
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Mr. BURN§‘(Canada): First, I should like to join in the welcome which the
Chairman and other members of the Committee have already extended to the Minister for
Law of India and to Senator Clark, who, as many members of the Committee know, is a
strong proponent of disarmament and has given to many of us in this Committee a great
deal of encouragement to presevere in our work.

As we approach the recess the Canadian delegation would like to place before the
Committee a few thoughts relating to non-proliferation and to general and complete
disarmament. _

On 4 April I asked precisely what the USSR delegaﬁion conceived to be the.meaning
of the words "ownership", "control®, "use" and "disposal" (ENDC/PV.254, pp.ll et $69. ).
It appeared to us that a clear understanding of what the Soviet Union intended those
words to mean in the Soviet text was essential to the progress of further negotiations.
We note that the representative of the Soviet Union gave an explanation in his
statement on 28 April of what he considered the word "control" should signify (ENDC/
PV,260, pp.4 et _seq.). Having studied the Soviet representative's remarks on this point,
the Canadian delegation is led to ask some further questions. |

Article II of the Soviet text would place parties to the treaty not possessing
nuclear weapons under the obligation not to "participate in the ownership, control or

use of such weapons or in.testing them". (ENDC/164, p.5). We have pointed out our

objection to part of the obligation that this article would seek to impose upon States
not possessing nuclear weapons which are also members of an alliance including amongst
its members a nuclear Power. I do not intend to go into this point again, but would
refer delegations to my re@érks of 4 Aprii (ENDC/PV.254, pp.13,14). Is it reasonable -
to seek to exclude memberé of an alliance from participation in the control of nuclear
weapons in view of the infefpretation which the USSR representative gave of the word
"control"™ in his statement on 28 April? 'miFrbm"é'sfudy of the language in document
ENDC/PV.ZéO, we understand that'thé Soviet delegation believes that control over nuclear
weapons should mean control over "the production, ownership, handling and disposal of ...
atomic Weapons;" (ENDC/PV°26O4Ap,5), | | |




ENDC/PV.262
19

(Mr. Burns, Canada)

| As i poinied out on 4 April, there is no real divergence between the United States
and Soviet Union texts restricting productlon of nuclear weapons by nations not
possessing them (ENDC/PV.254, p.10). We then come (ibid. p.13) to a difficulty over
what is meant by "possessing" nuclear weapons, especially in the circumstances of a
bilateral or multilateral agreement, I understand that the lawyers find "possession"
a rather difficult concept, and we are talking here about how we are to express in
legal language a prohibition on the acquiring of nuclear weapons by those nations
which have not already acquired them or manufactured them. But I would ask: can a
State be said to possess a nuclear weapon when it cannot be used or moved without the
permission of another State, and when it is under guard by soldiers of the other
State? It does not seem to me that such a State could be said to possess a nuclear
weapon -- but, of course, I am not a lawyer, Under the conditions I have mentioned,
the State we are considering would surely not have free disposal of a nuclear weapon.,

The Soviet Union representative referred to statements made by representatlves of
the Federal Republic of Germany to the effect that it was necessary to give Western
Germany the right to raise its voice in comnexion with the use of nuclear weapbns on
German territory (ENDC/PV. 260, pp.%,9). This was one of a series of quotations by which
the representative of the Soviet Union sought to demonstrate the German intentlon
eventually to become an independent nuclear Power,

But, taken by itself, is there anything unreasonable in the German claim set out
in the quotation?  Should not any nation on whose tefritory nuclear weapons are
deployed for its defence have the right to a voice in determining how they may be
used? This does not and cannot mean the right to give the final catastrophic order
that they shall be used, because only a State possessing nuclear wegpons -- and I use
the term here in the weaning given to it in the Soviet Union draft treaty ENDC/164 —
can give such an order,

To endeavour to write into a treaty conditions prohibiting consultation, joint
debate on and determination of nuclear weapons policy is to attempt to negate the
essence of an alliance. Furthermore, such provisions, even if they were drafted and
a treaty were signed which contained such provisions, could not be controlled in the
sense of being verified. Military plans can be made and staff consultetions can take
place in secrecy; history shows that these things do happen, whetever international

relations appear to be on the surface,
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Arguments have also been adduced here to the effect that the treaty should be so
drafted as not to allow States not possess1ng nuclear weapons whlch are members of an
alliance any right in connexion w1th the dlsp031tlon or use of nuclear weapons which A
non-aligned non-nuclear States do not have. I am affaid that this 1s not a reasonlee
proposition. Certain States have de01ded that the best way to find securlty agalnst
apprehended dangers is to become members of an alliance. Other States have de01ded
that their security will best be served if they remain neutral, non—ullgned
independent of alliances -- especially of any alliance whose most powerful member 1is a
great nuclear Power. _ A By

Both categories of States are represented here. The essential differenee
between them in relatlon to the subJect which we are conslderlng is that the flrst
group of States has decided it must be in an alliance in which some members possess
nuclear weapons, because those nuclear weapons are a deterrent against aggre331on and :
serve to counter nnelear weapons possessed by certain members of the opp031ng_
alliance. The s;tustion of the non-aligned non-nuclear States is different.,i.They h
have chosen their ststus and have looked for their safety by avoiding allianoes,ﬁA N
avoiding the difficulties and complications of providing themselves with nuclear o
weapons. ‘_ o

The Canadian delegation}believes; therefore, that in determining'what is to be
included in the eventual.treaty in regard to the obligations of States not possessing
nuclear weapons, it is not helpful to use as a criterion the notion that States not
possessing nuclear weapons which are members of an alliance wherein one member
possesses nuclear weanons shall have no more to say in connexion with the use of
those weapons than non-allgned States not possessing nuclear weapons.

The representative of Nigeria was good enough to refer to some remarks that I
had made in relction to the question of guarantees. I would merely p01nt out at
this stage that the first remarks which he quoted were in relatlon to the idea of
an undertaking by States possessing nuclear weapons not to use nuclear weapons V
agalnst States not posse331ng them -- and 1n01dentally, this 1dea was, I think,
first ralsed in the First Commlttee last year by the ngerlan delegatlon (a/c. l/PV 1356

Pp. 27 31; ENDC/PV 235, pp.31, 32). The subsequent remarks whlch Mr, IJewere quoted
were 1ntended to apply to a different type of guarantee - that is, where the nuclear

Powers would come to the assistance of and protect any non-nuclear weapon State which



ENDC/PV.262
21

(Mr. Burns, Canada)

was threatened These are two different cases, If the representetive of Nigeria
will study my statement again or speak to me about 1t he will obtain an explanation
of the apparent difference which he mentioned.
I shall how turn to a point rising out of our discussions on general and
complete disarmament, On 21 April (ENDC/PV 258, p.8) the representative of the
Soviet Union quoted the following phrase from a stetement which I had made on 17 March:
"... to ensure that, when a change in social and political organization is
plaihly necessary in any part of the world, it can be effected peacefully
without international or civil war." (ENDG/PV,249, p.7).

Mr. Roshchin went on to say that from that portion of my statement which he quoted 1t

would seem that the Canadian delegation casts serious doubt on the possibility of
effective work on the problem of general and complete disarmament at the present time
(ENDC/PV.258, p.8). If the Soviet Union and other delegations will read again
carefully the gtatement I made on 17 March (ENDC/PV.249), they will see that its whole
point was a discussion of how it will be possible to begin work on the problem of -
general and complete disermament, how to escape from the iumpasse in which we have
found ourselves on this question for years now, and how to begin some positive move
towards the Peduction of nuclear and other armaments.,

There is no reason to believe that this cannot be done, unless one gives way to
despair and concludes that the super-Powers will never move from their present
positions. But both sides have shown some movement in the past, and they will be
able to do so again if they really desire to make agreements that lead towards or
call for actual disarmament. Such agreement could precede or be part of the first
stage of the process of general and conplete disarmament. ,

I should also like to comment on the following argument. that Mr. Roshchin used in
his statement on 21 April:

"Furthermore, the Canadian representative linked the solution of this
problemn with the need to find some means of solving the internal problems

of States 'without civil war'!', Such a formulation of the question

basically contradicts the laws of the development of human society, contains

a denial of the right of peoples to struggle for national liberation and

against reactionary regimes ..." (ENDG/PV,258, p.8)
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This would seem to be a restatement of what has been said by authoritative

spokesmen of the Soviet Union in the past: that, whilstﬂthey are against war between
nations, they are in favour of what they describe as "'wars of liberation". Of course
it would rest within the judgement of the Soviet Union authorities to determine what
is a war of liberation. The Ganger to the concept of peaceful coexistence of
insisting on maintaining the virtue of one kiﬁd of war has been pointéd out many times.
The trouble is that, when a civil war or a war of liberation is taking place, there is
a strong incentive for the greater Powers to become involved in it, each supporting
the side which in its subjective judgement.is pursuing the right policies.

In the view of the Canadian delegation;‘the recent debate in the First Committee
of the twentieth session of the General Assembly on the inadmissibility of inter-
vention in the affairs of States brought out, perhaps indirectly, the dangers to
international peace which can arise from the existence of civil wars and armed strife
within nations. I should like to quote the first and a portion of the second
operative paragraphs of General Assembly resolution 2131 (XX), which resulted from
the discussion of the subject in the twentieth session of the Aséembly:

"No State has the right to intervene, directly or indirectly, for any

reason whatever, in the internal or external affairs of any other State.

Consequently, armed intervention and all other forms of interference or

attempted threats against the personality of the State or against its

political, econonic and cultural elements, are condemned,

"... Also, no State shall organize, assist, foment, finance, incite

or tolerate subversive, terrorist or armed activities directed towards

the violent overthrow of the regime of another State, or'interfére in civil

strife in another State." (A/RES/2131 (XX)/Rev.l) '

These two portions of the operative part of the resolution are intended to

prevent other States from becoming involved in "internal affairs®® -- extending to
civil strife -- in another State. If it could be conceived that all the members of
the United Nations would always comply with the edict of non-intervention contained
in those paragraphs of the resolution, then perhaps my reference to the desirability
of changes in social and political organizations in any ﬁart of the world being

effected peacefully, without civil war, would have no particular relevance.
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However, I should now like to repeat the sentence which followed the portion of
ny statement which was quoted by the representative of the Soviet Union: 3
"Only when we have mades mich more progress in organizing a peaceful world
will it be possible to move to the last stage of disarmament and finally" —— I
repeat, finally -- "eliminate the terrific weapons which now preserve what is
admittedly a perilous and precarious peace.™ (ENDG/PV.249,p.7)
Once again I emphasize that the statement to which the representwtive of the Soviet
Union took exception should be looked at in the context of the whole of the
argument contained in my intervention of 17 March, which was an attempt to answer

the question: how do we begin to move in the direction of general and cémplete
disarmament after years of impasse? : | f |

That was all that I wished to say today. ‘e hope that our éolléégues, and
especially the representatives of the great Powers, will devote the recess to
reconsidering their positions with the aim of finding some measure upon which ve
can agree during the next round of discussions. The Canadian delegation intends,

of course, to do what it can to make the next session morevproductive.

The CHAIRMAN (India): I now call on the representative of the United
Kingdom, who wishes to exercise his right of reply.

Lord CHALFONT (United Kingdom): I am deeply sorry that the delegation .
of Nigeria, from which so much constructive thought on disarmament problems has come
in the past, shouid‘have'brought into our deliberations here this morning the issue
of the Rhodesian crisis. I regerd as contrived the attempt of the representative
of Nigeria to connect the matter with our disarmament discussions here. Of course,
there is always a connexion between crisis and strife anywhere in the world and the
chances of achieving disarmament agreement; but I think the position in Rhodesia
at the moment has only the very remotest connexion with the sortiofﬁproblems we
are trying to solve here. But I am even more depressed at the deplorable inter-
nretation of the policy of Her Majesty's Government with which the representetive of
Nigeria, having brought up the subject, tried to impress this Committee, and I should
like to take him up on three specific points.
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. First, it is not true to state, as he did, that no action is being taoken -
agalnst the illegal regime in Rhodesia. The strongest possible economic action is
being taken, the most powerful economic sanctions have been applied, and vigorous
diplometic activity is poing on constantly ih an attemnt to solve this agoniziﬁg
problem. ‘

Secordly, it is not truec to say that the reason why Her Majesty's Government
did not take military action against the regime was simply that the rebels were well
armed. Jhatever had been the condition of the rebels' armament, the reason Her
Majesty'§ Government did not take military action was that to do so would have led
to a war that might havebspread outside the borders of Rhodesia and even outside
the borders of Africa. But even if the war had remained there, it would have
brought about unimaginable suffering for white people and black people alike in
Africa. _

Thirdiy, it is not true to say that Her Majesty's Government engages in some
form of Ciscrimination against the Africans in Rhodesia. The whole of our Rhodesia
policy is designed and has been designed since this awful crisis began to one end'
that, that the four million Afrlcans in Rhodesia shall have a say, a real say, in
the govermment of their country. ' .

Governments are often attacked in this Conference for using force to solve
political problems -- my United States colleaguec has been subjected to a good deal
of this. I find it unusual and bizarrc that in this room my Goévernment should come
under attack for not using force to solve a political problem. .I find 1t -
depressing that the representative of Nigeria should use a meeting of a dlsarmament
conference tn advocate a policy of military force in th» solution of a problem

which Her Majesty's Government is determined to solve by peaceful means.

The CHATRMAN (India): I call on the representative of Nigeria in .

exercise of his right of reply.
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Mr. IJEWERE (Nigeria): I should like to make a point clear. I think I
was misquoted by the representative of the United Kingdom. I did not say that no
action had been taken: what I said was that "no appropriate action” had been
taken -~ and that is quite different.

The Conference cecided to issue the following communicué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its 262nd plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
chairmanship of H.E.Ambassador V.C. Trivedi, representative of India.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the United Kingdom,
Higeria and Canade, .

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 10 May 1966,
at 10 a.m.".

The meeting rose at 11.25 a.m.
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