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The ~~eting was called to order at 3.05 p.m. 

AGENDA ITEM 128 (continued) 

CONCLUSION OF AN INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ON THE STRENGTHENING OF GUARANTEES 

OF THE SECURITY OF NON-·NUCLEAR STATES (A/33/241 ; A/C.l/33/L . 6) 

~~FLORIN (German Democratic Republic) (interpretation from Russian) : 

One of the main tasks of the present session of the General Assembly is the 

use of the impetus given by the tenth special session of the General Assembly 

of the United Nations devoted to disarmament in the interests of making 

progress towards harmonizing effective measures aimed at the cessation of the 

arms race. It is no accident that special significance in this connexion 

is being given to such measures as will contribute to the prevention of the 

outbreak of a nuclear world war. 

The most radical means to achieve that goal is, no doubt, to act on 

the proposal of the USSR to cease the production of nuclear weapons in all 

its aspects and gradually to decrease the stockpiles that have been accumulated 

until they are completely liquidated. Unfortunately, during the course of the 

debates that have taken place so far there have not been any positive 

reactions from other nuclear States. No one can consider the socialist 

countries responsible for the fact that so far it has not yet been possible 

to agree on a date for the beginning of appropriate talks . Today we are bound 

to observe that the threat of the outbreak of a nuclear war is increasing. 

The preparation for the production of nuclear neutron weapons attests to this 

quite eloquently. 
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In view of that situation, the delegation of the German Democratic Republic 
associates itself with the call issued by the majority of States to strengthen 
the guarantees which will increase security and diminish the threat of the 
outbreak of a nuclear war. 

The USSR proposal which is on our agenda today concerning the c0nclusion 
of an international convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear States lS a significant step towards the fulfilment 
of the demand made specifically in the Final Document of the tenth special 
session of the General Assembly concerning the strengthening of guarantees 
for the security of non-nuclear States. I refer to paragraph 32 of that 
document. 

A number of delegations view that new USSR initiative as a step in 
the right direction and along the right course. This will explain the 
positive response that has already been encountered by the Soviet proposal. 
Its implementation would be a direct contribution to the cause of strengthening 
the security of a large number of States which do not possess nuclear weapons 
and would respond to the interests of all States. It would strengthen 
confidence among States; it would contribute to the process of political and 
military detente; and it would improve the basis for the harmonizing of 
far-reaching measures to halt the arms race and promote disarmament. In 
addition to that, the proposed convention could contribute to a situation 
where non-nuclear States, which as of now are already capable of producing 
nuclear weapons on their own and have not yet acceded to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, would renounce their fears and reservations and thereby strengthen 
the regime for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

The positive effect of such a step is quite obvious. There would be 
a strengthening of the security of all States, and we cannot share under 
any circumstances the fears that the proposed convention might upset the 
existing military balance and threaten international security. It is precisely 
the reverse that ii3 true. 
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In this connexion we deem it appropriate to place special emphasis on the 

fact that the proposed convention provides for equal obligations for nuclear 

States not to use nuclear weapons against States which have renounced the 

production and acquisition of such weapons and which do not have them on their 

territory. Not a single nuclear Power would be at a disadvantage if it entered 

equally into legally binding international obligations; on the contrary, all, 

in equal measure, would profit from such guarantees for security. 

There would be another significant advantage in the fact that it might 

be possible to overcome the far-reaching reservations contained in the 

statements on guarantees made so far by certain nuclear Powers on a unilateral 

basis. That would not succeed if we were to be guided by the idea that it is 

sufficient to notify the United Nations Security Council concerning the 

statements that have been made so far. tlloreover, those reservations of which 

the Security Council would have taken note could then have greater weight. 

That is why my delegation considers that whoever seriously wishes to strengthen 

the guarantees for the security of non--nuclear States and is ready not to 

abuse nuclear weapons as a means of pressure for achieving specific interests 

cannot fail t o support the proposal of the Soviet Union. 

'I'he German Democratic Republic is especially interested ln an early 

implementation of the proposal that is on the agenda before us. It is 

probably not necessary to explain at length that, for a relatively small 

State located in the centre of Europe at a point of contact between the 

two most powerful mi l itary blocs in the world, reducing the threat of a 

nuclear war and every effective step to strengthen international security 

are of vital s i gn i ficance. That is why we steadfastly support the Soviet 

initiative and are for the achievement of concrete agreement on the further 

actions that could be taken on this question at the present session of the 

General Assembly. 



BG/2/ls A/C.l/33/PV.23 
8-10 

(Mr. Florin, German Democratic Republic) 

v!e support the proposal to recommend to the Committee on Disarmament that 

it proceed forthvi th with talks on the drafting of an appropriate text for the 

convention, taking into account the discussions that have taken place. The 

draft convention submitted by the USSR could be used as a basis for the talks. 

There are no well-founded arguments ac;ainst such a recommendation to the 

Committee because at present we are speaking, in the first instance, of 

harmonizing an authentic text. There is every reason for the Geneva 

Committee on Disarmament to fulfil this task. The delegation of the German 

Democratic Republic is ready as a member of the Committee on Disarmament 

to make its contribution to tbe speedy elaboration of a text of such a 

convention. 
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In conclusion, may I put forward the following considerations as well. 

'l'he policy whereby it is a matter of all or nothing when 

considering the cessation of the arms race, the elimination of arms , and 

disarmament, will serve only the interests of the opponents of relaxation of 

tensions and may be used by them in order to block or, at least, 

to complicate the achievement of any agreement. Further progress in 

implementing the Programme of Action adopted by the tenth special s·~ssion 

is probably possible only on a step-by-step basis by the adoption of partial 

measures which, in the last analysis, would ultimately lead to total and complete 

disarmament. 

If it ,,ras possible to conclude a convention whereby nuclear 

Powers would undertake not to use such weapons against States on whose 

territory no nuclear weapons are deployed, and if non-nuclear States were to accept 

the commitment not to acquire such weapons or to deploy them on their territories, 

a system of agreement would be gradually built up -vrhich ultimately 

1wuld prevent the further spread of nuclear -vreapons and would impede the 

unleashing of a nuclear Har. In asserting this I 1wuld not in any way wish to 

create any kind of package. The t1w proposals are not mutually exclusive; the 

one does not necessarily have to be a prerequisite for the other. They can 

suitably supplement each other, and the German Democratic Republic would 

welcome such a turn of events. 

Ivlr. ENE (Romania) (interpretation from French): The Romanian delegation 

considers that the question at present under discussion in our Committee, 

namely, the granting of security guarantees to non-nuclear States, 

lS an eminently political and hie;hly important question not only because it 

forms part of the broad range of topics related to nuclear disarmament, but 

also, and above all, because it relates to the security of almost all States on 

our planet. At the same time it is a matter of international equity because those 

States which agreed to renounce the acquisition of nuclear weapons are fully 

entitled to request and to obtain definite guarantees that never, and under no 

circumstances, will t hey be the victims of the use or threat of the use of 

nuclear weapons by nuclear-w·eapon States. It is from this point of view that we 

should like to make a fe>T observations. 
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He 1-rish to state, first of all, and without minc ing our words, that 
in our view the true guarantee of the security of all States, whether nuclear 
or non-nuclear, as well as of international security as a whole, lies in 
nuclear disarmament, in the outlawing of nuclear weapons and their complete 
elimination from military arsenals. Thus, Romania has always supported 
priority for nuclear disarmament and continues resolutely to do so in the 
United Nations and in other international forums. 

It was in this same spirit that it acceded to the Non~Proliferation 
Treaty. By doing so my country felt that the essence of that Treaty was 
represented by the prohibition of the proliferation of nuclear weapons among 
non- nuclear-weapon States, and in the obligation of nuclear-weapon States to take 
effective steps towards nuclear disannament. Concurrently, nuclear-weapon States 
have the duty to give guarantees never to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-1-reapon States, while at the same time guaranteeing 
unrestricted access by non-nuclear-weapon States to the acquisition of science 
and technology for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. 

The Non-Proliferation Treaty 1-rent into effect in 1970. However, 
the course of events has shown that, during the eight years of operation of that 
Treaty, mankind has not achieved a higher degree of security than it had in 
the past. On whe contrary, while non-nuclear States have scrupulously 
respected their commitment not to produce or acquire nuclear veapons, 
the vertical proliferation of t hose weapons and the nuclear arms race have continued 
and even accelerated. Heapons capable of destroying all signs of life 
on our planet many times over have been stockpited. The shortcomings 
of the Treaty, obvious from the moment of its conclusion, have been further 
highlighted. I am referring above all to the absence of binding obligat ions 
concerning the cessation of the production of nuclear weapons and the 
destruction of existing stockpiles, as well as the absence of guarantees concerning 
the non-use of nuclear weapons against States which have undertaken not to acquire 
them. 
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The stockpiling of nuclear weapons has focused further attention on 

the question of the security of non-nuclear States. The insistence of 

non-nuclear States that they obtain security guarantees from nuclear-Heapon States 

has increased in direct ratio to the aggravation of the dange? to 

international peace and security represented by the stockpiling of nuclear 

weapons. 'l'he attention paid to the establishment of nuclear·-•reapon-fre e zones 

lvh ich vrould enjoy adequate security c;uarantees from the nuclear States , 

has spread throughout the world. as an expression of the will of peoples in 

different geographic regions of the vmrld and the i r desire to protect 

themselves against the nuclear danger. 

The priority given to the question of the strengthening of the security of 

non-nuclear States at the recent special session of the General Assembly 

devoted. to disarament is most significant. Non-nuclear States have felt and 

still feel, ri ght l y so ~ that in giving proof of their responsibility towards the 

general interest of the international community by agreeing to renounce 

the nuclear option, they have every right to obtain in return effective 

guarantees that they ~Vill never under any circumstance become the v ictims of the 

use cr threat of use of ne\V nuclear we apons. This lee;itimate demand was voiced 

strongly at the special session, which urged nuclear States to take effective 

measures vrith a vie•r to guaranteeing that nuclear weapons \Vould not be used 

or that the threat of the use of nuclear ~Veapons against non-nuclear States 

~Vould never occur, and at the same time to solve, in a manner in keeping 

~Vith international equity and the interests of international peace and security, 

a problem for ~Vhich no solution had been found during the nee;otiations on the 

Non-Proli feratior1 Treaty. 
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Over the years Romania has always sided with those countries which have 
striven in favour of the adoption of firm measures likely to guarantee the 

security of the non-nuclear-weapon States. My country played an act i ve 
role in presenting proposals during the process of elaboration of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty in the Disarmament Committee in Geneva and in 

the General Assembly of the United Nations, with a view to improving the 

original draft. Some of those proposals were accepted and were in fact 
embodied in a series of amendments later included in the draft treaty. 
However, not all our proposals were included in the Treaty, nor were those 
of other countries, vhich explains the fact that from the very outset the 
Treaty on non-proliferat ion has not fully met the legitimate demands of 
the security of all peoples . 

It 1-ras in the same spirit that, during the Review Conference of the 

Parties to the Treaty of the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Heapons in 1975 
Romania attached particular importance to the question of security guarantees 
for States parties to the Treaty -vrhich did not possess such weapons. 
Together -vrith other non-nuclear States, it initiated a draft additional 
Protocol III to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT/CONF/22) which was designed to remedy the short-comings of that Treaty 

in this connexion. The draft Protocol sought to establish the juridical 
obligation for nuclear-weapon States "never and under no circumstances to 
use or threat en to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States 
Parties to the Treaty whose territories are completely free from nuclear 
-vreapons". (ibid., n. 2) Bearing in mind the vital interests of all States 
in respect of security , and first and foremost the interests of non-nuclear
weapon States , which for the most part are small and medium-sized countries, 

the proposed additional Protocol would have represented a concrete measure 
which the Conference could have adopted with a vie-vr to guaranteeing and 
strengthening the security of States which have renounced nuclear weapons. It 
is to be regretted that a true dialogue could not be embarked upon during that 
conference. Hm·rever, the discussions did show once again that the question of 
security guarantees is of vital importance for the large majority of States. 

That same proposal was later taken up ln the United Nations. In the 

document entitled "The position of Romania on the problems of disarmament, 
and particularly nuclear disarmament , and the establishment of lasting world peace", 
submitted to the thirtieth session of the General Assembly, -vre proposed that, 
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as an elementary requirement, "States possessing nuclear vmapons should formally 

undertake ••• never to use nuclear vreapons on any pretext and not to threaten 

States not possessing nuclear 1.;reapons vrith the use of such weapons". (A/C.l/l066,p.6) 

The same proposal vras repeatedly submitted to the Disarmament Committee in 

Geneva, and more recently to the special session of the United Nations devoted 

to disarmament. 

At the rec;ional level, as far back as 1957, Romania formulated proposals, 

later repeated several times, aimed at transforming the Balkans into a zone of 

good-neighbourly peace and broad co-operation, vithout nuclear weapons, vrithout 

military bases and vithout foreign troops, and enjoying adequate security 

guarantees from the nuclear States. 

For our part, ve have always maintained that security guarantees for 

non-nuclear States should be granted either in the form of a solemn declaration, 

or through an international convention by virtue of which nuclear-veapon 

States would undertake never to use or threaten to use, in any circumstance 

whatsoever, nuclear 1.;reapons against non-nuclear States. 

It is in this context that the Romanian delegation to the current session 

of the General Assembly has welcomed the draft convention concerning the 

guarantee of the security of non-nuclear States put forvrard by the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics , as a new proposal, coming this time from a 

nuclear Power and seeking to reopen, in a spec ific frameviork, consideration 

of the quest i on of security guarantees for non-nuclear States. 

vle consider the conclusion of an international convention on the guarantee 

of security for non-nuclear Stat es would undeniably meet a pressing requirement. 

From the political po int of view, it >wuld have a salutary effect on the world 

climate. We associate such an international instrument with efforts aimed at 

excluding compl et e ly from international life the use or the threat of force. 

Romania attaches paramount importance to this aspect of the question, given 

the fact that the continuation of the arms race and the unprecedented stockpiling 

of mil itary arsenals act as stimulants of the policy of force, of interference 

ln the internal affairs of other States, and of the maintenance of hot-beds of 

tension and conflict in different regions of the world. Weapons serve as an 

instrument to perpetuate relations based on the rule of force instead of 

relations based on inte1·national legality. 

The conclusion of a convention designed to protect non-nuclear 

States fro:r.1 the use or the t hr eat of the use of nuclear veapons 

therefore must be integrated in a n organic manner with those legal 
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instruments whic h are intended to make effective the non-recourse to force 
or the threat of the use of force in international relations . Since the 
non-nuclear States vrhich would become parties to the convention have already 
made their contribution by the undert aki ng not to pr oduce or acquire nuclear 
weapons, -r.,re believe that the true mean infS of that instrument would be to 
enshrine the obligations which must be assumed, f or the ir part, by the 
nuclear Stat es parti e s to the convention. It is our v i ew that the value 
of t he l esal commitments to be assumed by those Stat es not to use or 
threat en t o use nuclear -vreapons ar,ainst non-nuclear St ates will al so 
depend upon the extent to which they are accompanied by f irm commitments 
t o move resolutely away from nuclear a r mament and towards nuclear disar mament, 
t o outlaw and completely el i minate nuclear weapons in accordance with the 
obligations already assumed by the nucl ear Powers under article VI of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty . To this same end, nuclear States should undertake 
to promote the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in different 
r eg i ons of the world and to respect the ir status. 
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These comJnitments are essential factors for the achievement of the 

1:n.l::cnce ' Thich should exist in relations betueen rmclenr 2nd non-nuclear 

Stat es. ThPy must br; f'.dded to the obligation vhich I have alread:r 

mentioned, for the former not to limit in any v.ray the right of the latter, 

\·rhich for the most part are developing countries, of unhindered access 

to the acquisition and use of nuclear technology in order to use atomic 

energy within the context of their economic development programme in 

accordance l·rith their needs and the interests of their peoples. 

It goes vlithout saying that respect for the obligations to be embodied 

ln the convention concerning the non-use of nuclear v1eapons must be absolute 

and should not be conditioned by any circumstance vrhatsoever. 

In conclusion, I should like to stress the importance that the Romanian 

delegation attaches to the solution of the problem of security guarantees 

for non-nuclear States as part of a universal effort. The solution should 

be found, with the participation of all States concerned , in an appropriate 

ler;al f r omevrork. For our part vre are ready to te>.ke part actively, 

vithin the spirit of the vie~-rs we have just expressed, in the negotiation 

of an international instrwnent lilcely to meet the security interests of all 

States and to s erve the cause of international peace and security. 

Ivlr. NAIK (Pakistan): Paldstan 1 s deep interest in strengthening 

the security of non-nuclear-Heapon States is lvell known. 1\fe have strived 

relentlessly to promote this objective for more than a decade. In our 

view, progress has been made towards this goal and our present debate is a 

reflection of this. 

The security of each State is today threatened by the continuing arms 

race, especially the nuclear arms race. \Jhile the nuclear Powers, 

particularly the two l eading nuclear-v1eapon States, may obtain some measure 

of satisfaction from the so-called balance of nuclear deterrence, the 

non-nuclear-weapon States have no assurance vrhatsoever against nuclear threat 

or blackmail. Their security is increasingly jeopardized in proportion to 

the escalation of the arms race. 
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Complete sec-J.rity against the nuclear threat can only come about 
through nuclear disarmament and the total elimination of nuclear weapons. 
He hope that the nuclear-Heo.pon States, particularly the tvro leading 
Povrers, uill soon take the initiative in promoting this ob,j ective . Until 
this comes about, the 11on-nuclear-1.reapon States need to be reassurtod that 
they are not left exposed .to the threat of nuclear >·reapons . This is 
essential to prevent nuclear proliferation and to promote nuclear 
disarmament. 

This rationale lS uidel:y accepted even by the major nuclear Pm·rcrs. 
But their response has so far not aluays reflected this understandin[!;. 
DurinG the l ast decade, several efforts have been made to evolve an 
effective answer to the concern of non-nuclear States for security in the 
nuclear era. The most far-reaching approach, embodied in General Assembly 
resolution 1653 (XVI) was to declare that the use of nuclear weapons is 
contrary to the aims of the United nations, that it is a direct violation 
of the Charter and contrary to the rules of international law and the laws 
of humanity. This proposition has nou been reintroduced in this Committee 
in document A/C.l/33/1.2 vrhich my delegation vrill, of course, support. He 
'\¥Onder \·Thether the major nuclear Pouers ;,.rill also do so and if this 1-rill 
result in enl1ancing the security of non-nuclear-;,.reapon States. 

During the consideration of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the t ~rcc 
nuclear Pavers, parties to th ·· t 'Ir Poty, nror.ot -~rl_ th<:> e.dontion of 
~ c cu.r ity Council rr·solution 255 (l068) ·Fhich noted thPir intention to 
come to thP assistance of non-nuclPar-wea~on States parties to the 
Non- Proliferat ion Treaty in case of nuclear attack or threat ae=ra inst 
them. The non-nuclear i·reapon States respresented on the Security Council 
at that time - namely, Algeria, Brazil, India and Pakistan -pointed out, 
inter alia, that the offers of assistance against nuclear 11aggression 11 

lacked credibility since these ;,.rere merely statements of intention and not 
commitments. The assistance to be provided Has subject to veto in t he 
Security Council; it 'N"as to extend only to those non-nuclear Stat es vhich 
are parties to the Han-Proliferation Treaty; and, in any case, t he l:ind of 
obligations offered under resolution 255 (1968) already existed under 
Article 51 of the Charter. 
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At the Hon- l\Tuclcar-\Veapon States confer ence convened at Pakistan 1 s 

i nitiative in Geneva 10 years ago, various proposals were considered on 

the subject including one submitted by my oun delegation. This, firstly, 

ursed the nuclear Pm-rers to r efr ain from the use or threat of use of 

nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- veapon States and , secondly, recommended 

that the nuclear Pmrers assist a non-nuclear-veapon Stat e -vrhic h was a victim 

of aggression, not only through the Security Council but a l so joi ntly and 

collectively, in the exercise of the inherent right of individual and 

coll ective self-reliance. However, no consensus could be reached on the 

Droposal due to the reservations and d i ffFr ences among the major nuclear 

Pmrers. 

At the Non-Proliferation Treaty Revi eu Conference three years ago , 

the non-nuclear--vreapon States submitted a draft protocol to the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty which proposed that the nuclear Power s should extend 

guarantees of protection against a nuclear threat or attack to non-nuclear 

States parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and should undertake not to 

use or threaten to us e nuclear -vreapons against them. This proposal was not 

even given cursory examination by the Review Conference. 

The demand made by non-nuclear-ueapon States for protection against 

nuclear threat or attacl~ does raise some difficult political and other 

probl ems, although the oblisation on the nuclear-Feapon States to give 

such assistance lS implicit in Art icle 51 of the United Nations Charter. 

Hovrever , I·Te see no good r eason, political or technical, l·rhy the nuclear 

Powers cannot undertalce to abj ure the use or threat of use of nuc l ear 

-vreapons e,gainst non-nuclear-weapon Stat e s. 

In the past four years or more, Pakistan has endeavoured here at the 

United Nations, in the Islamic Conference and else-vrhere, to build a measure 

of consensus on a formula f or negative e;uarantees to non-nuclear-vreapon 

States. He -vrere indeed encouraged by the General Assembly's adopt ion of 

resolution 3261 G (XXIX) recommending that urgent consideration be given 

Hithout cleln.:v to the question of stren,o;thenin~ the security of 

non-nl.~c lear->Vcapon States. Two years later the General i\sser'lbly adopted 
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resolution 31/189 C recow~endin8 a formula for s ecurity guarantees to 
non-nuclear-1v-eapon States -vrhich was broadly acceptable to t he overvhelming 
majority of United Nations Members . Last year , the Assembly r eaffirmed 
the provisions of this resolution and urged the nuc l ear Powers to give 
serious consideration to extending the undertaki ng cal led f or in 
resolution 31 / 189 C and to make all possibl e e fforts to thi s end at the 
special session devoted to di sarmament . 
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He aclmm-rled c;e the effort made by nuclear~weapon States at the special 

session devoted to disarmament i n making unilat e ral declarat ions on this 

subject. Hevertheless , these declarations, •·fi th one exception, 1vere so h e dGe d 

with restrictions and conditions as to mal~e t he ir impact on the security of 

non-nuc l ear-weapon States less than meaningful. To be credible, the unilateral 

declarations made by the nuclear Powers at the special sess ion should be 

reconciled and invested with binding fo rce under a l egal instrument . Thi s is 

how we interpret the call contained in paragraph 59 of the Final Document 

of the special session urging the nuclear Pmre r s to conclude effective 

arrangements, as app rop riate, to assure the non-nuclear- iVeapon States against 

the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 

Vle see the Soviet proposal for an interna tion al convention on the question 

of guarantees t o non-nuclear-weap on States against the use or threat of use 

of nuclear vreapons as a response to this recommendat i on of the special sess l on. 

\ve have therefore expressed our satis faction at the Soviet initiative . J'i(y 

delegation has closely studied t he draft treaty circulated by the Sovi et 

dele gation in document A/ 33/241 and heard >vi th deep interest the statement 

made yesterday by the Soviet repres ent ative . 'The Pakistan delegation agrees 

that an international convention is the best 1vay in vrhich the guarant ees of 

non --use c8n be extended t o the non-nuclea r-vJeapon States and that such a 

convention should be elaborated as soon as poss i ble. 

Having sai d that, let me offer our comments and proposals regarding 

the text of the draft convention and the draft resolution to be 

adopted on thi s subject. 

First, the preamble of the draft convention . The draft convent i on 

proposed by the Soviet delegation in document A/33/241 purports to deal 

with the security concerns of the non-nuclear-weapon St ates. 'Ibis preamble, 

however , p l aces the p roblem of the security of non-nuclear-vJeapon States in a 

perspect ive that is considerably different from that of the non-nuclear-weapon 

States tbemse l ves . \"That we are seeking here are n ot measures to ensure the 

exclusion of vJeapons from certain territories lvhere they do not exist. 

This is the function of measures such as t hose on nuclear-weapon-free zones 

and on zones of peace. \That is being sought under this i tern is an assurance 
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to be gl ven by States that a lready possess nuclear weapons chat they will not use 

or threaten to use them against States that do not have them. In o r der to 

correct this perspective, we wo ul d p r e f e r to see an entirely new set of preambular 

parac;raphs for the draft conventi on. These would , inte r ali a, refe r to the 

underlying dan gers of the nuclear-arms race and the possibility of nuclear war , 

reiterate that nuclear dis a r mament is the bes t solut ion to the threat of 

nuclear weapons and that, until this is achi eved, the nuclear~weapon States 

should r espond by extending binding and credibl e security guarantees to 

non-nuc l ear-weapon States. 

Secondly, the l<:ey question i s: vrh ich non-nuclear- weapon States should be 

covered by the guarantees against the use or threat of use of nuclear vreapons? 

Fundamentally , Pak i stan' s pos ition i s that all non--nuclear-weapon States should 

receive such guarantees . Hovreve r , only one nuclear Pm.re r, the Peop l e 1 s Hepublic 

of Chi na, has extended such an assurance. All othe r formulations , including 

that contained i n article I of the Soviet draft convention, a re conditional , 

qualified and l ess than universal. He are , of course, familiar with the Soviet 

formula for negative guarant ees that was advanced i n 1966 by the Premier 

of the Soviet Union , Mr. Kosygin. As far as Pal<: i s tan i s concerned, this 

fonmlation cove rs our national conce rns since we do not p roduce nuclear vreapons 

nor do we have them on our territory . But security assuran ces, if t hey are to 

b e meaningful, must be obtained from a ll the nucl ear Povre rs , and 1-re a re all 

aware that the Soviet formul ation poses fundamental difficulties to 

certa in States . These Stat es fe el t hat this fo r mul at i on is not cons onant vri th 

the p rincip le t hat a disarmament meas ure should not diminish the security of 

any State . 

The othe r major nuclear Pm.re r , and it s allies, also r eserves the ri ght to 

use nuclear we apons against non- nuclear-1veapon States of the oppos ing alliance 

because of the al l eged i nferiority of t heir conventional ar senals. The 

decla r at ions made by the United States and the United Kingdom during 

the special session on dis a rmament reflect this p osition. These de clarat i ons, 

we believe, a r e less satisfactory f r om our viewpoint than the formulation ln 

article I of the Soviet draft tre aty. It is entirely unclear as to which 

non-nuclear-vreapon State s a re eligi b l e fo r the c:;uarantees extended by these 

declarations. Hhile a non- nuclear State in 11 alliancen with a nuclear Pmve r 

may be known , one that is " as soci a t ed" with a nuc l ear-weapon State may at times 

remain anonymous. 
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He do n ot app r ove or endo r se strategi c doctri nes that rely on nuclear veapons 

for self- defence. Howeve r , unt il such doctrines of deterrence ar e glven up as 

illusory , the •·ror ld i s faced with the reality of the opposinc; alliance strat egies . 

It is these oppos ing strategi es, both of vrhich do not rule out a nuclear strike 

agai n s t a n on-nucl ear St ate of the opposing bloc, that make the tasl~ of evolving 

vrhat t he Soviet repr esentat i ve called "a uni form obli gation" all the more difficult. 

Pal~ist an has en deavoure d over the past several years to overcome this basic 

di ffi culty . He beli eve that t he fo r mul a fo r negative security assurances adopted 

in r esol ut i on 31/189 C of the General Assembly goes a considerable way in doin g so. 

This r eso lution i nvited t he n uclear-weapon Powers to consider undertaldng not 

to use or t h r eat en to use nucl ear weapons against States that are 11 no t parties to 

the n ucle ar security arrangements of some nucl ear- weapon Povre rs 11
• I shoul d like 

to clarify here that by t he phr ase 11 par t i es t o the nuclear security arrangerr.ents" 

is me ant those States membe r s o f the North Atl anti c Tr eaty Organization (NATO) 

and o f t h e Uar s aw Pact alliance and other s wh i ch ar e parties to bilateral 

arrangement s an d cons i der themsel ves to be pr ote cted against nuclear attack. 

All ot he r non - nuclear - we apon States vroul d be eligi b l e unde r this formula to 

negative guarantees from the nuclear Powe r s. These Stat es, the overwhelming 

maj ority of which a r e t he count r i es of the third worl d , are of the vievr that their 

securit y against a nuclear t h r eat should be ensur ed vri thout being required to 

s ubmit themse l ves to t he nuclear umb r ella and alliances of the major nuclear 

Powe r s . 
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This fo rmulat ion did not derive from any habit of thinking in terms of 

bloc polit i cs; rather, i t confronts the reality of the existence of military 

blocs and their strategic doctrines. The only -vmy to get around this 

difficulty is to dismantle the nuclear military alliances and the deployment 

of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons which exist under thes e alliances, 

and to give up the claim to us e nuclear weapons against all non-nuclear-weapon 

States . 1.-Je hope that this will soon come about; but until this happens, the 

non-nuclear-weapon States of the third world, which are not invol ved ln 

these nucl ear a rrangements and do not wi sh to become part i es to such 

arrangements, have a ri ght to be assured that they will not be threatened 

with nuclear weapons. 

'I'he fo rmul a fo r security guarantees contained in resolution 31/189 C 

responds to the concerns and p reoccupations underlying both the Soviet 

formulation in arti cle I of its draft convention, as vrell as the formulations 

contai ned in the unilateral declarations made at the s pecial sess ion by the 

United States and the United Kingdom . This formula has the support of the 

vast majority of United Nations Ivlembers , having been approved in the Assembly 

by nearly 100 positive votes on two occas i ons . And even though the nuclear 

Powers, -vri th the except i on of China, abstained on this resolution, vre take 

heart from the fact that they did not oppose the formulation for the security 

guarantees contained therein and expressed their understanding fo r the 

initiative. \ve a re aware that this formulation does not resolve all the 

problems; the issues a r e intricate. But it does represent the highest 

common denominator of agreement that has been re ached on the question of 

guarantees to non-nucl ear-1v-eapon States against the use or threat of use of 

nuclear weapons. It is fo r this r eason that my de l egation believes t hat 

this formulation is the most suitab l e basis fo r a consensus on this question. 

The thi rd point is the quest i on of ivhether it is legitimate to ask for 

the renunciation of nuclear >ve apons by non-nuclear-weapon States ln exchange 

for a non-use guarantee. The Soviet draft convention, as well as the 

declarati ons of the Uni ted States and the United Kingdom , speak of the 

extens i on of guarantees to those non-nuc l ear States whi ch have r enounced 

nuclear weapons in one fo rm o r another . There are fundamental differences 



jvJD/ ls A/ C. l/ 33/PV . 23 
32 

(Ivir. Naik , Paldst an ) 

on this question . Ivlany States believe t h at security as suran ces t o non -nuclear-

1-reapon States are an obligation on the nucl ear Pm-re r s and should be extended 

irrespective of the formal adherence by a non-nuclear -weapon State to the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty o r some other such inst r ument. For example, durin g the 

consider ation of resolution 255 (1968) in the Security Council, the representative 

of India stated, inter alia, 

" ... that any security assur ances that might be offered by nucl ear

-vreapon States coul d not and sh oul d not be regarded as a quid pro (l_uo 

for the signature of a non-proliferation treaty . ... The assurance of 

security to non-nuclear-weapon States i s an obli gat i on on the nuclear 

>v-eapon States, and not something which they coul d or should offer i n 

return for the signatur e by non - nucl ear -weapon States of a 

non-proliferation treaty. vr ( S/ PV .14 33, p . 42) 

The declarations of the thr ee nucleer Power s noted by r esol ution 255 (1968) 

-w-ere a lso criticized as being discr iminatory since thE:y extend the assur c:nce 

of protection only to non-~nuclear States p2rt i es t o the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty , whereas the obligation under Article 51 of the Charter for assistance 

in individual and collective se l f -defen ce extends to all States i rrespective 

of their adherence to treaties and all iances . 

Moreove r , those States which are al r eady parties to the Non-Pr oli feration 

Treat y , or to some regional treat i es l i ke the Tr eat y of Tlat e l ol co , seem to 

feel that the requirement in the Soviet dr aft convention that they renounce 

nuclear veapons is supe r f luo us since they have 3lre a dy done so . 

l:iy delegation bel ieves that the r enunciat i on of nuclear 1-reapon s is 

implicit in the status of a non -nucl ear-weapon Stat e . The negative guarantees 

to be given by the nuclear Power s to non-nuclear-weapon States under the 

proposed convention should not be seen as an exchange fo r a commitment from 

the latter not to acquir e nuclear v1eapons, but as an incenti ve for them to 

refrain from doing so . Commitments against n on-proli fe r at i on are des irable, 

but the most appropriate means to obtain them is pe r h aps elsewher e t h an i n 

the proposed convention on negative guar antees to non-nucl ear-weapon States . 
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Fourthly, my dele gation believes that since the ultimate safeguard against 
the threat of nuclear weapons is nucl ear disarmament, the draft convention should 
include, ln a second articl e, a further commitment by the nuclear Powers 
to avoid the poss ibility of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons in 
any contingency and to achieve nuclear disarmament in the short est possible 
time. The convention should make it clear that negative guarantees are but 
a first step towards these goal s. 

Fifthly, the pr ocedure for implementation of the convention outlined ln 
article III of the Soviet draft is not commensurate with the gravity of a 
possible violation of the obligations under the convention. It is appar ent 
that a violat i on of obligat ions -vrould create a b r each of peace or a threat to 
peace. The least that can be done to r espond to such a situat i on i s to have 
the Security Council convened into urgent session, under Chapter VII of the 
Charter, Hi th a vie~-r to p r eventing such a breach of the peace or redressing 
the situation arising therefrom. 

Sixthly, the Soviet draft provides in art icle IV that a party to the 
convention is entitled to secede from the convention if it determines that 
its higher inter ests are in jeopardy. This, we believe, does not take i nto 
account the nature of the obligat i ons to be undertaken unde r this convention . 
It contemplates an engagement, not bet\.reen equals, but behreen unequals . In 
case a non-nuclear State acquires nuclear -vreapons, it would obviously no 
longer be covered by the assurance given in article I of the draft convention . 
It is difficult to imagine the k ind of situation that could justify th e 
vi thdrawal of a commitment by a nuclear Povre r not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-veapon States i n gene r al . 

Seventhly, the Soviet draft l eaves open the quest i on of when the convention 
1.-ould come into force. My delegation feels that the essential preconditi on 
for this should be not so much the ratification by non- nuclear -Heapon St ates 
but its ratificat i on by the hro leadi ng nuclear Powers. It is these States "lvhich 
possess the nuclear arsenals and delivery systems which can t h r eaten 
non-nuclear-vreapon States in every corner of the globe . 
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Instead of submitting the extensive amendments to the Soviet draft treat y 

which would be entailed i n the li ght of my comments, the Pakistan delegation 

has considered it advisable to circulat e 1.rith this stat ement a working paper whi ch 

conta i ns the text of an alternative draft convention on the question of 

guarantees to non-nuclear- weapon States a gainst the liSe or threat of use of 

nuclear weapons . This will enable membt'rs to evaluate the pos ition of the 

Paki stan delegation more fully and comprehensively. 

The next quest ion I should like to take up is the manner in which vre 

should deal with this item during the current General Assembly session. There 

are, as we all know, important differences on b e th the substantive and 

procedural aspects of this issue . My delegation feels that an agreed course 

of action can be evolved despite these differences. We have made an attempt 

to elaborate a poss i ble compromise approach in a second working paper , which 

we are als o distributing informally. 

It is a draft resolution >-re suggest which 1-re fee l r eflects in its preambular 

part the background of the question a s contained in previous r e solutions and decisions 

of the United Nations, including those of the special session on disarmament. 

Thi s preamble also reflects mor e fully the concerns and preoccupations of the 

non- nuclear- weapon States about the nuclear threat. 

Our draft resolution a l so attempts to accommodate the positions of 

other States. Thus, it will be found that in operative paragraph l we have 

suggested that cognizance be taken of the proposal made in the General 

Assembly by the United States Secretary of State , Mr. Vance , that the Security 

Council should be asked to take note of the declarations made by the 

nuclear Powers at the special session on disarmament. Nevertheless, we feel 

that , while doing t his, the Security Counci l should urge t he nuclear Power s to 

reconcile thei r positions and elaborate the concept of negative guarantees 

l n a more binding and l egal multilateral form. 

At the same time, my delegation hopes that this Assembl y can endors e 

the view that early consideration sh• uld be given to the el aboration of a 
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convention on the question of guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Committee on Disarmament 
should receive the documents and views submitted here on this item and be 
requested to proceed as early as possible to negotiate the text of a 
convention or agreement on this question. This question has been 
deliberated upon for more than a decade in the General Assembly and elsewhere; we 
believe that 1vhat is now required is to come to grips with the essential problem of 
formulating the uniform negative assurances which all the nuclear Powers and 
non- nuclear States can accept. This is not to say, of course, that the 
Committee on Disarmament can conclude consideration of such a convention 
during the next year. In all likelihood, this may take longer. Therefore, 
next year the General Assembly could agree to place on its agenda an item 
which deals with "progress in the consideration of a convention or agreementn 
on this question. 

In conclusion, I should just like to state that my delegation will hold 
further consultations with the Soviet delegation and other interested members 
before deciding whether to submit its text formally in the Committee. Our 
purpose in circulating these drafts is not to preempt the vie1vs and proposals that 
may be put fon.,rard by others but to help in evol v ing an agreed course of action 
during this session on this important subject, because we feel that the 
United Nations has e;rappled with the question of str engthening the security of 
non- nuclear-weapons States for over a decade, and surely it i s time that the 
world Organization acted positively on this crucial issue. 

Mr. HOLLAI (Hungary): Security is pivotal to the lives of States. 
In paragraph l of its Introduction the Final Document declares: 

"Attainment of the objective of security, vrhich i s an inseparable element 
of peace, has alvrays been one of the most profound aspirations of 
humanity." (Qen~Tal Asse!fi}J.ly_z_e.solution S-10/2, para. 1) 

In order to achieve security, States have piled up growing stocks of arms, 
including nuclear weapons, around the globe . The world has come to a stage 
vhen, as is also stated in paragraph l of the Final Document, 

" the accumulation of veapons today constitutes much more a threat 
than a protection for the future of mankind11

• (ibid) 
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Recent years have s een a clear r eflection of thi s reali zati on in the 

debates on disarmament, including those at the sp ecial sess i on of the General 

As sembly. The Final Document is clear in its t er ms when i t says: 

11Removing t he t hr eat of a 1-mrld 1var a nuclear Har - is the most 

acute and urgent t a sk of t he pr esent day.;; (ibid . , para . 18) 

The goal is: 

n ••• to remove the threat of nuclear vreapons , to halt and r ever se the 

nuclear arms race until the total elimination of nuclear weapons and 

their delivery systems has b een achieved, and to prevent the prolifer ation 

of nuclear weapons. At the same time, other measures des i gned t o 

prevent the outbreak of nuclear war and to less en t he danger of t he t hreat 

or use of nuclear weapons should b e taken . n (ibid ., par a. 20) 

During its 33 years of existence, the United Nations , born and raised 

in the nuclear age, has devoted a great deal of time t o this question of 

eliminating, or at least lessening , the danger of the threat or us e of nucl ear 

weapons. 

We believe that this very purpose is served by t he p r oposal of t he 

Sovi et Union now before us. However, befor e embarking on it , l et me t ake 

a brief historical glance over the road the 1-rorld has t ravelled. There is 

no doubt that the most radical solution of the problem - namel y , that of the 

use of nuclear weapons - wnuld have been the adoption, upon the emer gence 

of nuclear weapons, of an agreement banning the manufacture and use of those 

weapons and providing for the destruction of exi sting s t ockpiles of them. As 

a matter of fact, there was such a proposal, which the Soviet Uni on had 

submitted at the second session of the Atomic Ener gy Commission at t hat time , 

as far back as 19 June 1946. Unfortunat ely , the circumstances and the balance 

of power as they existed at that time did not make it pos sible fo r t hat 

proposal to be accepted, and the world, rather than seeing no count r y 

possessing nuclear weapons, has come to find s everal States ar me d with weapons 

of this type, which, for good measure, have become a built -in el ement 

of their doctrines of strategy, defence and deterrence - and not onl y of those 

of individual countries but of wh ol e sy st ems of alliance. Under such 

circumstances, a solution to this issue ha s grown incompar ably mor e complex. 

The question concerning the prohibiti on of the us e of nuclear weapons has 

been taken up by the United Nations time and again, which is indicative of the 

importance attached to it. 
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In the 1960s the primary emphasis was placed on other aspects of reducing 
the danger of nuclear war, namely preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. 
liJevertheless, the non-use of these 1-reapons has always been - and in a somewhat 
new approach - an important ingredient of the 1-rhole complex of problems. The 
non-nuclear-weapon States, aware of the dangers involved in the spread of 
nuclear weapons and renouncing the nuclear option, were rightfully looking to 
the nuclear Powers to g ive them clear-cut guarantees not to use or threaten 

to use nuclear weapons against them. 

Once the aon--Proliferation Treaty (NFT) had been signed, the three 

nuclear Powers parties thereto voted for Security Council resolution 255 (1968) 
which dealt with quest i ons relating tc the security of non-nuclear- weapon States 

parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. \·lh ile the Security Council resolution 
represented a step forward, it •ms criticized by a number of States mainly 

because it made a distinction between non-nuclear-weapon States and it was 
not voted for by all the nuclear -weapon Powers. Therefore the security of the 

non- nuclear-weapon States is still a topical question. 
The imperative demand to devise effective measures to ensure the security 

of non-nuclear~weapon States and the need to have assurances from the 
nuclear-weapon Powers that they will not use or threaten to use nuclea r weapons 
against the non-nuclear-weapon States i s clearly reflected in the 
relevant resolutions of the General Assembly. 

The special session devoted to di sarmament paid gre at attention to the 
quest ion of the use or non-use of nuclear weapons. At that session the United 
States and Great Britain announced in separate but largely concurrent statements 
that they would not use nuclear weapons against non-nucl ear-weapon States 
parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty or those which undertake a similar 
international obligation not to acquire nuclear weapons, unless the latter - in 
alliance with a nuclear Po-.rer - launch an attack against the territories, armed 
forces or allies of the former. 
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Concerning the restriction on the event ual use of nuclear weapons, the 

Soviet Union made a clear announcement to the effect that it would never use 

nucle~r weapons against States which renounced the manufacture and acquis i tion 

of nuclear weapons and which had no such -vreapons in their territories . It can 

r eadily be stated that at first sight this formula contains few conditions -

virtually only one, in fact - nmnely that the countries in question should be truly 

non-nuclear States - against vrhich the use of nuclear weapons is ruled out 

even as a means of self-defence. 

Si nce, however, there were differences in the unilateral announcements and 1n 

the underlying considerations regarding the provi sion of security guarantees 

referred to during the special session, the Final Document had to be ronfined 

to the statement that: 

~:The General Assembly notes the declarations made by the nuclear~1veapon 

States and urges them to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, 

effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the 

use or threat of use of nuclear -vreapons 11 (A/S- 10 / 2 2 para . 59). 

Against this background we regard the Soviet in i tiative on the strengthening 

of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear States as one of particularly 

great importance and timeliness. This proposal, which is the first concrete 

one aimed at ach i eving the goals of the Fi nal Document and which is to be 

welcomed if only for that reason, has several advantages over unilateral 

announcements. 

First, it meets the desire of the non- nuclear countries to be given 

international legal guarantees by the nuclear States that they will not use 

nuclear weapons against them . 

Secondly, it would encompass a broader - practicall y the full - range of 

truly non-nuclear States. Previous formulas raised certai n problems because 

of the differences in non-nuclear States, some of lfhich wer e parties to the 

NPT while others were not but assumed an obli gation under other binding 

international treaties not to manufacture or acquir e nuclear weapons and not to 

have such weapons on their territory or anywhere under their jurisdiction or 

control - on land or sea, in the air or in outer space. For the purpose of the 
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present draft convention such differences lose their rel evance, for any 
of the truly non~nuclear States that meet the sai d criteria may be a party 
thereto. ivioreover, those countries -vrould not be required to assume any 
additional obli~ations except that of reaffirming their present non-nuclear 
status. 

Thirdly, the obligations assumed by the nuclear Powers would also be 
uniform, which would undoubtedly increase the confidence of non- nuclear-weapon 
States in such obli8ations. 

Fourthly, thi s convention would not affect the possibility for 
non- nuclear-weapon States to share in the benefits obtained from the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. 

Fi fthly, we are f irmly convinced that such a convention would be an important 
contribution to the strengthening of the non-proliferation reg ime. 

Finally, it is our belief that the conclusion of such a convention would 
also contribute, in the broadest sense, towards stronger international peace 
and security, and would be a major practic al step on the road to that goal. 

He are fully aw·are that the elaboration of a convention on such an important 
question of direct concern to the security of States is a complicated process. 
This, however, must r elieve none of us from the responsibility and the 
obligation of embarking on the elaboration of that convention. The most 
suitable forum for doing so 1s in our opinion the Comn1ittee on Disarmament. 

For all these reasons, my delegation strongly supports the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C .l/33/1. 6 pr esented by the Soviet Union 
and we are hopeful t hat it will be endorsed by this Committee. 

'l'he CHAIRI1AN (interpretation from Spani sh ) : Before adjourning the 
meeting, I wish to announce the following additional sponsors of draft 
resolutions now before the Committee: draft r esolutions A/C.l/33/1.2, 
A/ C.l/33/1. 3 , A/C. l/33/1.4, and A/ C.l / 33 /1.5, Bolivia; draft resolution 
A/C .l/33/1. 5, Barbados; and draft resolut i on A/ C.l/33/1 . 1, Canada. 

The meeting r ose at 4.30 p .m. 




