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The meeting was called to order at 3.05 p.m. 

AGENDA ITEM 128 (continued) 

CONCLUSION OF Al~ INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ON THE STRENGTHENING OF GUARANTEES 

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

Mr . BLOMBERG (Finland): The Finnish delegation notes with satisfaction 

that the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 

is under discussion as a separate item. It is an important issue for all 

countries, nuclear and non- nuclear , neutral and allied, large and small. It is 

intimately connected with many crucial questions of international security and 

disarmament . 

In the course of the past few years, and even n:onths, the question of the 

security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the threat or use of nuclear weapons 

has indeed assumed a new dimension. 

The Government of Finland has welcomed this development. Its position was 

reiterated by its Foreign Minister in his statement in the general debate on 

28 September . He stated: 

"As we have emphasized on several occasions, we would find it just and 

reasonable that those States which have committed themselves to a nuclear 

weapon-free status also receive assurances that nuclear weapons would not 

be used nr:e.inst their territories in any circumstances . 11 

(A/33/PV. l2, p. 22) 

The present item could be seen in a rather wide context. There are many 

approaches to the strengthening of the security of the non- nuclear- weapon States . 

Many of these are interdependent and can be pursued simultaneously . Let me begin 

by dwelling on only two of these approaches - first, the prevention of the 

spread of nuclear weapons and, secondly, the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 

zones. 

My Government has consistently held the view that the Non-Proliferation Tr eaty 

as such is in the interest of the security of both the world community at large 

and individual States, nuclear and non- nuclear alike. Despite its imperfections 

the Treaty has proved an effective instrument in containing the danger posed by 

the spread of nuclear weapons . 
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The question of the security of non- nuclear -weapon States was r a i sed 

in more specific terms in t he negotiating stages of t he Non- Proliferation 

Treaty. Non-nuclear-weapon States sought formal guarantees that the 

renunciation of the nuclear option would not pl ace them at a military 

disadvantage vis-a -vis the nuclear-weapon States. However, i t pr oved not 

possible to find an all- encompassing formula in the Treaty that would have 

sat i sfi ed t he security concer ns of all non- nuclear-weapon States. Inst ead , 

the three depositary States of the Treaty agr eed to submit a resolution 

to the Security Council on measures to safeguard t he s ecurity of the 

non- nucl ear - vreapon States . This resolution, 255 (1968 ) , was t he companion 

piece of pl edges by the three nuclear Povrers of their intention to provide 

positive security guarantees through action by the Securi ty Council . In a 

way it foreshadowed an international nuclear deterrent within the framework 

of the United Nat ions . These declarations were a contribution to the 

collective security system provided for in the Charter , but they did not 

entir ely solve the issue of the security of non- nuclear- weapon States . 

In its Final Declaration , the f irst Review Confer ence of t he Parties to the 

Tr eaty r ecocnized that non- nuclear- weapon Stat es f i nd themsel ves in differing 

security s ituat i ons. Therefore , various means would be necessary to meet 

their security concerns . The discussion at t he Conference provided furt her 

evidence of the fact that measures to strengthen the security of non

nuclear-weapon States are in the hands of those States which possess these 

weapons . The relatively slow progress in nuclear di sarmament has further 

exacerbated the concerns of non- nuclear- ,veapon- Stat es . 

I should now like to discuss briefly the role of the establishment of 

nuclear-we~on-free zones in the strengthening of the security of States . 

One of the principal objectives of the establishment of nuclear- weapon-free 

zones is to increase the security of the zonal States. This was fully 

r ecognized in the comprehensive study on the question of the nuclear-!r~e 

free zones carried out by the Ad hoc Group of Qualified Governmental Experts 

under the auspices of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) 

in 1975. 
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It is important that the status of a nuclear- weapon- free zone be 

respected by all uctra.- zonal States, especially by nuclear-weapon States . 

The security guar antees given by the zonal States will be of special 

significance in this respect . The Government of Finland concurred in the 

conclusion of most experts in the study gr oup . According to this 

conclusion, arrangements for t he establishment of a nuclear- weapon- free 

zone must provide for appropriate guarantees by the nuclear- weapon States 

against t he use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against members of the 

zone . 

Reflecting the complexity of the issue, no ccasensus was reached 

in the Group of Experts on the acceptance of the principle relat ing to the 

security guarantees . Regrettable as it was , i t was due not to any 

irreconcilable controversy on the principle itself but rather to an 

understandable reluctance on the part of the nuclear- veapon States to 

commit themselves in advance to a generalized and abstract undertaking. 

Against this background , i t is encouraging to note the unilateral 

s ecur i ty assurances that nuclear-weapon States have subsequently given. 

Another encouraging development is the advance towards the full 

application of the Tr eaty of Tlatelolco . Its Addit ional Protocol II , 

which provides non- use assurances by the nuclear-weapon States , has been 

signed and ratified by all nuclear- weapon States . 

The Government of Finland has noted with great satisfaction the 

security assurances already unilaterally given by the nuclear - '1-reapon States . 

Statements to this effect have been made by President Giscard d ' Estaing 

on 25 May 1978 ; by Pr esident Carter on 4 October 1977 and by Secretary of 

State Vance on 12 June 1978; by President Brezhnev on 4 March 1978 , and by 

Foreign Minister Gromyko on 26 May 1978; by Foreign Minister Huang on 

29 May 1978 , and by Ambassador Lai on 26 .october 1978 ; and by the 

r epr esentative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Ashe , on 27 June 1978. 

The unilateral declarations of individual nuclear-weapon States 

evidently do not meet the obj ective to the fullest possible extent . There 

is a certain amount of diversity among the statements , and some are clearly 
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more restrictive and more qualified than others. As one possibility, to 

make the guarantees more bindinB and credible, it has been suggested , for 

instance , that the declarations be recognized by the Security Council . 

In its Final Document the special session devoted to disarmament 

urged the nuclear-'1-reapon States "to pursue efforts to conclude, as 

appropriate , effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 

t ht! use or thrGtt of use of r..u~ler-.r wec..pons". (Resolution S-10/2, po.ra. 59) 

In the li~ht of these considere.tions , my Goverrur,ent has taken note ldth 

part icular interest of the proposal by the Soviet Government concerning 

security guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States . The Soviet initiative 

deserves to be studied carefully. He hope that it will lead 

to thorough discussion on this crucial issue Hith participation 

of both nuclear e.nd non-nuclear-weapon Stat l~S , and to arr o.nGc:ments 

for the provision of security guarantees by all nuclear-weapon 

States. 

All approaches could be pursued simultaneously; no avenues should be 

left unexplored . IJo efforts should be spared in the pursuit of increasing 

guarantees to the States that hnve made an important contribution to the 

international community by committing themselves to a nuclear-'1-Teapon-free 

status. 

Mr . FIGUEIREDO (Angola): On behalf of rr.y delcr'ation, Sir, all o>T ne 

to extend to you our very b0st wishes on your election to the chairmanship of this 

Committee , a post for vhich you are eminently suited. Similarly, we also 

greet the Vice-Chairmen and the Rfn_)Crt.;;·~.·.:r-. 

r~ country took part in the tenth special session of the Uni ted Nations 

General Assembly devoted to disarmament. On that occasion, the Prime 

Minister of the People ' s Republic of Angola, His Excellency Hr. Lopo do Nascimento, 

referred in the general debate to the location of Angola in i3o,:thern Afric:::., 

a region of great military tension provoked by imperialist acts of aggression, 

and to Angola's policy of non-al.i r,nment , both these factors eonbining to 

reinforce the necessity for a total commitment on our part to the goals of 
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general and compl ete disarmament . However , while the international community 

struggles towards the attainment of this goal , vrhile t he nuclear States -

the established ones &.s 1·rell as those in t he making - vrork out a 

disarmament process and procedure , non- nuclear States like ours are faced 

with the threat of nuclear attack and nuclear annihilation . He cannot 

devote our r esources and our energies t o the massive task of r econstruction 

that f aces us unless we feel , and ar e , secure ar,ainst t he threat of nuclear 

attack and destruction. He have not struggled for centuries agai nst 

colonialism and exploitation only t o find ourselves still enslaved by a 

new kind of imperialism 9 an i mperialism of nucl ear t error . 
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It is for this reason that the Peopl e ' s Republic of Angola notes with 

greet appreciation the pr oposal of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to 

conclude an international convention on t he stren6thening of buarantees of 

the security of non-nuclear States. 

'\rle are a1,rare of those General Assembly and Security Council resolutions 

that seek to allay fears by providing safeguards for the security of 

non- nuclear States 1vhich are parties to t he Tr~aty on the lJon· ·Proliferation 

of rruclear Weapons (NPT ) . The People ;s Republic of Angola has not yet 

signed this Treaty, not because -vre have nuclear aspirations) but becaus-e 

we are still engaged in t he 1•ork of basic reconstruct ion , and we have not 

y et had enough time to study and assimilate all the international conventions 

"\-Thich we may eventually sien and r ati fy. In this context , 1,re find the 

Soviet proposal to s t rengt hen the security of a 1-rider number of State s t han 

that covered by Security Council resolution 255 (1968) very encouraging , 

and '"'e support it . 

The majority of States represented here are non- nuclear States. Some 

of them have the necessary technological and economic 1.rher ewi thal to acquire 

nuclear technology. Others " like the People 1 s Republic of Angola , do not 

for the moment have these resources. But t her e are not too many St ates in 

the i nternational community in the dangerous position in 1-rhich independent 

States of southern Africa f ind themselves : a hostile , racist minority 

regime on our borders , one 1-rith close linlcs to Western imperialism , a State 

that serves as a valuable outpost of imperialism ., a State that is a valued 

collaborator of the countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization ( NATO) .. 

a State that is the key to the proposed South Atlantic treaty or ganization . 

Hr . Roux, Chairman of the South Afri can Atomic Energy Board , declared as 

early as 1971 that South Africa was .:now in a position to produce its o1m 

atomic weapons:: . In fact, as far back as 1967 , the §outh African Di gest 

expressed its very s pecial gratitude to the Kissinger and Strauss Governments 

"for training South African nuclear scientists and nucl ear technicians in 

\-lest Germany ;; . 
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I refer her e also to the $1.2 billion nuclear-power deal announced in 

May 1976 bet1-reen the Electricity Supply Commission (ESCOM) of South Africa 

and a consorti um of French companies - Framatome Alsthom and Spie~Batignolles . 

The nuclear-pmrer station at Koeberg, 17 miles nor th of Cape Tmm, will be 

supplied vith nuclear reactors by Framatome and t urbine generators 

by Alsthon. The first unit is scheduled to go into operation in 1982 and 

the second a year later. The contract covers the supply of six fuel element 

deliveries ; thus the French consortium has committed itsel f to at least an 

18-year involvement in the project . 

It is technically estimated that if South Africa built a reactor 

with a 1 million kilowatts capacity, it would be able to manufacture each 

year 30 plutonium bombs of the s ize of the atomic bomb which destroyed 

Nagasaki. South Africa would t hen not be far from being capable of making 

a nuclear bomb for air delivery , for which South African Canberra bombers , 

British-supplied Buccaneers and French-supplied Mi rages could be used. This 

means that , even operating from ~dthin its own borders , South Africa would 

be able to stage a nuclear attack against East African countries, Mozambique , 

Zaire and Angola , as well as reaching far out into the Indian and Atlantic 

Oceans . 

In this connexion, I wish to digress a little, and mention the 

construction of the Advokaat military communications system built by 

South Africa in co-operation with several \-lestern companies at a cost of 

over 15 million Rand . The installation at Silvermine , Westlake , not far 

from Simons town, became operational i n March 1973, and has the abi lity to 

maintain survei llance from Sout h Africa 1 s coastline across the South Atlanti c 

t o South America and across the Indian Ocean to Australia and NeH· Zealand. 

It is significant that the Advokaat system becomes operational in the 

northern part of the South Atlantic , virtually where t he NATO area ends at 

the Tropi c of Cancer . For the purpose of military surveillance and 

communications i n the southern oceans, South Africa has virtually become a 

nerve- centre for 1-lestern defence . A resolution passed by a meet ing of the 

NATO Assembly in Bonn i n November 1972 recommended to the NATO Mi nisterial 

Council that it give the Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic ( SACLANT) 
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:~authority to pl an for the protection of NATO Europe's vital shipping lines 

in the Indian Ocean and the South Atlantic including surveillance and 

communications 11
• In 1974, it was reported in the press that SACLANT, 

which is based in ~orfolk , Virginia, had reached the conclusion that NATO 

itself does not have sufficient forces to deal with that area , and therefore 

a defence arrangement involving the white minority regimes of southern Africa, 

South Africa in particular, is required. 

Hi th NATO interest in the area, with South Africa's nuclear 

installations, with South Africa ' s r efusal to sign the NPT- not that we 

·Hould feel secure even if it did - my country remains in a state of alarm, 

and with good reason. As a front - line State, and because of its revolutionary 

ideology , Angola is committed to the struggle for the total liberation of the 

oppressed peoples in southern Africa and a genuine transfer of power to the 

majority inhabitants of t hose areas controlled by the r acist minority 

regi mes. Therefore' ,.,e are aware of the danger all of us ar e in ? because 

our alliance and our activity threaten vJestern imperialist interests . Thus 

1-re do not feel secure against the danger of nuclear attack from NATO ' s 

ally. Hence we immediately see the value of t he Soviet proposal which would 

give us a dditional international legal safeguards ; we can thus also contri bute , 

i n our own small way , t o t he prevention of the proliferation of nuclear 

1-reapons , and ultimately to their elimination. In fact , we appeal to all our 

comrades, especially those i n the non-aligned movement ; to recognize the 

wor th of this proposal and the security guarantees that the adoption of a 

convention would bring to States like ours , and to support this proposal. 

Such international legal safeguards would gi ve us the freedom of mind we 

seek to devote all our energies , our attention and our resources to the more 

vital tasks that confront us today - the building of a just society , a 

self--sufficient nation , the optimum use of our national resources to further 

the cause of peace and freedom, not only in our part of Africa , but in the 

world at large. 

The struggl e continues ; victory is certain . 
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~· SHEVEL {illcrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) (interpretation from 

Russian) : There is no ~·11ore important international and political problem today 

than the cessation of the arms race . That thought is the underlying theme 

in the statements of the majority of the r epresentatives at the current 

session of the General .~sembly . The same thing happened, as a matter of fact , 

at the special session as well ~ the one we have recently discussed in our 

Committee . The solution of this problem has had primary attention devoted to 

it by the countries of socialism, united in their struggle for common 

cor.munist i deals , advancing in serried ranks and united under the banner of peace. 

They have put for~vard and are defend.::.ng a broad realistic programme which 

provides for the exclusi on of the an~ race from international life. 

1hat is the purpose of the proposals concerning the total cessation of the 

further qualitative and quantitative stock--piling of arms and armaments 

in States which have major military potential . 
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In moving in this directicn, it would be important to cume to agreement 

on practical measures in the solution of problems which are still integral 

parts of the over-all r ange of measures which would curb the anns race. 

I am speaking here of the total prohibition of nuclear-weapon test , the 

cessation of the producti on of nuclear weapons i n all its forms and the 

gradual reduction of stockpiles down to thP.ir total elimination the prevention 

of a further prolifer ation of nuclear weapons, the prohibition of the 

establishment of new forms and systems of weapons of mass destruction and 

a number of other measures which point to the same goal . 

Among these measures , a worthy place is being assumed by the proposal 

now under consideration i n the Committee concerning the conclusion of an 

international convention on the s t rengthening of guarantees of the security of 

non-nuclear States. 

In circumstances wher e the nuclear arms race has not yet been stopped , 

when the trans i tion to nuclear disarmament and the total prohibition of 

nuclear weapons has not yet begun, the Soviet pr oposal would serve as a cleari ng 

of the wa:y tnwards a solution of these cardinal tasks . It would be a contribution 

to the cause of the non-pr olifer ati on of nuclear weapons and to the cause 

of the weakening and, in thP. ultimate analysis, of the eli mination of the threat of 

nuclear war . 

The draft international convention which has been introduced for 

consideration is a carefully weiehed and proper ly balanced document , which 

proposes a clear determination of the non···use of nuclear weapons by 

nuclear-weapon States and the renunci ation of their use or thr eat of use 

against States parties to the convention which do not possess nuclear weapons 

and which retain t hat status . 

There has alr eady been a detailed explanation of the provisions of the 

draft convention and , in this connexion , we should also like to draw 

attention to a number of its aspects . First of all, in the draft convention 

proposed by the Soviet Union there i s a clear definition of the category of 

States which are to be the r ecipients of guarantees . These are States which 

have renounced the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and have no 

nuclear weapons upon their territori es or anywher e under their jurisdicti on 
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and control on land ,. on sea , in the air and in outer space . In none of the 

statements of other nuclear Powers conce rning guarantees to non-nuclear 

States i s such a hiehly developed definition given. It is clear that one 

of the advantages of the formalization of guarantees for non-nuclear States 

in the form of an international act is the possibility of elaborati ng a more 

or less clear and uniformly acceptable formulation. Secondly, the depositary 

of the acts of ratificati on of and associati on wi th the convention is to be the 

Secretary-General of t he United Nations , according to this proposal . Therein , 

as in a number of other instances, is a direct link established between the 

formali zation of guarantees of security to virtually the ovenvhelming majority 

of the States ~embers of the United Nations and the Organi zation itself, which, 

under the Chnrter, bears responsibility for the maintenance of inter national 

peace and security . 

From the letter of the member of the Politburo of the Communist Party 

of the Soviet Union and t1ini ster for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, Comrade Gromyko, 

and the draft convention before us, it is clear that the Soviet proposal 

addressed to the countries concerned is designed to meet their wishes and 

aspirations . Indeed, the draft conventi on embodies the i deas which have 

already long been stated by Governments of non--nuclear-weapon countries. 

Suffice it to hear the discussions at the present session to recall the positive 

r eaction brought about by the statement of the Soviet Union at the special 

session devoted to disarmament to the effect that it would never use nuclear 

weapons agai nst those States vrhich have renounced the production or acquisition 

of such vreapons and which do not have that type of vreapon on their terri tor ies 

and that it was r eady to enter into agr eements with them on this point . 

'l'he statements of oth.:·r nuclear Powers on this subj cct hc.ve also been noteworthy . 

The Sovi et proposal has givert rise t o much interest at the present sess i on 

and convincing support was provided fo r it. In essence its discussion was 

started long before the First Cow~ittee actually embarked upon the consideration 

of t he r elevant agenda item. It vas commented upon in the gener al debate and 

fro:·1 the very beginning in the First Committee, and this is understandable ? 
because the question of strengthenine security is of interest to the majority 

of Stat ~:s j ~ the modern world, >There we see a continuation of the arms race 

brought about by imperi alist forces, where hotbeds of internati onal conflicts 
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persist, 1-rhere there is a policy of aggression and racial discrimination in 

the Middle East and Africa . It is no happenstance that the Ministers f or 

Foreign Affairs of non- aligned countri es, •·rho met in July this year in Belgrade, 
11 devoted great attention to the problems of international security 

and , against this bacltground, to the strengthening of securi ty of 

the non- aligned countries . u (A/33/206 , p . 20 , para. 35) 

The Soviet proposal ~- and t h is is entirely clear - goes to meet the 

concern of the non-aligned com1tri es . Its purpose is to fulfil the gr~at 

interest associated with protecting tbeir sf'curi ty. 

As al1?8,VS, a dissonant note was the demagogic statement of the 

r epresentative of China, vrhich was full of invective and slanderous fabrications . 

That r epresentative, in spite of what was stated by non~aligned countries, said 

that thes~ countries allegedly do not need any guarantees for the strenc~hening 

of their security provided for in the Soviet proposal . No~ he not only failed to 

express the view of the non-aligned countries - 1-rhich he claimed to be doing -

but his assertions are in fact directly contrary to the position of these countries . 

In proposing the further strengthening of guarantees of the security of 

non- nuclear States, the Soviet Union of course proceeds from the premi se that 

the solution of the question is, so to sperut, not starting from scratch . 

In any event, the Soviet statement on this score is a measure to provide 

such guarantees, but the proposal nov under consideration is ca.lcula.ted to 

achieve more in order to ens ure that the guarantees of security tear the 

character of a uniform rule of international lfl"~<T . 

The discussion has shovrn that l.'tany delegations have highly valued the Soviet 

initiative , understanding that it goes beyond unilateral statements concerning 

the non- use of nuclear weapons . It is illust rative, in this respect , that the 

representative of Jordan pointed to the need for more U.ecisive me".sures t han 

unilateral assurances, whereas the representa.ti ve of Brazil sA.id that guarantees 

"must be firm lep.;al commitments" . In our opinion, the propos al to conclud~ a 

convention proceeds f rom the same p remises . Thus we have before us definite 

agreement to the effect that guarantees must be cast in the form of an agreement, 

in other words, in the form of an international legal docwnent, and t his is 1-rl1at 

we are called upon to do in the Final Document of the special session . 
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United nations practice points in favour of the elaboration of a document in 

the form of an international agreement, because the United nations has on more 

t han one occasion been dealing with the legal formalization of the results of 

favourable changes in the international atmosphere and the adoption of international 

legal instruments vhich have contributed to the strengthening of peace and 

the security of peopl es . 

In examining some of the results of the current discussion , it is not 

difficult to see that the water shed passes between those who are in favour of 

harmonized guarantees for non- nuclear States and those who are in favour of a 

more limited approach. Indeed, the representatives of the United States and a 

number of other countries have expressed the view that, inste~d of a convention, 

the Security Council could take note of the assurances of the nuclear Powers . In 

our opini on, such a vievr vrould be inadequate: it would lead, for instance, to a 

situation where non- nuclear States would be set aside , as it were, from active 

participation in t he international lec;al formalizat i on of guarantees which are 

being provi ded by the nuclear Powers . The States vihich are to benefit from these 

guarantees - in other words, the overwhelming major ity of States -would be 

playinc a passive role and would thus find themselves outside the framework of 

the document which lays down the obligat ions of the nuclear Power s . 

Certain representatives have proposed that the diffe r ent approaches be merged . 

In essence , this was done by the representatives of Sri Lanka and Pakistan, who 

\vere in favour of the Security Council ' s officially takinG note of the assurances 

of the nucl ear Powers, and in t he meanti me the draf't of the convention in 

question lrould be elaborated in the multilateral organ for talks on disarmament . 

In the course of discussion a question also arose concerning the 

relationship between the proposed convention and nuclear- free zones and zones of 

peace . A number or those who spoke , such as the r epresentati ve of Madagascar, 

quite justly pointed out t hat the proposed convention concerning the 

!:tren&thening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 1vould provide 

assistance or support to non- nuclear-zones . The link, of course , exists , and the 

adoption of a convention would unquestionably cont r ibute to the strengthening of 

existing nuclear- free zones and to the establishment of other such zones . But, 

as \·Te see it, guarantees can be used not onl y by parties to thi s or that zone: 
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there are cases '"here non- nuclear- -vreapon States 'vould not form part of such zones 

but nevertheless might wish to avail themselves of the guarantees under the 

int~rnntional convention. 

Certain representatives have indicated that they are not quite clear about 

the circum5tances and condit i ons for the offering of guarantees and that they 

-vmuld \·rish to make their contribution to the clarification of the formulations in 

the document . All t his indicates that the question of the formaliz ation of 

t he obli3ations of the nuclear Pm-rers and the participation of other States 

,.,ill rPquire a businPss-like exchange of viE',¥S, uhich should be 

conducted in the orc an for disanuament negotiations - nruuely the Committee Oil 

Disarmament - and , subsequently, at the next session of the General Assembly, 

'"hich, '<Te hope, will have before it a draf't Convention that '.rould have been 

vrorked on further . This is the essence of the draf't resolution on the question 

mder consio.eration (A/C . l/33/L .6 ) . The delegation of the Ukrainien SSR supports 

that draft and calls f or i ts adoption . This -vrould be in keepinc Hith the 

profound interest Hhich has been demonstrated by the majority of delee;ations in 

this further str engthening of guarantees for the security of non-nuclear St ates 

by means of the adoption of a convention - an important internation al legal 

document which is expected to make its contribution to the strengthening of 

international security end the cause of pence . 

Mr · NGUYEN Yf\!J LUU (Viet flar>.) (interpr etation from French): The Soviet 
dr nft convention touches upon one of the most complex a spects of the nuclear arms 

question in our time . That i s why, before eiving our views on it, ~ delegation 

would wish t o revievr the over- all situation as it p revails in t he international 

community in the f ace of nucl e ar weapons . 

Since the creation of the United Hations, history has 

concentrated nuclear ,.reapons in the hands of five Pmvers, all pe r manent ruembers 

of the Security Council , while all the other membe r s of the international 

community are non- nuclea r States . It would appear that the philosophy 

unde r lying the Non--Proliferation Treaty - which was the logical outcome of the 

Partial lluclear Test- Ban Treaty of 1963 - was t o lead to arms control, and its 

inter.t. was to establish t he st r ategic ~tus auo, ,.,bile keeping nuclear weapons 

from t hose States capable of disrupting t he balance of deterrence between 

privileged Powers. 
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In this connexion, the multiplication of nuclear decision centres 

horizontal proliferation - was regarded as a major risk, whereas it was possible 

to live w·ith the quantitative and qualitative arms race between the great Powers -

vertical proliferation - provided that the pace was kept under control . 

vle must stress that in acceding to the Non-·Proliferation Tr eaty the 

non- nuclear States have thus relinquisht>d a rnajor .. if not an essential, par t of their 

sovereignty - namely, their right to natural, legitimate defence with nuclear 

weapons. 

From the legal standpoint, this specific act on the part of sovereign States 

,.,as almost an anomaly, because it is in total contradiction with the first 

principle of the United Nations as laid do1m in the Charter, namely: 

"The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equality of 

all its Members. " 

But what is even more serious is that this relinquishing 0f the essential part 

of a State ' s sovereignty by non- nuclear countries risks affecting their very 

security as a result of the policy of the imperialists, the sole possible source 

of aggression and war, and even risks endangering their economic development, in 

view of the role of nuclear energy in the development of human society in the 

present stages of technology . All human beings, like all States > 

must be given guarantees on these two crucial points - security and development -

or risk annihilation at any moment. 

It would appear that non- nuclear States, by acceding to the l·lon- Proliferation 

Treaty, could not fail to understand that this was the case. 
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Those States demanded as a condition for their accession, first, security 

guarantees for non-nuclear States living under the constant threat of nuclear 

aggression; secondly, international co-operation for the development of the 

peaceful uses of nuclear energy and thirdly, a commi tment on the part of the 

nucl ear Powers to proceed to nuclear disarmament. 

The final text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, after five years of negotiation, 

certainl y contains all these pledges of guarantees. But what is the actual state 

of affairs with regard to those guarantees? 

As far as concerns the guarantee of security, Security Council resolution 

255 (1968), in its paragraph 2, 

"Welcomes the intention expressed" - I emphasize that this intention is 

expressed unilaterally, so t hat its mandatory force is consi derably 

diminished - "by certai n States Lto7 . . . provide or support immediate 

ass i stance, in accordance with the Charter, to any non-nuclear-weapon State 

Party to the Treaty on the Non-Prol i f eration of Nuclear Weapons that is a 

victim of an act or an object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear 

weapons are used." 

It must be pointed out that the Security Council is not committed by this to take 

any speci fic action in conformity with the provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter 

should the security of a non-nuclear State be threatened by a nuclear State. 

We know t hat as regards guarantees of economic devel opment through the peaceful 

uses of nucl ear energy, an international control system established by the 

Internat i onal Atomic Energy Agency and applicable to peaceful nuclear activities 

as a whole of States part i es to the Non-Proliferation Treaty should guarantee 

respect f or the commitments assumed and prevent - thanks to rapid detection - the 

diversi on of f issionable material to military purposes. 
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Finally, with respect to the commitment of the nuclear Powers to proceed to 

disannament, this is included in article VI of the Non- Proliferation Treaty 

and the non-nuclear States share it on a footing of equality. Thus, it becomes 

the common and equal obligation of each of the parties to the treaty. In short, 

if the complements to accession to the Non- Proliferation Treaty '"er e mediocr e , 

not to say null , from the point of view of security guarantees , on the other 

hand the non- nuclear States, under the text of the Treaty , obtained every 

assurance with respect to the development on a non-discriminatory basis of the 

peaceful uses of atomic energy . 

~fuat has been the situation since the signing of the Non- Proliferation Treaty 

until today? We are bound to note - and t his is obvious to everyone - that: 

firstly, while the non-nuclear States parties to the No;. ·Proliferation Treaty 

observe the condition of nuclear disarmament, the nuclear States members of 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) are constantly speeding up the 

nuclear arms race and increasing its dimensions . 

Se~ondly, while the non-nuclear States parties to the Non- Proliferation 

Treaty strictly observe nuclear disarmament , certain countries, originally 

non-nuclear, have acquired the capac ity to manufacture nuclear weapons . In 

addition, it is precisely those privileged countries which, in recent decades, 

have violated or threatened peace, security and independence in all areas of 

the world and have been the object of decisions of the Security Council 

imposing an embargo on their armaments or enjoining them to withdraw from the 

territories they have unlawfully occupied since their aggression . 

Thirdly, with respect to guarantees for development without discrimination 

of the peaceful uses of atomic energy, it would appear that the last London 

agreement of early 1976 between the seven main suppliers leads to a rather 

constraining system and strict control of essential sector s of peaceful 

nuclear activities in the buyer countries . In the unanimous view of experts 

on the subject, on the one hand it is not certain that such methods serve 

the cause of non-proliferation because it is not by multiplying controls 
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and organiz ing the placing under trusteeship of countries beneficiaries of the 

transfer of nuclear technology that those countries will be deterred from obtaining 

atomic weapons , all the more so since it is precisely because the nuclear Powers 

are not subject to guarantees that control over the sale of fissile material 

for military purposes is not feasible . 

On the other hand , the good conduct code adopted in London does not put 

an end to the commercial competit ion between producers of nuclear equipment and 

will not prevent a growing number of countries from having before the end of the 

century the scientific and technological capacity necessary to equip themselves 

with a nuclear force. 

Over and above these technical considerations, one question arises for the 

experts . We cannot see on behalf of whom or what certain rich countries seek to 

prevent ot her s from exerc i sing their right to nuclear Power so long as they 

themselves do not show through specific disarmament measures , t heir will to ensure 

security in the world through the establishment of new bases for that security. 

Fourthly , the situation which results f r om the three points which we 

have just analysed confronts the non- nuclear States with a real and pressing 

danger to their own security , and constitutes a weighty obstacle to their economic 

development in modern times . How , then, can we fail to understand the legit imacy 

and the necessity of the pressing appeals made here and in other forums by the 

non-nuclear States, which ask of the nuclear Powers that they live up to their 

commitment to put an end to the nuclear arms race , and which also request that 

our Organization institute strict and effective control over certain present 

war- mongering elements that are in a favourable posit ion to acquire nuclear 

weapons? All this information concerning the true situation emphasizes three 

main points relating to the progressive solution of the nuclear disarmament 

problem. 

First , with respect t o the non-nuclear Powers there i s the imperative need 

to ensure their security and their development through the peaceful use of 

nuclear energy. Secondly, with respect to the nuclear Powers, there is 
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the imperative need to halt the nuclear arms race . Thirdly, with respect to 

those initially non-nuclear countries which have brazenly violated or threatened the 

peace , security and independence of their region and have been the object of 

Security Council decisions imposing an arms embargo upon them , or calling for 

their ldthdrawal from territories they have occupied illegally since their 

aggression, stri ct and effective control by the international community is needed. 

These three requirements are closely interlinked. Both nuclear and non-nuclear 

States have the same rights, and the same obligations with respect to them. 
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Bearing in mind those r ealities of the existing s ituation with respect to 

nuclear weapons, the policy of our Government in the nuclear field has been 

established as follows. 

Following a progressive course leading to general and complete disarmament , 

we str ongly condemn two poli tical trends . The first is that of a privileged 

nuclear State that r eserves the right to carry on the nu.c: lear arms race , thus 

threatening the peace, security and independence of peoples while tying 

the hands of non- nucl ear States and preventing them from exercising their right 

to nucl ear defence and their right to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes . 

The second is t hat of another nuclear State which, though not among t he privileged , 

exploits the difference between nuclear and non-nuclear States to oppose any 

measure to limit nuclear weapons, and to pursue the nuclear arms so as t o catch 

up wi th and even to over take the privileged nuclear States - all the more so 

since that country is about to plunge the world into a third ,.,orld war . 

On the other hand, we appl eud any initiative a imed at strengthening 

guarantees for the non-nuclear States, both security guarantees and guarantees 

f or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful uses; any initiative aimed 

at limiting and halting the nuclear arms race, and f irst and foremost the one 

taken by the members of the Security Council - and here we are referring to 

both vertical and horizontal proliferation ; any initiative aimed at effectively 

and closely controlling those non- nuclear countries that have committed acts 

which have threatened peace and security in their regions, which have already 

been the object of sanctions or weapons embargoes by the Security Council or 

the object of Security Council resolutions enjoining them to withdraw their 

troops from terr itories they have occupied unlawfully since their aggressions . 

From this point of view my delegat ion is gratified at the initiative taken 

by the Government of the Soviet Union with a view to conclusion of an internat ional 

convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non- nuclear States . 

This is one of the most constructive and auspicious responses to the concern voiced 

by many non- nuclear States with regard to their own security. This concern is 

expressed in paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the first special session of 

the General Assembly devoted t o disarmament, according to which : 
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nthe nuclear-weapon States are called upon to take steps to assure the non

nuclear - •reapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons." 

(A/RES/S-10/ 2, para . 59) 

As opposed to unilateral declarations of any kind by the 

nuclear Powers, which would become almost illusory if accompanied by conditions , 

an internat ional convention \YOuld further bind the nuclear Powers and further 

compel them to comply with their obligation not to attack or threaten to attack 

ncn -nuclear States with nuclear weapons . 

In order to give a clearer idea of all the facts relating to the true 

situation surrounding nuclear weapons that we have attempted to explain in the 

first part of this statement , ?..nd i.n order to shov the full value of the Soviet 

initiative, 1<re •rish to propose the following amendments to the Soviet draft 

convention. 

The f irst amendment concerns Article I . It would further emphasize the 

principle of equality between nuclear and non-nuclear States in r espect of 

guarantees of securit y , and ;muld read : 
11The nuclear-weapon States Parties to this Convention undertake not 

to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non- nuclear States Parties 

to the Convention . 11 

Ue 1WUld pro-pose the acdition of the follovrinf!; t hree clauses i n an 

appropriate place in the Convention : 

1. 11The Convent i on shall enter into force on the date of its signature by 

nuclear States :perm£nent members of the Security Council" ; 

2 . 11 In the event of aggression upon a non- nuclear State by a nuclear State 

the Security Council , in particular its permanent members , shall defend 

the attacked non-nuclear State pursuant to chapter VII of the Charter" ; 

3. 11All parties to the Convention, both nuclear and non-nuclear States , 

undertake to work untiringly to limit and halt the arms race, and first 

and foremost that between the permanent members of the Security Council 

(vertical as well as horizontal non-proliferation), this being the first 

step towards nuclear disarmament ; and to closely control those non- nuclear 

States that have committed acts threatening peace and securi ty in their 

r egion, and which have already been the objects of embar,c;oes and wer-.pons 

sanctions by the Security Council or the object of decisions of the 

Security Council requesting them to withdraw thei r troops from territories 

they have occupied illegally since their agression . " 
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Those three clauses are self-explanatory if account is taken of what 

1-re said ee.r l ier e.nd the close relationship existing l::etween all the views we 

have presented. 

Our Vice Premier, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, in his statement to the 

plenary on 4 October 1978, stated: 

"For many generations now the maintenance of peace has been the primary 

concern of the people of the world, because peace is related to the vital 

interests and the rate of development of all nations. Life today has further 

strengthened our confidence in the possibility of preventing a new world 

'"ar and preserving lasting peace on our planet. • • • 

" •• • Nowadays·, however, through their multifaceted struggle and with 

the combined strength of the forces of socialism, national independence, 

democracy and peace, the people of the world are more capable than ever 

before of defending peace and defeating every dark scheme of the warmongers . 11 

(A. 33/PV.21, pp. 26 and 27) 
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Thus we are conf i dent that the imperative need to safeguard the l i fe and 

development of i ts peoples, which are what dialect i cally govern worl d peace, will of 

itself help t he i nte rnational communi ty in its constant and v i gil ant effort 

to solve the nucl~ar-weapon quest ion by the most appropriate means . 

We hope that 'fith sound and good political will on all sides the Committ ee on 

Disarmament, to vrhich under the terns of draft resolution A/ C. l/33/1 . 6 , which we 

support , t he work to be done would be t r ansmitted , will t ake int o account al l t he 

observations and proposals >Thich have :teen made in this Committee during the 

consideration of t his question in order to draw up the text of an international 

convention which '"ill ensur e the strengthening o f the security guarantees 

of non- nuclear States t hat i s an essential part of gener al international security . 

Mr. SAHADEO (Guyana): General Assembly rt;sol11t io::1 S-·10/2 

of 13 July 1978 , by which the Assembly adopte~ the Final Document of the 

tenth speci al sessiou,devoted to disarmament , invite s all States, 

in particular nuclear-weapon States, to consider proposals designed to secure 

the avoidance of the use of nuclear -vreapons, the prevention of nucl ear war, 

and related objectives, where possible through internati onal agreement, and 

thereby to ensure that the survi val of mankind i s not endangered. 

As part of thi s injunct ion , nucl0ar- weapon States are called u~on to take 

steps to assure non- nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 

of nuclear weapons and to pursue efforts to conclude effective 

arrangements to assure non- nuclear-weapon States agai nst t he 

same . . 

Accordi ng to the Final Document , these measures form part of the achi evement of 

t he objec·tives of sec11ring nuclear di sarmament and t he complete el iminat i on of 

nuclear weapons , ·which will l ead to conventional di s armament on a worl d- wi de basis . 

The responsibilities of t he nucl ear-weapon States in t hese endeavours have been 

clearly defined and those States are enjoined to undertake specific measures aimed 

at preventing the out break of nuclear war and the use of force in international 

relati ons , subject to the provisions of the Charter of t he United Nations . 
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The Guyana delegation considers it signi ficant that the Final Document 

places special emphasis on United Nations Charter provisions for the 

maintenance of international peace and security and on the principles 

governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments . The Guyana delegation 

considers it of particular significance that a nuclear-weapon State has taken 

the initiative just three months after the adoption of the Final Document 

and has submitted proposals on the security of non- nuclear-weapon States 

against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Guyana delegation 

welcomes the ini~iative and zeal of the delegation of the Soviet Union 

in thus complying with the request of the General Assembly in a spirit of 

co- operation. 

've are dealing today with a topic of concern not only to an overwhelmingly 

large majority of Member States of the United Nations system but to all States , 

large and small, nuclear and non- nuclear . Security is an ideal not only of 

the insecure and unarmed States but also of the heavily armed and nuclear-weapon 

States . Basic insecurity is one of the factors 1-rhich propel the latter States 

to seek deterrent capability and weapon superiority. The Final Document, 

therefore , correctly specifies that only through international agreement 

can the survival of mankind be assured . This task cannot be left to individual 

States . 

This is not the first occasion on which the inte rnational community 

has dealt with the humanitarian aspects of the l aws of war. The Declaration 

of St . Petersburg of 1868 proclaimed that the employment of arms which 

uselessly aggr avate the sufferings of disabled men or render their death 

inevitable would be contrary to t he laws of humanity. The Hague Declaration IV . 3 

of July 1899 prohibited the use of expandins bullets which flatten easily in 

the human body- The Hague Convention of 1907 stated that the right of 

belligerents to adopt means of injuring the enemy is not unlimited and it 

prohibited the employment of arms, projectiles or material calculated to cause 

unnecessary suffering and the use of poison or poisoned weapons, and so forth . 

The Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibited the use of asphyxiating, poisonous 

or other gases , and so forth , and the use of bacteriological methods of warfare . 
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Similar codes of conduct in war were provided in subsequent international treaties 

up to the two Geneva Frotccols of 1977 . So far, hmvever, no prohibition 

has been applied to weapons which are excessively injurious or have indiscriminate 

effects,such as nuclear weapons or weapons of mass destruction. 

The Soviet draft proposals and those of Pakistan, made later in 

the course of this debate, both of course subject to negotiation, would 

1nake up for this deficiency. Under these proposals nuclear~weapon States are 

not asked to surrender their hard-won achievements in nuclear- vreapon technology, 

but are asked to pledge themselves not to use or threaten to use nuclear 

weapons ()n certain conditions. The Guyana delegation considers that this is 

not the appropriate time for this Committee to consider the conditions on 

which non-nuclear-1.reapon States should be covered under the proposed guarantees . 

This matter could first be studied by the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, 

which should make recommendations to the Ur:i t ed ~Jat iuns General Assembly at 

its t hirty-fourth session. The present proposals would, however, not aff ect 

the nuclear superiority of nuclear-•reapon Powers, which will maintain their 

monopoly of nuclear weapons. 

I should like, however, to make one observation on the proposal in the 

Soviet draft. On the question of secession from the t reat y, the Guyana 

delegation considers that no formal provision should be made in the convention 

for such withdraual. Because of the nature of the subject under consideration, 

such Ylithdrawals could only defeat the objective of complete and total 

disarmament . Any State wishing to opt out of the proposed convention must 

face the consequences in the international field of such a G.P.c ision. There 

should be no higher interest for any State t han t he supr eme one of the sur vival 

of mankind on this planet. Instead, the Guyana delegation suggests that 

provision should be made in article IV of the draft proposal for 1nember States 

to induce other States to accede to the convention. 

I n conclusion, the Guyana delegation envisages t hat the success of the proposed 

convention on security guarantees for non-nuclear-•reapon States should lead 

to the transfer of the subj ect of the us e or threat of use vf nuclear 1Veapons from 

'che plane where it is a matter c f unfetter ed national libert y to that of being 

subject to cont ractual obligations i n accordance with the provisions of t he 

Unit ed nat i ons Charter, and ultimately to the plane of compl ete disarmament. 
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Mr . FREEMAN-GPJ:ENE (New Zeal and): My delegation considers that 

countries t hat have renounced the nucl ear weapon option are entirely 

j ustified in seeking credible assurances that nuclear weapons will not be 

used o.ga.inst th~~m or their use threatened. The demand. of non-nuclear-weapon Stat es 

for strengthened guarantees in which they can place their full trust is 

a valid and a pressing one . If both our disar mament and our non- proliferation 

goals are to be met , it is a demand that needs to be ans,.,ered constructively. 
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At the ;pecial session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament 

llinister for F'oreign Affairs 1•Telcomed the serious consideration then being 

gi ven to this question by nuclear-weapon States and the commitments they 

publicly assumed during that session . He see those statements , and that made 

since then , as a cons iderable step forward in the effort to devise assurances 

at once acceptable to t he nuclear-weapon States and valuable to non-nuclear

weapon cow1tries. \·Je do not believe, however, that the assurances given to 

date are necessarily the end of the road. ~·/e think an attempt should be 

made to enhance their status and to endeavour to achieve an agreed formulation 

on binding guarantees to all non- nuclear-weapon States . That , in our view , 

is the meaning of pare.eraph 59 of the Final Document , where it urges the 

nuclear- weapon States : "topursue efforts to conclude , as appropriate, 

effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear~eapon States against the use 

or threat of use of nuclear vreapons" . (rP. eolu~ion S-10/2 ,_ para. 59) 

In the sense, therefore , that it elaborates on a ~oal to >rhich all of 

us subscribed at the special session , the Soviet proposal before us is 

a timely one . 

That said, ,.,e are not convinced that the draft resolution and convention 

contained in document A/C .l/33/1. 6 offers the best way forward . Its terms 

do not, in our view, accord with the wording of paragraph 29 of the Final 

Document, ilhich speaks of the need : 

"to ensure that no individual State or group of States may obtain 

advantages over others at any stage . " {ibid . para. 29) 

That is at any stage of the disarmament process . 

f.'.ly delegation therefore has a number of problems i·rith the draft 

contained in document A/C . l/33/1. 6. To resolve these problems , we should 

prefer to see the whole issue , including all the proposals made here 

1·rhether in written form or by way of coFnents, opinions or suggestions in 

this debate , referred to the Committee on Disarmament for examination and 

detailed study. Such reference should not prejudge that Committee ' s 

decision on the way assurances should ultirrately be expressed or t he 

instruments in which they might be embodied. The issues raised by this 
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item are complex and their implications both intricate and serious . He shall 

not advance our purpose by accepting or endors ing here resolutions that may 

be partial in their effect and that may, with some justification, be viewed 

by other States as undermining their existing secur ity arrangements . 

~·1r . ADEliJI~_I, (IHgeri.a): The importance of t he item under discussion 

is underl ined by the seriousness with which the international community 

takes the issue of nuclear weapons . In the Final Document of the spec ial 

session ·1.<-"VOt l'<l to dis::rmament t he General Assf' l"l.bl y declar ed t hat nuclear •reapons 

posed the greatest ~anger to mankind and to the survival of civilization . 

I t concluded, t herefore , that anonr. disarmament !"leesures ~ ffPctive 

measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war had the 

highest priority. The Assel!tbly v~nt on to stat~ : 

"To this end , it is imperative to r emove the threat of nuclear 

\feapons , to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race until the total 

elirnination of nuclear ,.,eapons and their delivery systems has been 

achieved, and t o prevent the prolifer ation of nuclear weapons . At 

the same time . other measures designed to prevent the outbreak of 

nuclear war and to lessen the danger of the threat or use of nuclear 

weapons should be taken . 11 (resolution S-10/2 , nara. 20) . 

My delegation believes that while the international community i s seeking 

the :rrodalities for grappling '1-Tith negotiations on disarmament steps can be 

taken to minimi se t he danger of the use of nuclear weapons . That does not 

imply that we approve the continued existence of t hose weapons ; on the 

contrary, it is one of the steps that •re hope will ultimately make more 

ridiculous the continued stockpiling of weapons that will not be used. 

The Soviet delegation deserves our gratitude for proposing this item and for 

taldn<:J; up so soon a challE?n("<~ t hr mm do•rn by t he General .A.ssenbly at t!1e special 

sess ion when i t urged t he nuclear-weapon States to pursue efforts to conclude 

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

or threat of use of nuclear weapons . rle see the Soviet initiative as a 

modest contr ibution to the process of giving reassurance to non- nuclear-

veapon States that t hey will not be the victims of the use or threat of use 

of nuclear vrea:pons. 
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Both the nuclear- weapon States ~nd the non-nuclear-weapon States have 

a great interest in the elaboration of an instrument providing legal ly binding 

guarantees to non- nuclear-weapon States against nuclear-veapon attack. The 

nuclear-1veapon States, which have been great advocates of the non- proliferation 

of nuclear '1-Teapons , should recognize that one factor that may promote nuclear

vreapon proliferation i s the constant fear of non- nucleal:"-weapon States that 

they may be subjected to nuclear attack . Being a party to the Treaty on the 

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear lleapons is in fact no guarantee of safety. That 

Treaty commits non- nuclear- weapon States to renunciation of the acquisition 

of nuclear 1veapons in return for the progressive reduction of nuclear 

stockpiles and eventual total nuclear disarmament by the nuclear-weapon States . 

Ten years after the conclusion of the Treaty we all know that the 

process of nuclear disarmament has hardly co~nenced . If Security Council 

resolution 255 (1968) was presumed to be a step in the direction of giving 

assurance to non- nuclear- weapon States parties to the Non- Proliferation 

Treaty, it vas a prescription of medicine after death. It promises succour 

after a nuclear-•reapon attack, when such succour would come too late. 

At the Non-Proliferntion Treaty Revievl Conference in 1975 efforts 

to promote ~n additional protocol that would corr~it nuclear-weapon 

States parties to the Treaty never and in no circUMstances to use or 

threaten to use nucl ear weapons against non- nuclear-weapon States 

parties to the Treaty vrere thvrarted. Equally thwarted was the draft 

resolution sponsor ed by the delr>gations of Ghana, NF.! r;al , Romania and 

Yugoslavia and by ~Y own delegation , the intention of vrhich was to ensure that 

non- nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty vrould not allow the use 

or threat of use of nuclear weapons deployed in their territories against 

other non-nuclear- weapon States parties to the Treaty. 

The atmosphere created by the special session of the Gener al Assembly 

devoted to disarmament was conducive to unilateral declarati ons by the 

nuclear-weapon States giving assurances to non- nuclear- -vreapon States. It 

is a mark of the legal inadequacy of those declarations that the special 

session, while taking note of the declarations , urged the nucl ear-weapon 
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States to conclude effective arrangements to assure non- nuclear-weapon 

States against the use or threat of use of nuclear veapons . The proposal 

of the Soviet Union is a right step in the direction the specinl 

session envisaged. We think a convention would be preferable to the 

alternative that has been suggested. 
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My delegation stands ready to participate in the elaboration o~ such a 

convention in the Committee on Disarmament . Neanwhile , we should like to 

make a fevr preliminary comments . 

The ~irst point concerns the title of the proposed convention, which, 

in the Soviet draft text, is g i ven as "Draft international convention on t he 

strengthening of guarantees of the security o~ non- nuclear States". The 

non-nuclear-weapon States vant not only the strengthening of the guarantees o~ 

their security but also their security guaranteed. \~e believe that the 

statement o~ Foreign Minister Gromyko on 26 I>1ay 1978, when he said: 
II the Soviet Union will never use nuclear weapons against 

those States which renounce the production and acqui sition 

weapons and do not have them on their territories" , (A/S-10/PV . 5, pp. 28-30) 

is more in line '1-Tith guaranteeing the non-use of nuclear w·eapons on 

non .. nuclear -ueapon States rather t han strengthening the guar antees of their 

security. 

We therefore think that a more direct title, like "Draft international 

convention on the guarantee of non-use of nuclear weapons on non-nuclear-weapon 

States", lTould be less ambiguous . 

Secondly, my delegation thinks that a distinction should be made between 

non-nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear States . The guarantee should be , 

in our view , to all non- nuclear-weapon States . 

Thirdly, we believe that the convent ion should contain a pr ovision 

whereby non-nuclear-lreapon States parties to it '.rould, by virtue o~ so doing ,. 

have renounced the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons . 

Fourthly, the convention should, in its preambular part , indicate clearly 

the ultimate goal to which the convention is contri butory, which is the total 

destruction of the nuclear arsenals of nuclear·-weapon States. 

While my delegation agrees that a more ~ar-reaching f irst step, 

which is t he total prohibition of nuclear war, would have been pr eferable, 

we nevertheless believe that a convention on the non-use of nucl ear weapons 

against non- nuclear-weapon States will contribute to t he security of non-nuclear

weapon States . 
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Hr. URQUIA (El Salvador) (interpretation from Spani sh): El Salvador ' s 

contribution to the current debate will not be extensive for we would not wish 

to reiterate concepts and views that have already been put forward for 

many years in the First Committee and other i nternational for ums with 

respect to the various aspects of disarmament . 

This debate is to consider the specific proposal of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics concerning the conclusion of an international 

convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear 

States (document A/C.l/33/1.6). That document contains a draft resolut i on 

to which is annexed a draft convention on the subject . 

Of course, we think that the idea of strengthening guarantees of 

the security of non-nuclear States is appropriate and we ther efore welcome it . 

The non- nuclear-weapon countries - the overwhelming majority of the Members 

of the United Nations - are at the mercy of a small group of countries 

'1-rhich not only possess these 1-reapons but also invest enormous sums in 

perfecting them, in inventing new ones and in constantly increasing 

their arsenals . 

Unless we are mistaken , during the tenth special session of the 

General Assembly, devoted to disarmament, it was stated that the two super-Powers 

alone had sufficient nuclear weapons to destroy the world not once but 

four times over, if that were possible . 

The danger that such an accumulation of means of mass destruction repres~nts 

leads us to thinl~ that it is necessary and urgent not only to r everse the 

arms race in that field but also to strive even further to prevent the 

proliferation, invention and development of nuclear weapons and , eventually, 

to arrive at the eliminati on or total destruction of such weapons at present 

in the possession of a few Powers . 

Only thus would the world be free of this nightmare . 

The cons E>quences of a m1clea.r Har Hould clearly be fatal for mankind , 

and that is why 'I-re ;.relcome any initiative and effort aimed at 

preventing the use of such weapons not only against non- nuclear States but also 

among the Powers of the small club '"hich up to nolT has monopolized such '1-reapons . 
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The use of such "'eapons is only conceivable among the Powers already 

possessing them or about to acquire them. Their use against non-nuclear 

States seems to us t o be a rather remote possibility, ulthough one that 

cannot be discarded entirely. Apart from what is known in criminal law as 

abuse of superior ity, such use >vould represent something even worse : a 

barbarous attack by the strong against the weak, a true monstr osity . 

Now , in the case of conflict between nuclear States , t he situation 

would be somevhat different. 

It is stated in one of the draft r esolutions already submitted in 

the First Committee (A/C.l/33/L.2) that the use of nuclear weapons will be 

a crime against humanity. \.fi th the use of the verbal form ; ~ill be", we 

are given t o understand - although we are sure that this was not intended -

that this is something that is going to happen . In a document on 

disarmament , it \vould be better t o use the conditional 1~ould be 11 in order 

to show that it i s not expected to happen . 

But there is mor e. The absolute assertion that the use of such 

weapons will be a crime against humanity appears to us excessive. Everything 

depends on ho\.r and when those weapons would be used . The one committing a 

crime against humanity would, in our view, be the first State to resort to 

t his means of destruction , whether it is the aggressor or the victi.m of 

aggressi on. A State legitimately defending itself against aegression or 

attack with such weapons would be authorized under international law to use 

them as Hell. As for legitimate defence, in the doctrine of criminal law 

the reasonable need for the means employed in self--defence i s postulated 

as one of the requir ements for exemption of responsibility. And is it not 

reasonable that a St ate under nuclear attack could be forgiven for resorting 

to the use of nuclear \veapons itself in order not to perish at the hands 

of the adversary? 

The draft resolution He are considering under agenda item 128 appears 

t o us acceptable in general. 
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The hub of the proposal is obviously to be found in article I of the 

draft convention . That article seeks to establish mutual obligations b etHeen 

nuclear and non--nuclear States - mutual obligations reciprocally conditioned: 

nuclear States would undertake not to use their weapons of this type against 

other States, provided that those States, in turn , undertoolt not to manufacture 

them, acquire the111 or allovr their emplacf!-ment on t heir territories or 

an)"·There under their jurisdiction or control , be it on land, in the sea, 

in the air or in outer space . The nuclear States '"ould undertake also not to 

threaten the non--nuclear States •ri th the use of nuclear vrea pons , in the same 

conditions I have outlined. 

That is but a first step. As a working paper the draft convention would 

be referred to the Committee on Disarmament for the relevant negotiations , 

and the General Assembly would subsequently be informed of the results . 

All of this appears to us to be very sound , within the context of the 

Declaration and the Plan of Action adopted by the General Assembly at its 

tenth special session . 

Mr . FUEUTES IBP.NEZ (Bolivia) (interpretation from Spanish): Hr . Chairman , 

I do not wish to contravene t he rules or not abide by your vishes .. but 

I believe that as this is my fi r st statement I am not in the wrong if I 

congratulate rey colleagues on their 'visdom in electing you to preside ove r 

us . May I assure you of my delegation's firm determination to co-operate with 

you and ~th the Vice- Chairmen and Rapporteur for the sake of the success of 

our common undertaking . 

The Soviet Union's concern about a more rational lessening of the 

risk of nuclear war is understandabl e . Latin Jl..merican participation in this 

field has a.lva.ys been very active; in fact , Latin America has supported every 

initiative seeking to keep vast areas of the known universe free of nuclear 

weapons. 

He might mention here t he cutstanding participation of Mexico in the 

18- nation Committee on Disarmament , which , as far back as 1963, prompted the Gener al 

Assembly to adopt by acclamation a resoluti on urging all States to refrain from 

placing in earth orbit any object car rying nuclear weapons or other kinds of 

1·1eapons of mass destruction, from emplacing such 1reapons on celestial bodies or, 

in any other way, in outer space . 
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Ten years aeo we "'ere successful in putting a stop to any attempt to 

turn outer space or Antarctica into military nuclear testing ranges . But 

nothing was done to protect the densely populated areas of our world from tbe 

risl: of nuclear war. A Brazilian initiative ,.rbich was put forward in 1962 

and endorsed a year later by the Presidents of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, ~cuador 

and nexico provided for the creation in ITovember 1964 of a preparatory committee 

1-rhich four years later produced a Treaty on denuclearization whereby the parties 

undertook to refrain from carrying out~ promoting or, directly or indirectly, 

authorizing the testing, use, manufacture , product ion , possession or acquisition 

of any nuclear lTeapon, or the acquisition, stockpilint; or possession in any 

other way of any nuclear vreapon , directly or indirectly, by themselves, by 

mandate of third-parties or in any other Hay . 

'l'he Tlatelolco Treaty vras t he first instrument drawn up 

expr essly to pr eserve a vast , densely-populated area of the s l obe 

f rom the risks of nuclear war. It vras the first of its ldnd and, as such , an 

important instrument . It was a voluntary act of renunciation mot ivated by a 

true desire for peace . It '"as a breath of new life in the attitude it 

represented towards a world which uas tryinc; to maintain security by the 

threat of force ; it uas also a token of faith in the right to live in freedom 

and without fe ar within one ' s own region . 

The Tlatelolco Treaty is notevrorthy because the draft convention before 

us in some of its aspects coincides ,.rith Protocol II of that Treaty, whereby 

the nuclear Pmrers which subscribed t o it undertal~e to respect the 

military denuclearizat ion of Latin America since they undertake 

not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against any of the parties to 

the Tlatelolco Treaty . 

The Soviet draft contains other features which are closely linked 

'dth the pragmatic realism of the present dey . To all t he various trenchant 

fom.s of discrimination besetting the international community we must add 

the abysmal difference separatine those cotmtries which base their security 

on thousands of nuclear missiles from those of us who have not yet eone beyond 

the level of conventional 1-reapons, and who in many cases are as pmverless before 

the large and powerful countreis as was the young Inca or Aztec child before 

the armed warrier on horsebacl~, or the skilled cannoneer in the face of 
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the mounted armed warrior, or the skilled cannoneer in the face of 

rockets guided by invisible computers . 

The letter of the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union , Mr . Gr omyko , 

contains undeniable assertions, all of which have been stated quite frankly . 

\fuat country without resources to spend on weapons would refuse to accede to 

an agreement whereby the nuclear States would give the non- nuclear States 

international guarantees that they would not use nuclear weapons against them 

as a means of dete rrence or intimidation? 

The Soviet statement to that effect, formulated at the tenth special 

session, is very positive, but seems to be lacking the necessary will 

gradually to reduce research in and the testing of ever-more sophisticated 

and costly nuclear weapons . I ndeed, we \VOuld seem to be running the risk of 

widening even furthe r the gap between nuclear an d non- nuclear States. This 

between countries with the capacity for mass destruction , on the one hand , and 

countries not possessing such pol.,er , which are thus defenceless, i s 

an abysmal difference which in the long rw, mutatis mutandis, could lead 

to a kind of tacit subordination and, even worse , to a ne¥r form of coloniali sm 

and dependence . 
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If there is no parallel action to denuclearization , the ultimate objecti ve of 

which is general and complete disarmament which would be binding for all and 

not only for the less powerful , we run the risk of one day , should some 

Machiavellian Power change the balance of power , finding that the peace-loving 

States which accept in good faith the instruments such as the one now proposed 

to us, will become the victims of a new system of oppression and slavery 

unparallelled in history . There could be a return to the more dramatic and 

dark ages of mankind. vle could even arrive at the dei fication of atomic 

power and the neutron bomb , the kind of idolatry of those peoples that made 

gods of fabulous beings which incarnated force as the main motive power of 

the world. In the face of this destructive power man could venerate an 

atomic man or an atomic ray just as the ancients vener ated Jupiter ' s darts , 

or adored the god Mars . 

rt,r delegation does not wish to leave an impr ession of pessimism. We 

believe a proposal such as thi s seeks to be more than a provisional , transitory 

measure or simple propaganda . We are seeking to reach an agreement , a kind 

of gentleman ' s aereement such as that which governs boxing and which 

establishes different categories for the contenders , depending on their 

weight . We would have to make an addition to t he proposal of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics , an additional clause whereby nuclear States would 

not sell their nuclear surpluses to non- nuclear States . Thus , non- nuclear 

States would not onl y be free of the threat of superior forces capable of 

annihilating them, but also would be free of those other risks fomented 

from outside which prevent them from living in peace and devoting thei r best 

efforts to tasks more noble and constructive than the acquisition of 

weapons . We want a categorization "rhich starts from the atomic power and is 

in a descending scale. This is more than just a desire . 

In order not to further tax your patience , Mr . Chairman, and that of 

the members of the Committee , I shall now make some brief comments on the 

draft convention . 
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With respect to article I my delegation assumes that the possession by 

non- nuclear States of weapons on their territory means they have consented to 

that emplacement . It would be difficult to detect the existence of an atomic 

device placed surreptitiously or by means outside the will of that State in its 

outer space , or in its maritime space, or in an area under its jurisdiction. 

Article III , on the consultation machinery is , as has been stated by 

~ther delegations , rather ambiguous . We do not see in the text any provision 

concerni ng a competent body which would emerge from the convention itself. In 

fact , it would be better if this function were to be delegated - not only f or 

purposes of consultation but also for arbitr ation, invest i gation, good offices 

and mediation if necessary - to a juridical body with sufficient technology 

and scientific capacity to determine the fact s and provide adoqudt e measur es . 

Article IV (2) lays down a mandatory clause concerni ng the "exceptional 

circumstances " which , in the opinion of the denouncing Power , have "placed its 

higher interests in jeopardy" . This is not in keeping with the need for a 

sovereign act or vill to renounce or ratity an international instrument . It is 

assumed that in both cases a State acts in the exercise of its legitimate 

interests , and there is no need for justification . 

Apart from these r emarks, which relate to form and not substance , n~ 

delegation wishes only to thank the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics for brineingbefore the Committee initiatives that strengthen the 

spirit of peace of our Organization and the hope that we shall l ive in a world 

of freedom and justice , without fear . In conclusion , I wish to state that 

the remarks I have made are no more than pr eliminary comments . The final 

views of my Government on t he draft convention wi l l be given in due course . 

However , this statement does represent my delegation ' s approval of the draft 

resolution we are considering , and expresses our intent to support it . 



PR/rc/an A/C. l/33/PV. 26 
58 

Mr . MADADHA (Jordan) : This statement does not concern the draft 

convention , but merely has to do with the Arabic translation . We have noticed 

that in the Arabic translation of the documents of this Committee there is a 

slight ambiguity created by giving almost the same title to both the Committee 

on Disa;fament and the Disarmament Commission . I would like to propose that 

the Secretariat use the Arabic term H~yet nazeh elsilah for Disarmament 

Commi~sion to distinguish it from the Committee on Disarmament , which in 

Arabic is 1agnit nazeh el sil ah . 

The CHAIRMAN : I am sure the Secretariat will take note of the remarks 

of the representative of Jordan. 

There are a number of additional sponsors of draft resolutions . They are : 

draft resolution A/C. l/33/1. 4, Czechoslovakia ; draft resolution A/C. l/33/1. 5, 

Ghana ; draft resolution A/C . l/33/1. 7 , Col ombia and Ghana; draft resolution 

A/C . l/33/1.9 , Colombia; and draft resolution A/C . l/33/1.10 , Colombia . 

The meeting rose at 5 p .m. 




