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Tuesday, 14 May 1968,
at 10.30 a.m.

FIRST COMMITTEE, 1567th
MEETING

4. We are ready, on our part, to continue at this session
with efforts towards this end in a spirit of mutual
understanding, taking as a point of departure the common
interests of the international community-peace and
progress-as well as the equality of all countries, and
bearing in mind, of course, the special responsibility of the
nuclear Powers in this field.

NEW YORK

6. In examining the implementation of the principles
mentioned in the text before us, one has to take into
consideration the complexity of the issue as well as the fact
that in relations among countries the elements uf power
policy are still present in such a considerable degree that in
themselves they represent a serious obstacle to disarma­
ment. In such a situation, the United N:\~lons has been
compelled to adopt a step-by-step procedure in dealing with
problems relating to security and disarmament. It is
therefore understandable that the apprehension and anxiety
of nations for their security anJ independence continue to
be permanently present at discussions concerning world
affairs.

perspectives for other measures in disarmament and pro­
viding for a periodic verification of the validity and the
implementation of the treaty through review conferences
every five years. However, the Yugoslav delegation would
like to stress that there are still provisions in the draft that
require further improvement, in vil.;;wof the observations
and suggestions brought to the fore in the negotiations thus
far.

A/C.1 /PV.15 67

5. It is our belief that General Assembly resolution
2028 (XX), embodying the five well-known principles,
represents the best instrument for identifying the extent to
whir h the draft that has been submitted really fulfils the
tasks outlined in that important document.

3 Ibid., Supplement for January to December 1965, document
DC/216.

7. Yugoslavia, although not a member of the Eighteen­
Nation Committee on Disarmament, has followed closely
and with great interest the efforts to produce a treaty on
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Within its possi­
bilities, it has also been making its own contributions to the
aims of the United Nations in that field, that is, to produce
a treaty that would meet the needs and expectations of all
countries. On a number of. occasions in recent years, the
views of Yugoslavia concerning this issue have been set
forth in public statements, in parliamentary debates and in
numerous consultations with friendly Governments. In this
connexion I should like to draw attention only to the
Memorandum of the 00vernment of the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia addressed to the United Nations
Disarmament Commission on 3 May 1965,3 and to its

1

2. A successful completion of this undertaking would in
itself create favourable conditions for new endeavours in
the field of disarmament and international security.
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1 Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement
for 1967 and 1968. document DC/230 and Add. I.

2 Ibid., annex L

3. It is the opinion of the Yugoslav delegation that the
draft submitted for our consideration represents, surely, an
instrument for effectively halting the further proliferation
of nuclear weapons in any form to other countries. It
therefore may represent a valuable contribution to security
in the worid , especially in Europe. Besides, in comparison
with previous drafts, the text before us marks a degree of
progress in its provisions regarding the peaceful use of
atomic energy and control of the use of that energy for
peaceful purposes, while at the same time opening certain

AGENDA ITEM 28

Chairman: Mr. Ismail FAIll\lY
(U nited Arab Repuhlic).

United Nations

1. Mr. VRATUSA (Yugoslavia): The Yugoslav delegation
welcomes the fh~i: that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament has submitted to the General Assembly, in
good time, its report and other documents related to it. l

We also recognize with appreciation the fact that the
Co-Chairmen of the Committee, the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, have
succeeded in presenting for our consideration a draft treaty
on non-proliferation. 2 The important question of how to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons has, as we all
know, already appeared several times on the agenda of this
world Organization and those of other international bodies,
including the conferences of non-aligned countries. How­
ever, it is at this resumed session that every Member State
of this Organization has for the first time been given an
opportunity to discuss the draft treaty.
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special statement of 11 April 1968 on the non-proliferation should be stressed of undertaking measures that not only
of nuclear weapons. In that statement my Government set would prevent an increase in the number of nuclear-weapon
forth the position of Yugoslavia in the present circum- States but also would start a process of denudearization of
stances and put forward some ideas and suggestions for nuclear-weapon States.
further consideration.

8. The Yugoslav Government views the problems of
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons within the context of
safeguarding peace and the development of international
relations. It considers the conclusion of a non-proliferation
treaty an import3.nt initial step in the direction of the
relaxation of international tension and the creation of a
more favourable atmosphere in all regions of the world.
That is why the Yugoslav Government is conviIlced that the
conclusion of 'i non-proliferation treaty should 'lave as a
basis an acceptable balance of obligations of nuclear and
non-nuclear-weapon States which would lead to concrete
measures of disarmament, primarily to nuclear disarma­
ment; provide a satisfactory solution to the problem of
guaranteeing the security of non-nUclear-weapon countries;
contribute to the existing system of international security;
and ensure equal rights to the non-nuclear-weapon States to
share in the benefits accruing from the use of atomic
energy, including the results of nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes.

9. In this connexion, my Government attaches special
importance to the requirement, several times reiterated in
this Assembly and at various other international forums,
that the nuclear Powers should without delay pursue
negotiations aimed at concluding treaties and achieving
other measures on vertical non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons as well, primarily on the completion of the 1963
Moscow test-ban Treaty, on the cessation of the production
of fissionable materials for military purposes, on the halting
of the nuclear arms race, and on the prohibition of the use
of nuclear weapons.

10. Regarding international security in general, Yugoslavia
welcomes the provisions of the treaty that will keep the
door closed to any kind of proliferation to other countries.
However, this provision in itself does not cover the problem
of security as well. Therefore, Yugoslavia supports the
efforts aimed at adopting solutions which would commit
the nuclear Powers, on the one hand, not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against the States signatory to the
non-proliferation treaty which have no nuclear weapons on
their territories, and, on the other, to ensure that United
Nations machinery will function in such a manner as to
provide effective protection to the non-nuclear-weapon
countries if they are victims of a nuclear attack or are
threatened by nuclear weapons. In addition, it is our
opinion that further measures, such as the discontinuation
of the training of other countries' armies in the use of
nuclear weapons, the removal of those weapons from
foreign territories and the liquidation of nuclear bases
abroad, as well as the establishment of denuclearized zones,
should be stimulated, as this would contribute genuinely to
the solution of the problem of international security. For
the same.purpose 7 it is indispensable to develop a form of
control which would provide assurances against any misuse
for military purposes of the provisions governing the
peaceful use of nuclear energy.

11. As far as the balance of obligations between nuclear
and non-nUclear-weapon States is concerned, the urgency

12. The Yugoslav delegation is convinced that only a
treaty that reflects the interests of the largest segment of
the international community can be lasting and effective, as
only such a treaty will enjoy the broadest support.
Consequently, the number of signatories is an important
factor-but not only the number, since everybody knows
that the treaty would not be effective if potential nuclear
Powers were not among the parties to it.

13. Should a non-proliferation treaty prove to be unac­
ceptable to a certain number of countries, the end result
would be that some of the most advanced near-nuclear
States would not subscribe to it, or would not ratify it, or
would not enter into an agreement with the International
Atomic Energy Agency, and so forth, or perhaps would
soon drop out. Such a development would be contrary to
our wishes and aspirations and would involve not only the
failure of the treaty but a serious setback.

14. In considering this important problem, I should like to
emphasize that two out of the five nuclear Powers are not
participating in the search for a treaty. We would all
welcome it if France, whose policy represents an important
factor in the present-day world, could find a way to
contribute actively to the efforts of the United Nations in
this field, as well. On the other hand, let us hope that the
United Nations will muster the necessary strength and
readiness to attain universality soon and, especially, to
reach within this framework a just solution to the question
of the restoration of the lawful rights of the People's
Republic of China in our Organization. There is no doubt
that this would be of great importance for further, more
efficient United Nations activities in the field of disarma­
ment, and that of international security as well.

15. Like many other countries, Yugoslavia does not
belong to any military or other alliances. We believe that
the world community should develop a system of inter­
national security based on disarmament that would effect­
ively protect every nation from the threat or use of force
and from any other form of aggression. That, in turn,
would give the greatest safeguards to all peoples, regardless
of differences in their social systems, and contribute to the
consolidation of peace.

16. We should also like to see the more intensive develop­
ment of a system of international co-operation that would
enable every State and nation to share the experiences and
the results of the work of other peoples in all fields,
without political conditions, especially having in view new
possibilities on the basis of the use of atomic energy for
peaceful purposes. We are, therefore, extremely interested
in having our international community free of elements
which render difficult co-operation on the basis of equality,
mutual respect and solidarity.

17. In the light of those considerations, I should like now
to add some comments concerning the issues of special
interest to Yugoslavia, as a socialist and non-aligned
country. Those issues are: disarmament, security, and the
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25. While speaking about control over the use of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes, the Yugoslav delegation
would like to add that it would be necessary to exert
additional efforts to ensure the equal treatment of all
States. It is the considered opinion of my delegation' that
appropriate attention should also be given to the more
precise definition of the substance and modalities of
control to be embodied in such agreements: in other words,
to formulate a model treaty on control.

26. In dealing with all these issues, I have in mind also the
possibility of the forthcoming conference of non-nuclear­
weapon States, which should constitute a step forward
from what we are able to achieve at this session of the

24. Finally, with respect to the right of non-nuclear­
weapon States to share in the benefits accruing from the
application of nuclear energy, including nuclear explosions,
for peaceful purposes, I should like to say that the .
suggestions advanced by the representative of Sweden,
Mrs. Myrdal, on 9 May f 1564th meeting], intended to
eliminate grounds for any possible discrimination in that
field among the parties to the treaty, deserve our close
attention. In that connexion, I would suggest that it would
be appropriate for us to consider the possibility that
negotiations on the establishment of an international body,
referred to in article V of the draft, and for the formulation
of a draft treaty regulating this question should commence
immediately after the signature of the present treaty.

Therefore, we feel that, with a sense of great urgency, we
should consider jointly how the guarantees extended
through the Security Council could be made applicable and
effective.

23. In insisting on such guarantees we want to stress once
again that we would prefer a general prohibition of the use
of nuclear weapons. We believe that this should be one of
our next steps. For the beginning, however, we feel that we
should undertake at least this limited ban. Let us not forget
that this very Assembly, by adopting the Declaration on the
Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear and Thermo-Nuclear
Weapons, f resolution 1653 (XVI)], has already proclaimed
that:

"Any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons
is to be considered as violating the Charter of the United
Nations, as acting contrary to the laws of humanity and
as committing a crime against mankind and civilization."

22. Furthermore, it is very difficult to explain with
convincing arguments why it should be impossible for the
nuclear Powers to take upon themselves an obligation not
to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the
parties to this treaty which do not have nuclear weapons on
their territories. After all, this is an obligation stemming
from the request of General Assembly resolution
2153 (XXI) to the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament. May I add that, on the one
hand, such guarantees have already been propcsed during
the deliberations in the United Nations and elsewhere and,
on the other, they were actually extended to the Latin
American countries, under the terms of the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
fA/C.1/946] , by the Powers that signed the relevant
Protocol of that Treaty.

21. The problem of guarantees is no doubt of central
interest to an overwhelming number of countries. Security
guarantees as offered in the draft resolution for the
Security Council4 and in the anticipated statements by the
three nuclear Powers are no doubt an expression of the
interest of those nuclear Powers in contributing to the
solution of this question. Those guarantees, however, are
not of such a nature as to be sufficiently convincing.

20. In this connexion, my delegation has noted with
satisfaction that the First Deputy Foreign Minister of the
USSR, Mr. Kuznetsov, in his statement to this Committee
on 26 April f 1556th meeting] reiterated the readiness of
his Goyernment to proceed to talks on a series of issues
relating to nuclear disarmament. In the same way, we
listened with equal appreciation to the statement of the
head of the United States delegation, Mr. Goldberg, at the
same meeting, who, with reference to the treaty we are
discussing now, stressed that this document was designed to
establish a new and solemn treaty obligation, especially
upon the nuclear-weapon Powers, to press forward the
search for nuclear disarmament. A similar pledge was given
also by the representative of the United Kingdom,
Mr. Mulley, in his speech on 1 May f 1558th meeting], in
describing the treaty as a bridge leading to further progress
on disarmament.

4 Ibid., Supplement for 1967 and 1968, document DC/230 and
Add.I, annex 11.

18. There is general agreement that it is most essential to
have the non-proliferation treaty serve as a step to facilitate
the initiation of the process of nuclear disarmament and to
pave the way to general and complete disarmament. For
that reason we should highly appreciate any initial step
which could be taken in this direction and which could
create conditions conducive to further progress in this field.
In this context we regard as a matter of utmost urgency the
requirement that the nuclear Powers undertake to pursue
negotiations as soon as possible with the aim of achieving
agreement on other measures.

19. In reference to the Yugoslav Government's statement
of 11 April 1968 on the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons, I have enumerated various measures that, in our
view, represent issues of priority, especially in the field of
nuclear disarmament. We do not consider that all these
measures should be undertaken simultaneously, imme­
diately or in the order given in the above-mentioned
statement, nor do we understand that the acceptance of the
non-proliferation treaty should be made conditional upon
them. Yugoslavia, however, believes that it is possible and
necessary to begin, in the very near future, adopting these
and other similar measures. Such a course of action would
definitely serve as tangible proof of the readiness of the
nuclear Powers to embark upon the road to disarmament,
and would lay the ground for the confidence on the basis of
which further progress towards general and complete
disarmament could be made.

use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. Many speakers
who preceded me explained in a very convincing way the
essence of the problem. Therefore I shall limit myself to
indicating those aspects which I feel to be especially
relevant at this stage of our debate.
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expected. In the view of my delegation, what we should
consider is not whether the unattainable has been attained
but rather whether the treaty will adequately achieve its
purpose. Will it effectively bar the acquisition of nuclear
weapons by further States? Will it open the way for
additional concrete measures of disarmament'} And will it
achieve these two objects without inhibiting the develop­
ment of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy?

32. Those are the questions that must determine our
attitude towards the treaty; and it is in the light of those
broad considerations that we have concluded that it should
be endorsed by the Assembly without delay. We accord­
ingly welcome the draft resolution introduced by Finland
and now sponsored by a total of twenty-six Powers
[A/C1/L.421/Rev.1 and Add. 1-3].

33. The core of the treaty is to be found in articles I and
H. The nuclear-weapon parties to the treaty would under­
take not to transfer nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices to any recipient whatever and not to
assist, encourage or induce any non-nuclear-weapon States
in acquiring or manufacturing them. The non-nuclear­
weapon States for their part would be bound not to receive
such wea~ons or devices and to refrain from acquiring or
manufactUring them or from seeking any aSf;istance for that
purpose. Those two central provisions are more clearly
drafted and more certain in their effect' than earlier
versions. To the extent that it is possible to deny loop-holes
to States parties to the treaty, those articles constitute an
effective and balanced formula to that end.

34. The enforcement of those provisions will, of course,
confirm the existing disparity between countries that
possess nuclear weapons and those that do not. Inequality
in that sense is inherent in the very idea of non­
proliferation, and any assessment of the balance of conces­
sions made by nuclear and non-nuclear States parties to the
treaty must take that into account.

35. This is not to say that it is inherently desirable that
the great majority of us should renounce the possession of
nuclear weapons and that five should not. The desirable
state of affairs is one where no Power possesses these
weapons. But regrettable though it may be, the choice
before us in present circumstances is not between five
nuclear Powers and no nuclear Powers; it is between
holding the figure at five and seeing it climb inexorably to
ten, fifteen, twenty. We do not find this choice a very
difficult one. I recall here that the Foreign Minister of
Brazil, looking at the treaty as a whole, observed in the
present debate that:

"The world is thus called upon to repose unlimited
confidence in those five Powers, regardless of the undeni­
able fact that an absolute mutual trust does not ...
prevail among those five self-same Powers." [1560th
meeting, para. 68.]

It may be questioned whether this confidence must be
unlimited, but there is undeniable force in his remark. Yet
from the viewpoint of a small country such as New
Zealand, with nothing approaching nuclear ambitions, the
prospect of relying an the varying degrees of responsibility
of five nuclear-weapon States is still a good deal more
attractive than relying on similarly varying degrees of
responsibility of fifteen or twenty.

General Assembly. In formulating its agenda, that con­
ference should, above all, pay attention to the problems
which could not be solved through the non-proliferation
treaty but which, however, are of far-reaching importance
for the stability and effectiveness of the treaty itself, as well
as for the 't;.ler measures linked by their nature to the
problem of disarmament.

27. It is the profound hope of my delegation that we shall
be capable at this session of reaching solutions acceptable
to the largest majority so that we may be able to open a
new chapter in our work soon. We should not spare any
effort to use every opportunity to contribute to that end.
The readiness of all Member States of this Organization to
proceed in that direction will act as a stimulating force if
permanently strengthened by actual deeds along the lines of
the solemn declarations and pledges made at this session of
the General Assembly.

28. Mr. FARRELL (New Zealand): For almost ten years
now, New Zealand has given its full support to dforts
within the United Nations to take action to halt the spread
of nuclear weapons. Today, there can no longer be any
serious dispute about the dangers we shall face if the
proliferation of these weapons is allowed to go unchecked.
Nobody's security will be enhanced; the risk of the use of
nuclear weapons, whether by design, miscalculation or
accident, will enormously increase; and the obstacles in the
way of the complete elimination of nuclear weapons and
the ultimate objective of general and complete disarma­
ment, formidable enough at the present time, may well
become insurmountable. We shall live virtually at the mercy
of the unwelcome products of our technology. That that is
the sort of world that awaits us, if we do not act, was
confirmed in th· lainest terms by the Secretary-General, in
his report last year on the effects of the possible use of
nuclear weapons and on the security and economic implica­
tions for States of the acquisition and further development
of these weapons.

30. It is therefore of the greatest significanc' that we now
have before us, and have for the first time, a complete draft
treaty that is designed to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons. The treaty reflects the efforts of both nuclear and
non-nuclear weapon Powers. One of the basic require­
ments-that it have the support of the two major nuclear
Powers-is met.

29. The process of translating our common concern about
the spread of nuclear weapons into a binding agreement to
stop it has been painfully slow. The negotiations have been
difficult, and they have been frustrating not only to those
most intimately concerned but also to the rest of us who
have anxiously awaited their outcome. In the meantime
two more States have begun to develop nuclear weapons.
Others have moved several paces closer to the same
capability. Our environment has become more precarious.

31. As the -product of lengthy negotiations the treaty
inevitably bears the marks of compromise. There can be
few of us in this Committee who would not have preferred
to see some different formulations if the choice had been
ours alone. We ourselves certainly recognize that it is not a
perfect text. Given the range of vital national interests on
which it touches, perfection could hardly have been
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42. It is a legitimate demand that the present treaty
should not inhibit any State in its development of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. Some non-nuclear-weapon
States in particular have been preoccupied with this aspect
of the treaty. Substantial improvements have been made in
the text of t~e draft which appear to go a good distance
towards meeting their understandable concern. Preambular
paragraphs in the original drafts have been expanded into a
positive statement, in articles IV and V, of the rights of all
States to develop research, production and u~e of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes and to participate in the
fullest possible exchange of scientific and technological
information.

43. The use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes
has presented special problems because of the inescapable
fact of nuclear technology that a "peaceful" device is also
potentially a weapon. We believe that it follows inevitably
from this fact that if there is not to be a serious gap in the

41. The three nuclear-weapon States that have taken part
in this debate have all given some indication of the
measures of arms control that they believe should be taken
up as a matter of urgency when the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament resumes its work. So have
many of the non-nuclear-weapon States. New Zealand, for
its part, has urged on more than one occasion and urges
again now that a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing
should have the highest priority. An end to all nuclear tests
would be a logical corollary to an agreement on non­
proliferation and indeed there is specific, if indirect,
mention of such a measure in the preamble to the treaty. A
comprehensive ban would do much to slow down the futile
and dangerous competition among the nuclear Powers to
refine and expand their weapons systems. That this
competition is in full swing at the present time is evident;
four out of the five nuclear Powers are testing. Of these,
two are testing in the atmosphere and one of them is
engaged in this activity in the South West Pacific not far
from New Zealand. This is of continuing concern to the
Government and people of New Zealand and other terri­
tories in the area. We express once again the hope that it
will stop, along with all other atmospheric testing.

article VI of the draft treaty does embody formal and
binding undertakings to work in good faith towards
disarmament. It is not directed solely towards the nuclear
Powers but it obviously bears on them most heavily.
Provided that the rest of us do our part we shall be entitled
to ask-and to ask with increasing insistence with the
passage of time-what the nuclear Powers have done to
make good their pledges. The fact that there is provision in
article VIII for a review conference as early as five" years
after entry into force of the treaty should help to ensure
that demands for early and significant agreement are given
due attention. We do not suggest by this comment that the
implementation of article VI must involve a conflict
between the nuclear and the non-nuclear Powers. It is, we
believe, in the interests of both that further concrete
agreements be reached at the earliest possible date. Indeed,
as other speakers in this debate, among them the United
Kingdom, Finland and Ethiopia, have already made plain, if
this important purpose of the treaty is not fulfilled then the
treaty as a whole is not likely to endure as an effective and
useful instrument.

.""",. ---,..

37. The security gained by the possession of nuclear
weapons may be illusory. Nevertheless, States that
renounce these weapons are entitled to expect some
assurance of protection from nuclear attack. We are
encouraged by the fact that the three nuclear Powers
participating in the work of the Eighteen-Nation Com­
mitt·'~ on Disarmament have indicated their intention to
subr:'lit a draft resolution to the Security Council under
which they would commit themselves to assistance to any
non-nuclear State party to the treaty if that State were
subjected to a threat or act of aggression in which nuclear
weapons were used.

39. It has been argued that the provision in the treaty that
looks directly towards further measures of disarmament,
article VI, should place more specific obligations on the
nuclear Powers, should tie them down to a step-by-step
programme. If that had been possible it would indeed have
been welcome. New Zealand does not, however, accept that
the only course open to the non-nuclear States, which are
anxious to see further advances made, is to insist that the
treaty be reshaped in this manner. The record of the
negotiations preceding this treaty, and of other disarma­
ment negotiations as well, suggests that the result of such
insistence might well be a complete failure to make progress
of any kind. If that were to be the price of a demand for
action on several fronts at once it would surely be much
too high.

36. Essential to the effective operation of the rules of
articles I and 11 is the system of safeguards contained in
article Ill. TILts part of the treaty has been subjected to
criticism in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma­
ment and again in our debate here, on the ground that its
provisions are unequal in their operation. That criticism is
not without point. New Zealand, while it would have no
difficulty itself in accepting the safeguards in article Ill, is
among those countries that would have wished to see the
safeguards system extended to the nuclear as well as to the
non-nuclear parties to the treaty. We do recognize, how­
ever, that the special character of this treaty to some extent
sets it apart from other measures of disarmament for which
universal controls will be absolutely essentiaL What seems
most important is that the unequal application of safe­
guards in the non-proliferation treaty should not serve as a
precedent for further measures of disarmament. We have
heard no suggestion that it should. We are also reassured by
the fact that two of the nuclear Powers, the United States
and the United Kingdom, have declared their intention to
place their peaceful programmes under the safeguards
system of article Ill. It would be even more reassuring if
other nuclear Powers were to mak~ similar declarations.

40. New Zealand can also not accept that the. conclusion
of the treaty in its present form would in any way inhibit
further progress. Limited and imprecise though it may be,

38. It is, I oelieve, agreed on all sides that this treaty
cannot be regarded as an isolated, let alone a final, measure.
It is both a crucial step in the control of nuclear weapons
and a condition of further progress on disarmament. At a
time when the nuclear arms race is taking an upward spiral
with the development of another generation of still more
sophisticated offensive and defensive weapons, that pro­
gress is ne~ded more urgently than ever.
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50. The draft covers a small and relatively less contro­
versial field of international agreement, since it avoids the
more difficult and complex field of the prohibition of
nuclear weapons, the destruction of atomic arsenals and
disarmament. Thus, the threat of a nuclear holocaust which
has hung over mankind for some years will continue as it
has until now.

54. Secondly, article III of the draft makes the non­
nuclear-weapon States subject to the safeguards system of
the International Atomic Energy Agency. This safeguards
system is set forth in the Statute of that Agency, and article
XII, which applies in this case, was last revised on 31
January 1963 and is subject to review by the Agency's
Board of Governors. Very broad powers are given to the
International Atomic Energy, even though the needs of
technological progress may make it inevitable to grant
supervisory power in terms so broad as to include regula­
tory powers in a specific field for should the safeguards

53. Article VIII, paragraph 3, proyides for a forum where
the implementation of the treaty can be reviewed, including
its application by the great nuclear Powers, thereby
affording an opportunity to obtain specific information on
the effectiveness of its contractual provisions. In that forum
we will be able to observe how "the purposes of the
Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being
realized". My Government would, of course, prefer to have
this conference meet regularly every five years without
having to be convened on request by the majority of the
parties to the Treaty. Despite all this, the absence of
safeguards in respect of the obligations of the great nuclear
Powers in terms equal to those guaranteeing fulfilment of
the obligations by non-nuclear-weapon States is still a cause
for concern, not only because of the imbalance between the
commitments of the two groups of States-which is at
variance with General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX)-but
also because of the obligations as such, since legal norms
should be accompanied by the means for their
enforcement.

52. Firstly, there is a marked contrast between the
safeguards provided by article III to be applied to the
obligations assumed by the non-nuclear-weapon States
under article 11 and the total absence of any inspection,
effective guarantees or recourse in reference to the obliga­
tions to be undertaken by the nuclear-weapon Powers in
accordance with article 1.

51. My Government has analysed some of the most
important questions raised by the draft and has come to the
following conclusions.

49. This draft treaty has been the subject of discussions
and over twenty-five proposed amendments in the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. Those pro­
posals indicate the problems the treaty raises, and they
must be considered and weighed in the decision-making
process of each State, since only a few of them have been
included in the revised text now before the General
Assembly.

countries which have the industrial and technological
capacity to manufacture atomic explosives, or will acquire
it in the next twenty-five years.

47. Seldom in recent years has the United Nations had
before it an initiative likely to have such fruitful conse­
quences, and seldom have States faced such a delicate
decision, since most of the members of the international
community are themselves probably about to limit some of
the powers they exercise as rights inherent in their
statehood.

45. Allow me to conclude by referring once again to the
central purpose of the treaty presented to us. It will not by
itself make the world a safe and secure place. But it is the
inc'jspensable next step in the control of armaments and for
this reason is needed with the utmost urgency. My
delegation is aware that there are some who still have
reservations. We believe, however, that the Assembly should
ponder very carefully indeed the consequences of failing to
take now the opportunity for which we have been waiting
so long. Is there really any chance of further progress
without this agreement? And can we face with equanimity
the prospect of no further progress at all? New Zealand
joins with others in asking for the endorsement of the
treaty at this resumed session.

46. Mr. GALINDO POHL (El Salvador) (translated from
Spanish): The co-Chairmen of the Conference of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament have sub­
mitted a draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons to the General Assembly. This treaty merits
careful consideration in view of the important matter it is
designed to regulate and its implications for international
security, scientific and technological co-operation, and
regional and national development programmes.

48. The draft treaty is an attempt to respond to the
repeated demand of the peoples of the world that the
technology of atomic weapons be kept under international
control and that the dangers threatening the survival of
mankind be reduced. The extent to which this goal will be
achieved will depend on the quantitative and qualitative
support given the treaty designed for that purpose. In
particular, it is important that it be accepted by those

44. New' Zealand's approach to the present draft treaty
reflects the fact that we are a small nation. We do not have
the desire to "keep our options open" which must
inevitably influence, directly or indirectly, the attitude of
larger States. Nevertheless, as a country now on the
threshold of its own programme for the peaceful use of
nuclear energy, New Zealand does have a direct interest in
ensuring that legitimate nuclear development is not ham­
strung by the safeguards in the draft treaty designed to
control military applications of nuclear energy. It is our
considered assessment that the relevant provisions in the
treaty do adequately protect our present and future
freedom to develop New Zealand's own peaceful nuclear
programme.

treaty, the basic rules in articles I and 11 must apply to all
nuclear explosive devices, whatever their purpose. Any
resulting disadvantage suffered by non-nuclear-weapon
States does, however, appear to be offset by the provision
in article V that the benefits of any peaceful application of
nuclear explosions shall be made available to non-nuclear­
weapon States without discrimination and at the lowest
possible cost.
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61. The signatory States can aspire to a legally complete
guarantee through a provision' in the treaty, so far as their
mutual obligations are concerned. The circumstances which
led to the pledge of the guarant3e through a resolution of
the Security Council do not eliminate the need for an
article on this subject in the operative part of the treaty. We
are well aware of the obstacles the Security Council
encounters in the fulfilment of its functions; but certainly
the agreement of the Powers with the right of veto would
make the treaty an incontrovertibly effective instrument.
The possible resolution of the Security Council and the
solemn and categorical statements of the representatives of
the three great nuclear Powers during this debate might be

tors and accelerate the manufacture of nuclear weapons by
the Powers already possessing them. Thus, to increase the
number of countries having nuclear weapons does not add
one whit to the present precarious system of international
security. Legalizing this situation through the consent of
the international community, despite all the anxiety it
creates, is a way of limiting the risks of atomic catastrophe,
a limited security measure, and a price we must pay for the
cause of international peace and security. We shall gain
nothing, but rather lose, if by the end of this century, we'
have fift~en or twenty instead of five nuclear Powers.

60. The guarantee 0ff~red by the three great nuclear
Powers through the draft resolution which will ultimately
be submitted to the Security Council, whereby any threat
levelled by a nuclear-weapon State against a non-nuclear­
weapon State would meet with an appropriate response in
conformity with the United Nations Charter, is an attempt
to offer the maximum guarantee possible in the present
circumstances. In fact, this type of guarantee would
normally be embodied in another article of the draft treaty.
However, in view of the possibility that some of the Powers
which have exploded nuclear weapons before 1 January
1967 would not sign the treaty, the contractual article
would be without effect with respect to those countries.

59. There is a critical point in international relations at
which the best system of guarantees can break down and
collapse, even though it is es:tablished through treaties or
even institutions. Our efforts must be directed towards
ensuring that tJUs critical moment will never arise again,
that there will never be another time in which the civilized
norms of coexistence collapse and when force, more or less
disguised by reasons, becomes a decisive factor. For, if that
were to happen, it could mean the suicide of the human
race. The great nuclear Powers must come to an agreement
that gives substance to article VI of the draft treaty, in
accordance with which the parties, without exception,
undertake " ... to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a
treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict
and effective international control". Armed peace has
always led to catastrophe at some point, and only the
disappearance of atomic installations and nuclear tests can
provide the necessary security in this field. No security is
possible with weapons aimed and ready to fire. Security lies
in the understanding, confidence and co-operation shown in
the international organizations. To seek security by nuclear
armament is to repeat the catastrophes that darken the
history of mankind.
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55. Thirdly, a short time ago the Treaty of Tlatelolco
[Aiel1946J marked the decision of the Latin American
States to abstain from manufacturing nuclear weapons.
Thus, those countries have voluntarily limited their activi­
ties in the atomic field by international agreement. The
scope and provisions of the Treaty of Tlatelolco are not
always identical with those of the draft under consideratiOli.
here. However, this could hardly be otherwise, because
although the Treaty of Tlatelolco reflects the state of
international relations at the world level, it responds to the
conditions peculiar to the Latin America region. If the
international community, which is confronted by different
problems and limited by other factors, wishes to achieve
agreement in certain specific areas, it must work out
appropriate norms for much more complex tensions and
circumstances. It must be accepted, since it has been full'
proved, that the technology for producing nuclear explo­
sives for peaceful purposes also makes it possible to
produce weapons of war. The norms of these two inter­
national legal instruments are not mutually exclusive, but
they would have to be co-ordinated rationally in the light
of legal doctrine and rules of interpretation. I wish to take
advantage of this occasion to recall the capital importance
that the accession of those countries which have not yet
signed the Treaty of Tlatelo1co would have for that valuable
instrumen1.

56. Fourthly, each State will have to judge whether the
draft treaty now before us could slow down development,
according to the conditions of its own development and the
respective plans and programmes. At a particular level of
development, some atomic programmes-naturally, those
for peaceful development of the atom-can act as an
incentive on scientific and technical capacity. El Salvador,
at its present stage of development, trusts that articles IV
and V of the draft treaty-particularly if the texts are
improved in accordance with the working document pre­
pared by some of the Latin American countries-will
guarantee that we will have the necessary assistance for the
peaceful uses of the atom, which is the only aspect of that
source of energy and power that interests us.

57. It is in our national interest to have access to nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. El Salvador considers that it
would be an achievement if the States possessing such
knowledge and resources would commit themselves, by
international agreement, to make them available on request,
since present and future scientific and .technological infor­
mation will be factors for promoting development in a
society increasingly dependent on knowledge and its
application.

58. Fifthly, the treaty would legalize the present division
of the world into States having and States not having
nuclear weapons. In other words, it would maintain the
position of pre-eminence enjoyed by a limited number of
States-those with the right of veto in the Security
Council-since other States would renounce competition
with them in the atomic weapons field. However, if other
States should enter the atomic race, they would not obtain
the security they wish, since they would stimulate competi-

system be consolidated as it now stands, it might qUickly
become obsolete in view of the rapid technological progress
of recent years.
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understood as an implicit promise not to use the veto.
However, only three of the five nuclear Powers are backing
this draft resolution of the Security Council, so that the
guarantee contains a lacuna from the outset and therefore
gives rise to some doubt regarding its effectiveness. Wc arc
faced with the uncertainty of the Security Council. Yet,
when all is said and done, we dv not have any morc perfect
organs or machinery, and we must work with what we have,
because otherwise we would have to renounce internationai
understanding altogether.

62. Actually ,my country hopes that the atomic Powers
will adequately meet the immense and difficult responsi­
bilities deriving from the destructive power at their dis­
posal, and that they will end the armed vigilance that is
constantly bringing mankind to the verge of an atomic
holocaust.

63. Sixthly, at this time there are five Powers which have
exploded nuclear weapons. The other countries could be
divided into two sub-groups by analysing the terms and
implications of the draft treaty: one, the sub-group of
countries which, during the initial period of en~ry into
force of the treaty, could, if they so decide, manufacture
nuclear explosives: the other, the sub-group of those
countries which do not expect, regardless of the supposed
speed of their development, to acquire that capacity.

64. El Salvador belongs to the second sub-group. The crux
of the matter rests with the tlrst sub-group because its
decision will determine the effectiveness of the treaty in the
next twenty-five years. We would not get very far if,
theoretically speaking, the great nuclear Powers and the
States not expecting to have the industrial and technical
c~pacity for producing nuclear weapons in the next few
years should reach an agreement, even though they had the
ratifications of the forty non-nuclear States which under
article IX, paragraph 3, would bring the treaty into force.
But the lasting success of the treaty depe .d" on the great
Powers, and I am referring not only to the way they fulfil
the obligations of article I-although that h. extremely
important-but also to the agreement that can give sub­
stance to article VI which declares the intention to disarm.
The support the draft treaty may receive at this time from
the international community would, in all frankness, be
loaded with reservations. How long can some of the peoples
of the international community, however advanced and
respectable, determine the biological fate of mankind? It is
madness to proliferat,e nuclear weapons; but it is inadmis­
sible that five Powers should decide the destiny of
mankind.

65. International security would be much more gravely
threatened if, at the end of this century, instead of five
nuclear Powers we should have fifteen or twenty, and the
risks of nuclear catastrophe, even by mere accident, would
be much greater than they are today. Therefore, it is in the
interests of all-the large, medium-sized and small States
alike-to limit the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

66. The-text we are considering could be improved. But
the crux of the matter is to decide how far improvement is
possible~ in view of the specific circU' n';tances of the
international scene at present.

67. The ·draft before us is the outcome of what may be
called the international detente, and must be examined as

part of a process. Actually the use of outer space for
warlike purposes is already prohibited I General Assembly
resolution 2222 (XXI), annex]; the Antarctic5 and the
Moscow Treaties are already in force, and we also have the
Treaty of Tlatelolco. The draft treaty on non-proliferation
covers part of the vast and perennial problem of inter­
national security. The treaty on non-proliferation, inspired
by those precedents, is a link in lJ long chain, another step
in the efforts to organize international security and
co-operation. Achievements in international organization
are built up, piece by piece, and we must therefore learn to
restraIn our impatience and take full advantage of our
opportunities with complete realism, without renouncing
the ideals of amorally, economically and politically better
society than the one in which we now live.

68. Thert' is an old Spanish proverb which says that the
best is the enemy of the good. Pursuit of the best
sometimes leads us to let pass something which can be
considered good, or at least acceptable. The tendency to
seek perfection can complicate negotiations interminably
and aggravate problems instead of easing them. Neverthe­
less, States have the full and complete right, before
committing themselves, to measure and weigh all the
factors involved in their decision and to have a reasonable
amount of time for that purpose; to consider how far they
can grant the international organizations regulatory powers,
and what degree of unspecified regulation they are willing
to accept, on the understanding that, as unspecified
regulation increases-for here too there are degrees·~so do
the roles of the executive and of jurisprudence.

69. Complex matters can be best understood when broken
down into their simple parts, according to the Cartesian
rule; in practice, more or less complex problems, particu­
larly those of international relations-where we have only
recently gone beyond the law of the jungle-must be
broken down and solved by parts. If we seek to solve
everything all at once and renounce a modest agreement
because it falls far short of satisfying our aspirations, if, in
this case, we were to make the agreement on non­
proliferation depend on an agreement on general disarma­
ment, or at least on nuclear disarmament, we would be
taking a very ambitious decision which would require a
great effort to carry out and, in the meantime, atomic
arsenals would be growing to uncontrollable dimensions.

70. This treaty would not cure the ills of the present time,
but it would prevent them from growing worse. This Treaty
would involve different contributions of effurt and sacrifice
on the part of the signatory States, but everything would
come under the common denominator of the interest of the
great, medium-sized and small States in the cause of peace
and co-operation.

71. My country would be receptive to examining specific
proposals for improving the text of the treaty, provided
they take up only a reasonable amount of time. My country
feels that such a debate should be conducted with the
greatest frankness, the greatest receptivity to all opinions,
and the broadest possible examination of the proposed
text. My country considers that the draft, with an its
weaknesses, is nevertheless a positive step towards orga-

5 See United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 402, 1961, No. 5778.
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nizing the present-day international world, that it covers a
small part of the complex problem of international
security, and promotes international co-operation so far as
control of the atom is concerned.

72. El Salvador realizes .the weak points of the draft but,
aware as it is of the pitfalls of a perfectionist stand, it does
not wish to do anything that would complicate or delay an
important international move. If in this Assembly the
consensus of opinion is in favour of certain revisions in the
text before us, we would be willing to make a constructive
contribution to its amendment. If, on the other hand, that
should not be the general opinion, and if there should be no
way of reaching sufficiently well-grounded and viable
agreement on such possible amendments, we would be
willing to endorse the text of the draft treaty in its present
form.

73. El Salvador knows that we are not engaging in a mere
academic exercise but are considering a document which
has taken much time, effort and dedication to prepare, and
which represents the ~oints of agreement, or of concession
and accommodation of the great nuclear Powers. We should
therefore be doing a disservice if we failed to recognize the
constructive significance of the present draft and to accept
the effort of the great nuclear Powers as heralding better
days in international relations.

74. El Salvador consid~rs this pragmatic act-accession to
the draft treaty-an act of faith, proVided that there is no
conflict between intelligent practice and loyalty to ideas.
The technology of destruction has brought present-day
society to such a pitch of danger that, when faced with the
decision, we must accept whatever may aid international
peace and understanding; for when confronted with the
alternative of the apocalypse, all reservations and criticism
must give way and we must act, without sacrificing our
national sovereignty, as human beings faced with total
catastrophe beyond remedy or point of return. The days of
the balance through terror of fifteen or twenty years ago
have given way to something rather more positive: under­
standing through terror. In those circumstances, if no
specific and viable proposals are forthcoming, El Salvador,
aware of the precariousness of the present time, will
support the draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons.

75. Mr. OULD DAIIDAH (Mauritania) (translated from
French): The pressing need to work out an acceptable
solution to the non-proliferation aspect of the nuclear
disarmament problem has already been brought out during
this discussion in the First Committee.

76. Mr. Chairman, before giving my Government's views
on this basic question of the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons, the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Mauri­
tania would like once again to express its satisfaction at the
firm and courteous fashion in which you are presiding, with
authority and skill, over our labours. We admire the tactful
efficiency with which you succeed in keeping our discus­
sion focused on the basic subject of the debate. Today, in
paying you and the other officers of the Committee a
well-earned tribute, the Mauritanian delegation would like
to assure you, as it has in the past, of its whole-hearted
co-operation.

77. The Islamic Republic of Mauritania, a peace-loving
non-aligned country, is acutely aware of the considerable
impact which a successful conclusion to our consideration
of the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
can have in connexion with the security and with the
economic and social development of peoples everywhere,
especially in the under-developed countries. The people and
Government of the Islamic Republic of Mauritania welcome
with interest any development that can bring us closer to
general and complete disarmament.

78. A few days ago, before the General Assembly [ 1647th
plenary meeting], my delegation mentioned the distaste for
violence felt by the people and Government of the Islamic
Republic of Mauritania. In that same statement, which was
made during the discussion on the serious problem of South
West Africa, the Mauritanian delegation again emphasized .
the deep devotion of the Mauritanian people and its leaders
to peace and to the fundamental principles of the United
Nations Charter. Peace, security, harmony in international
relations, justice-those are the values to which we aspire
most, the values to which my people and its leaders, aware
of what they are and of what they stand for, have always
been and remain ready to make their modest contribution.
The Islamic Republic of Mauritania, an under-developed
country with a small population whose vast economic and
human potentials have so far been little exploited, has no
foreign military base on its soil and is certainly r.ot one of
the countries which, through its own resources or through
the aid it receives, might in the near future become a
nuclear Power.

79. We hope that reason and wisdom will prevail among
mankind; in other words, we hopr that the frantic race to
destroy the human species-as evidenced by the production
and stockpiling of weapons which are made more deadly
and destructive every day as a result of technological an.d
scientific progress-will be slowed down and then aban­
doned.

80. In our view, and in that of the rest of the world,
complete and general disarmament is a basic problem the
successful solution of which can have the most beneficial
results for security and for the development of peoples
everywhere. The Mauritanian people and its leaders hope­
fully hail any encouraging sign and any step made towards a
real solution to the serious problem of disarmament.

81. We support-and as a founding member of the African
continental organization we shall continue to support-the
Statement of the Heads of State and Government of the
members of the Organization of African Unity in which the
African countries members of the Organization of African
Unity solemnly declared, on 21 July 1964,6 that they were
prepared to undertake, in an international agreement to be
concluded under United Nations auspices, not to manu­
facture ,or possess nuclear weapons. At Cairo, in October
1964, the Islamic Republic of Mauritania, a non-aligned
country ~ joined in the statement made on the same subject
at the second Conference of Heads of State or Government
of Non-Aligned Countries.7

6 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Twentieth
Session, Annexes, agenda item 105, document A/5975.

7 See document A/5763 (mimeographed).
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89. My delegation feels that, within the United Nations, a
document as important as the treaty on the non­
proliferation of nuclear weapons must be considered with
the genuine desire to enable all States to find in it elements
which would meet their deep and legitimate concern about
their security and their longing for well-being. The concern
caused in the world by the increase and improvement of
nuclear weapons cannot be adequately dispelled merely by
denying the non-nuclear Powers any opportunity to acquire
nuclear weapons or to carry out unsupervised nuclear
research. Sufficient emphasis has already been placed on
the present draft's lack of balanced obligations between the
nuclear Powers which arc prepared to adhere to the treaty
and the non-nuclear Powers whose adherence to this
incomplete document is being insistently requested. We are
told that the text of the draft treaty on non-proliferation
contains the maximum concessions the largest nuclear
Powers are prepared to make to each other.

90. My delegation finds that to be a strange argument.
What are we really seeking? An agreement between the
great Powers whose vast capabilities are obvious and who
may not need this discussion to list the items on which they
can agree? Or is the United Nations trying to create
conditions that will enable the nations of the world to find
a way to dispel the threat of nuclear war for their peoples
by the gradual but resolute destruction of all nuclear
weapon::.?

91. The Mauritanian delegation is convinced that the
prime concern of Committee members as a whole is to draw
up a d0cument that can help to improve international
relations by creating greater world-wide security which
would make possible the non-proliferation and, after that,
the destruction of nuclear weapons.

94. As for the security guarantees to which the non­
nuclear States rightly attach the utmost importance, they
are totally absent from the treaty provisions. A draft
resolution refers them to the Security Council which, under
the terms of that draft resolution:

"1. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear weapons or
the threat of such aggression against a non-nuclear­
weapon State would create a situation in which the

92. Articles 11 and III of the draft treaty call upon the
non-nuclear States to make major concessions which are
nowhere sufficiently offset in the body of the draft.

93. The nuclear Powers that are eager to have the General
Assembly adopt the draft non-proliferation treaty retain
their right to continue to increase and improve their nuclear
weaponry without any limitation other than the vague
provisions in article IV of the draft.

83. We have regarded the Treaty banning nuclear weapons
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water
signed at Moscow in 1963, and the Treaty on the Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and
Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial
Bodies [resolution 2222 (XXI), annex}, as steps-small and
tentative, no doubt, but steps nevertheless-- towards our
goal of general and complete disarmament.

82. The Islamic Republic of Mauritania greeted with see in both the proliferation of nuclear States and in the
respect the profoundly important Treaty of Tlatelolco build-up or maintenance of existing nuclear arsenals, is
[A/C.l/946/, in which the Latin American cf'\untries in dealt with very incompletely and one-sidedly in the text of
their wisdom, and displaying the political and humane 'the draft non-proliferation treaty before us. From this
qualities for which they are renowned, took in 1967 the standpoint we can state that the draft non-proliferation
historic decision to make Latin America a nuclear-free treaty is but a partial answer to the need for security which
zone. must be both it:) justification and its ~oa1. It sets up no

obJtacle to prevent the terrifying stockpiles of nuclear
weapons which the nuclear Powers already possess from
being improved or increased.

85. After clearly presenting this serious problem, the
authors of the report reach the following conclusions:

"So far as international security is concerned, it is
highly possible that any further increase in the number of
nuclear weapons States or any further elaboration of
existing nuclear arsenals would leld to greater tension and
greater instability in the world at large." [Ibid., para. 82.j

"The solution of the problem of ensuring security
cannot be found in an increase in the number of States
possessing nuclear weapons, or indeed, in the retention of
nuclear weapons by the Powers currently possessing
them." [Ibid., para. 91.}

84. We are well aware of the serious threat which hangs
over the world owing to the destructive power of nuclear
weapons. In this connexion, the Mauritanian delegation
would like once more to extend its gratitude to the
Secretary-General of the United Nations for the report to
the General Assembly dated 10 October 1967, in which it is
stated:

"The basic facts about the nuclear bomb and its use are
harsh and terrifying for civilization.... The llltimate
question for the world to decide in the nuclear age·-and
this applies both to nuclear and non-nuclear Powers-is
what short-term interests it is prepared to sacrifice in
exchange for an assurance of survival and security."
[A/6858, para. 42.}

87. If the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Mauritania
is asking these questions after other delegations have
already done so during their participation in the debate it is
because it wishes above all to make clear the spirit in which
it has carefully considered the draft treaty on non­
proliferation.

86. Does the draft non-proliferation treaty that is sub­
mitted for the Committee's consideration take sufficient
account of those pertinent comments in the Secretary­
General's report? Is this draft treaty on the non­
proliferation of nuclear weapons which is being submitted
to the General Assembly in keeping with the recommenda­
tions made in resolution 2028 (XX), which was adopted by
an overwhelming majority of the Members of our
Organization?

88. It is also because we feel that the danger which the
authors of document A/6858 very objectively and rightly
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Security Council, and above all its nuclear-weapon State
permanent members, would have to act immediately in
accordance with their obligations under the United
Nations Chartcr.,,8

95. Such a provision a~sumes a trust in the Security
Council by the nuclear Powers which some of the unhappy
events of our era hardly warr2.nt. What methods have the
permanent members of the Security Council in fact used to
implement the decisions which that responsible body has
taken to terminate the intolerable situations prevailing in
southern Africa and in the Middle East? These are but two
examples that cause the peoples of the world, in their
bewilderment, to wonder how much of the tremendous
confidence placed by them in the United Nations has been
lost as a result of the. culpable inertia of the great Powers,
and to what extent too the United Nations has lost any real
control it might have had over the realities of today.

96. In making that comment, the Mauritanian delegation
derives some comfort from the fact that certain nuclear
Powers have denounced the scandal to which it has just
referred, both inside and outside the Organization. The
whole world owes a deep debt of gratitude to those Powers,
whose example and whose actions have greatly contributed
to the liberation and to the economic and social progress of
peoples everywhere. Such action, regardless of the way in
which those fomenting hotbeds of tension and oppression
in various parts of the world may try to present it, is an
important factor for the .maintenance of international peace
and security.

97. Nevertheless, the United Nations, when faced with
serious violations of the ftmdamental principles of the
Charter, is itself immobilized by the action of certain
Powers which are permanent members of the Security
Council.

98. In the light of thir; serious situation, what good are the
illusOly guarantees offered in the draft resolution submitted
to tile Security Council? In connexion with this draft
resolution, we might wen wonder why the nuclear Powers
which are sponsoring the draft refuse to include in the
provisions of the draft treaty itself the type of guarantees
they are prepared to offer to the non-nuclear countries, as
confirmed by their promised declarations. Obviously, the
inclusion of guarantees in the text of the non-proliferation
treaty would be logical and would add to the clarity of the
treaty, and therefore merits consideration.

99. Furthermore, a non-proliferation treaty is required
which can be widely approved and implemented by States,
yet insufficient importance is attached in this treaty to the
absence of two of the five nuclear Powers in the world
today. These two nuclear Powers, whose action and great
influence can considerably hinder the implementation of
the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
have had no part in the preparation of this draft. They
surely see in the document as many, if not more, loop-holes
as have been pointed out by a large number of non-nuclear
Powers. These are grave defects which it might be Wen to
remedy before the treaty is adopted if the document is to
have some chance of success and of being put into force.

8 See Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supple­
ment for 1967 and 1968, document DC/230 and Add.1, annex n.

100. In this connexion, the Mauritanian delegation, along
with some of the delegations that have already taken part in
this discussion, would like to emphasize the danger inherent
in the persistent refusal to restore the lawful rights of the
People's Republic of China in the United Nations. That
great nuclear Power's absence from our deliberations is
having extremely unfortunate repercmlsions on important
decisions which the United Nations might be able to take.
My delegation is hopeful that the desire to give the United
Nations greater effectiveness and authorlty will cause all
Member States to help in the admission 0f the People's
Republic of China to the Organization.

101. The delegation of the Islamic Republic of Mauritania
believes that the few gaps and shortcomings in the draft
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons it has
felt impelled to mention, aloilg with those already brought
out by many other delegations, demonstrate the need for a
thorough study and a serious improvement of this treaty.
That will take time; however, the Mauritanian delegation is
of the opinion that this is the price we must pay to render
viable any projected document on the non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons. From that standpoint, my delegation
believes that it would be most useful to allow the meeting
scheduled for July 1968 to be held before the General
Assembly adopts the draft treaty which is now before the
First Committee.

102. Mr. HUSAIN (India): In discussing the report of '[he
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee concerning the
draft of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons, the resumed twenty-second session of the General
Assembly is engaged on an urgent and important task to
which the Government of India has given the most careful
consideration and attaches great significance. The deep and
abiding interest of the Government of India in the field of
disarmament is well known. India has been firmly and
consistently of the view that all nuclear weapons, being
weapons of mass clestruction, must be completely elimi­
nated. The idea of an immediate cessation of nuc1ear and
thermonuclear weapon tests pending their complete prohi­
bition under a comprehensive test-ban treaty was first
mooted by the late Prime Minister Nehru. India was one of
the first countries to sign the 1963 Moscow partial test-ban
Treaty. Ever since then the Government of India has
expressed the hope that the Treaty would be signed by all
countries and has urged that the prohibition be extended to
underground tests as well. Further, India has supported
efforts to prohibit the use of nuclear and thermonuclear
weapons.

103. My delegation has taken an active part in the
deliberations of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Com­
mittee. In that forum we have pleaded for various collateral
measures-in particular, in relation to nuclear dis­
armament-as an integral part of the basic and ultimate
objective of general and complete disarmament.

104. It was in keeping with this approach and policy that,
in 1964, India took the initiative in inscribing for the first
time on the agenda of the General Assembly an item under
the title of "Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons",9 and

9 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Nineteenth
Session, Annexes, annex No. 2, document A/5758.
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109. The report of the Secretary-General which has been
so frequently referred to and quoted here, also lays stress
on this when it states:

"So far as international security is concerned, it is
highly probable that any further increase in the number
of nuclear weapons States or any further elaboration of
existing nuclear arsenals would lead to greater tension and
greater instability in the world at large. Both these aspects
of the nuclear arms race are significant to world peace".
[A/6858 and Corr.], para. 82.}

110. The Secretary-General's report has made no distinc­
tion between the two aspects of the nuclear arms race.
Wherever it has talked of the evils of (\ further spread of
nuclear weapons, it has simultaneously 'Named us of the
dangers of the further development and stockpilir.g of
nuclear weapons.

111. The United Nations, haVing thus recognized that the
actual proliferation of nuclear weapons in the nuclear­
weapon countries was a matter of major preoccupation to
be viewed with equal apprehension fllong with the possible
or likely increa~e in the number of nuclear-weapon coun­
tries, it is clear that a draft non-proliferation treaty should
have sought to meet this apprehension. In our view, the
only effective way in which that could have been done was
to include an obligatory provision in the treaty for a
cessation of any further production of nuclear weapons. In
respect of nuclear-weapon countries this would have meant
writing into the treaty itself what has been called a
"cut-off' of production of fissionable material for weapon
purposes. I should like to stress that this would not involve
nuclear disarmament, since it would not require the
destruction of a single nuclear weapon. The question of
nuclear disarmament-in other words, the reduction or
destruction of existing nuclear arsenals-would be a matter
to be dealt with subsequently and in stages. It is a
well-known fact that the present stockpiles of nuclear
weapons possessed by the nUclear-weapon States have long
since reached an over-kill caiJacity. Where is, then, the
justification for the nuclear-weapon Powers continuing to
produce more weapons, when they can kill each one of us
not once but several times over, and a man dies only once?
The argument of differences over the question of control
preventing an agreement on the stoppage of further
production of nuclear weapons is not convincing. The same
system of controls whjch may be prescribed for non­
nuclear-weapon States could be applied to nuclear-weapon
States, because, once a cut-off in production has been
agreed to, all facilities at present.producing fissile material
for weapon purposes would be switched over to production
for peaceful purposes. With the stoppage of further
production of nuclear weapons, no risk to national security

108. In this connexion, it may be recalled that of the five
principles enunciated in resolution 2028 (XX) which pro-

not-if I may repeat the words-under the title of "Preven- vide the gUidelines for the negoti:ltion of a non-
tion of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons" , as had proliferation treaty, the first principle requires that "The
been the case in 1959 and in 1961. And it is in this new and treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might permit
modified form that the item has continued to figure in the nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or
agenda of all subsequent sessions of the General Assembly. indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form". The reference

here is to both nuclear-weapon Powers and non-nuclear­
weapon Powers. General Assembl.y resolution 2153 A
(XXI) of the following years which expressed apprehension
equally about the possibility of "an increase in the number
of nuclear-weapon Powers", and about "an increase of
nuclear arsenals", again underlined this principle.

105. I recall the wording of the inscription by India in
1964 of the item "Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons"
because it was done after due deliberation and forethought.
The difference between dissemination and proliferation is, I
submit, not a matter of mere semantics but one of
substance and significance. These are two facets to the
problem of the proHferation of nuclear weapons: the first is
that of dissemination, that is, of transfer and receipt of
weapons and weapon technology, and the second is that of
production, that is, manufacture of nuclear weapons. Our
persistent plea that the international community should
concern itself with proliferation in all its manifestations
rather than with only one aspert of it has, in our view, been
fully vindicated by the past history of the efforts to prevent
proliferation. Those efforts were designed to stop only
dissemination, without imposing any curbs on the con­
tinued manufacture, stockpiling and sophistication of
nuclear weapons by the existing nUclear-weapon Powers.
The fact that the number of nuclear-weapon Powers
increased from one in 1945 to two in 1949, three in 1952,
four in 1960 and five in 1964 is ?roof enough of the failure
of tIus limited approach. I may also recall that, in the
Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission, the repre­
sentatives of the United Kingdom and France repeatedly
warned the international community that, unless the
existing nuclear-weapon Powers stopped further production
of these weapons themselves, there would be additional
countries which would decide to develop their own nuclear
deterrent. And, indeed, that is what has happened.

106. The urge to seek greater security-imaginary or
illusory though it may prove to be-by acquiring nuclear
weapons cannot be curbed by a prohibition applied only to
those who do not possess them. It can be effectively
controlled only by attacking the root of the problem­
namely, the state of insecurity caused in the world by the
possession of those weapons of horror and mass destruction
by a few Powers. The desire to emulate the example of
those who have become nuclear-weapon Powers will be
difficult to resist as long as the world lives in a state of
imbalance. It can be eliminated only if we do away with the
special status of superiority associated with power and
prestige conferred on those possessing nuclear weapons.

107. It is evident that the nuclear menace can be
eliminated only by nuclear disarmament, but it is equally
evident that the first step that we take in this direction
should be not only to prevent the further spread of nuclear
weapons but also and simultaneously to inhibit the further
development and stockpiling of nuclear weapons. In other
words, a way out of the pre~ent impasse can be found only
through a simultaneous prevention of both aspects of the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, vertical as well as hori­
zontal. ~oth these aspects of the proliferation of nuclear
weapons form part of a single whole, and the problem
cannot be successfully dealt with by tackling only one
aspect of it. This consideration is basic and central to our
concept of a non-proliferation treaty.
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would be involved-because, so far as the existing stockpiles
of nuclear weapons are concerned, there would be no
reduction or diminution in them or control over them, and,
so far as the extension of safeguards to nuclear-weapon
States is concerned, again there would be no risk to
national security, because all their facilities would have
become peaceful. Under those circumstances there would
be no room for any fear of industrial espionage or unfair
commercial competition, about which concern has been
expressed in certain quarters.

112. When General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) speaks
of a balance of obligations and responsibilities of the
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States, it does not
suggest or imply the idea of a compensation or a quid pro
quo. It means that, while the nuclear-weapon Powers
undertake not to transfer nuclear weapons to anyone, the
non-nuclear-weapon Powers should undertake not to
receive such weapons. Similarly, while the non-nuclear­
weapon Powers undertake not to produce nuclear weapons,
the nuclear-weapon Powers in their turn should undertake
not to produce any further nuclear weapons. Indeed, the
joint statement of agreed principles for disarmament
negotiations formulated by the United States and the
Soviet Union in September 1961, which have guided all
disarmament negotiations, required that all measures
towards

" ... disarmament should be balanced so that at no stage
of the implementation of the treaty could any State or
group of States gain military advantage and that security
is ensured equally for all" 1 0

but that, unfortunately, is not so in the case of this draft
treaty.

113. It has been claimed that this treaty will do more than
any treaty of our time to push back the fearful shadow of
nuclear destruction and that it will make all of us more
secure than we would be in the absence of such a treaty. It
is not clear to us how that is so, for, apart from the possible
danger from an increase in the number of nuclear-weapon
Powers, the draft treaty does not-I repeat, does not­
concern itself with the existing stockpiles of nuclear
weapons or their augmentation or their further sophistica­
tion. It does not in any way curb the nuclear-weapon
Powers; and, since only nuclear-weapon Powers can cause
nuclear destruction, the fearful shadow of nuclear destruc­
tion is not being pushed bar,k, and we are, therefore, not
likely to be any more secure tomorrow than we are today
without the treaty.

114. It has been said that, if we were to attempt to
achieve agreement on all aspects of disarmament at this
time, the negotiating difficulties would be insurmountable
and we would end by achieving nothing. Agreement on all
or even on some aspects of disarmament, if I may say so, is
not what many countries within and without the Eighteen­
Nation Committee on Disarmament-and certainly not my
country-have ur.ged. It has not been suggested that we seek
either a full-fledged measure of nuclear disarmament or no
nuclear disarmament at all. My Government has been a firm
believer in the validity of the step-by-step approach towards

10 Ibid., Sixteenth Session, Annexes, agenda item 19, document
A/4879.
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nuclear disarm1ment and we do recognize that it is not
possible for a perfect treaty on nuclear disarmament to
emerge immediately. We have never put perfection before
progress, nor have we adopted an "all or nothing"
approach. Furthermore, the delegation of India has never
suggested that a non-proliferation treaty should in itself
become a vehicle or a measure of full-fledged nuclear
disarmament. But we do feel that so long as the augmenta­
tion and sophistication of nuclear weapons by thr. existing .
nuclear-weapon Powers continues unchecked the interests
of the security of the world will not be advanced. Measures
which do not involve an element of self-restraint on the
part of all States-nuclear-weapon States as well as non­
nuclear-weapon States-canfiLh form the basis for a mean­
ingful international agreement to promote disarmament.

115. There is another feature of the draft treaty which
causes us concern even within the limited scope of
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. It does not prohibit
the deployment of nuclear weapons on the territories of
non-nuclear-weapon States, nor does it prevent the training
in the use of nuclear weapons of the armed personnel
belonging to non-nuclear-weapon States. Also, while
article I calls upon the nuclear-weapon States not to assist,
encourage or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to
manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons, it does not
prohibit one nuclear-weapon State from assisting another
nuclear-weapon State, which may not have reached the
same degree of sophistication in the development of its
nuclear-weapon technology, by providing technical aid, say,
by way of blueprints for the manufacture of more
sophisticated nuclear weapons. These loop-holes, being
contrary to the very first principle enunciated in General
Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), are a matter of deep
concern to a large number of non-nuclear-weapon States.

116. This leads me to the question of the link between a
non-proliferation treaty and disarmament. Principle 2 (c) of
General Assembly resolution 2020 (XX) requires that

"The treaty should be a step towards the achievement
of general and complete disarmament and, more particu­
larly, nuclear disarmament."

117. Some of the members of this Committee have spoken
of the draft treaty before us as a first step towards nuclear
disarmament and have hailed it as an important step in the
chain of direct and indirect steps towards disarmament and
the elimination of the threat of nuclear war. I beg to submit
that this view is not ,upported by the relevant preambular
paragraphs or article VI of the draft treaty, which deal with
this question. They contain a mere declaration of intent,
which cannot provide any cr~dible commitment on the part
of the nuclear-weapon Powers. The preamble mentions the
desire for "the liquidation of all [their] existing stockpiles,
and the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear
weapons and the means of their delivery ...", but there is
no provision in the draft itself regarding the stoppage of
vertical proliferation, as suggested by India and certain
other countries. There is also no time limit within which
the objective of halting the nuclear arms race is to be
achieved. In fact, the quarter of a century provided for in
article X as the initial duration of the treaty appears to
endorse and legitimize the present state of affairs and to
legalize, if not encourage, the unrestricted vertical pro­
liferation by the present nuclear-weapon Powers, which-it

'! :
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is now claimed-it is not reasonable to curb in the present
world situation.

118. It has been stated that article VI creates a juridical
obligation, but this is not so, because the undertaking "to
pursue in good faith" does not create any definite or
enforceable juridical obligation on the part of the nuclear­
weapon States corresponding to the obligations undertaken
under article 11 by the non-nuclear-weapon States. It is an
imperfect obligation with no sanction behind it. Even the
areas within which the negotiations are expected to be
pursued have not been defined. It has been argued that it
would not be wise to specify at this stage in the treaty itself
the measures of disarmament on which negotiations are to
be undertaken, because agreement might well become
possible on other measures. This view is not convincing. We
all know from our experience of past negotiations that
agreements in the field of disarmament are difficult to
negotiate because of the complexity of the issues involved
and their vital connexion with the security of nations. If
even the areas of disarmament on which agreements are to
be sought cannot be defined now, how could there be any
hope of such agreements being reached? The unfortunate
fact is, as has been mentioned by several delegations, that
certain areas like a comprehensive test ban on which
agreement seemed possible at one time are eluding us now
because of the development of newer weapon systems and
the intensification of the arms race.

119. Article VI does not give any tangible form to the
declaration of good intent, there being no sense of
compulsive obligation or even a sense of urgency to pursue
negotiations for nuclear disarmament as a preliminary to
general and complete disarmament. What is required is
something in the nature of a nuclear moratorium, as was
suggested in 1965, of which the essential element was that
if nuclear disarmament was not achieved within a specified
time limit, the non-nuclear-weapon Powers, as an instru­
ment of persuasion and pressure, would reserve to them­
selves the resumption of their freedom of action.

120. In order to introduce a sense of urgency and
compulsiveness and to exercise pressure and persuasion on
nuclear-weapon Powers to take early steps towards nuclear
disarmament, various suggestions have been made which the
sponsors of the draft treaty have not found acceptable.
Some of the suggestions which deserve to be mentioned
here are: firstly, a review conference should be held
automatically after every five years; secondly, the failure to
move towards nuclear disarmament within a reasonable
period should be an additional ground for withdrawal from
the treaty; thirdly, if specific nuclear disarmament measures
are not taken within five years, the situation thus created
should be examined and the necessary action taken;
fourthly, article VI should make specific mention of urgent
negotiations for the suspension of undergroup.d tests, a
freeze in the production of nuclear deEvery vehicles and an
agreement on the eventual reduction and elimination of
nuclear arsenals and their means of delivery.

121. We are all aware that there is no family planning
among nuclear-weapon Powers, that there are already four
or five generations of increasingly more sophisticated
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems. There is a
development in hand of MIRVS (multiple independently

targetable re-entry vehicle systems) which is expected to
increase the nuclear weapon power of a missile by a factor
of ten or more. In addition to anti-ballistic missiles and
Poseidons, there is talk also of FOB] (fractional orbital
bombardment system), MOBS (multi-orbit bombardment
system) and the Space Bus. Each of these developments
gives rise to the inevitable action-reaction phenomenon,
making even l110re difficult the halting of the nuclear arms
race, as has been evident from the inability to make even
the 1963 partial test bim Treaty comprehensive.

122. India, as is well known, has pleaded for various
collateral disarmament measures for two decades now and
has always regarded the non-proliferation treaty as one of
those measures. But we still need to be convinced that the
draft treaty before us does amount to a collateral disarma­
ment measure. In order to become gener(l11y acceptable the
treaty must have a provision for some degree of compulsive­
ness and a reasonable time limit, indicating a sense of
urgency on the part of the nuclear-weapon States to move
towards nuclear disarmament, thus paving the way for
general and complete disarmament; otherwise, this non­
proliferation treaty-and it does not matter by whom or by
how many it is signed-will not be effective and will not last
and our labours will have been in vain. Let us not,
therefore, provide a false sense of security to the world.

123. If I have dwelt at sc-me length on the disarmament
aspect of the non-proliferation treaty, it is because I wish to
emphasize the limitations of the kind of treaty now
envisaged and the serious implications of those limitations,
particularly for countries in Asia and in the Pacific, which
arise from the fact that, whatever the reasons, all the
nuclear-weapon Powers are not associated with our
deliberations. It is a matter of concern to India that, across
its border, a major Power-the People's Republic of China­
continues to conduct nuclear-weapon tests in the atmos­
phere in flagrant violation of the will of the international
community and in total disregard of the grave dangers
posed by such testing to the health and welfare of millions
of peoples and their future generations. In a little over three
years, China has conducted seven nuclear tests, including
that of a thermonuclear device. The People's Republic of
China is not subject to the discipline of the international
c.ommunity, nor does it accept the generally accepted
norms of international behaviour, nor could it be depended
upon to observe the restraints needed for the maintenance
of international peace and security.

124. It is therefore understandable that the growing
nuclear-weapon capacity of the People's Republic of China
is a matter of deep concern not only to non-nuclear-weapon
Powers but also to nuclear-weapon Powers. This concern, so
widely shared all over the world, only further emphasizes
the urgency of an early and effective implementation of
measures of nuclear disarmament and it further underlines
the need, to which I have earlier referred, for an acceptable
and balanced non-proliferation treaty to prevent prolifera­
tion of nuclear weapons by all nuclear-weapon Powers,
including the People's Republic of China, and to provide a
more direct juridical and compulsive link with measures of
nuclear disarmament.

125. The other disturbing and discriminatory feature of
the draft treaty concerns the one-sided prohibitions on
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non-nuclear-weapon States in respect of the peaceful
utilization of nuclear energy. It prevents them from
conducting nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. In this
connexion 1 need hardly recall the serious and protracted
discussions on Plowshare programme in 1958 and 1960,
when the need for and p.ossibilities of peaceful nuclear
explosions by all was recognized, but the problem of
modalities connected with the test-ban treaty made it
difficult to come to an agreement. I also need not recall
that the drafts of the treaty pres(;;ilted by the United
States!! and the Soviet Union! 2 in 1965 made no mention
of nuclear explosive devices.

126. We have been told that, as provided for in article V,
if the non-nuclear-weapon States were to deny themselves
the technology of carrying out peaceful nuclear explosions,
any potential benefits from peaceful applications of nuclear
explosions, as and when these become economically and
technically feasible, would be made available to them at
economically attractive costs. We do not doubt that the
nuclear-weapon Powers wish to give generously of the
benefits of the peaceful uses of the atom, but, under the
treaty, there is no binding commitment or a pcsitive
juridical obligation to provide the assistance since the
undertaking is only to "co-operate". However, the issue
involved here is something more basic than the mere
question of distribution of benefits. Nations everywhere
should be free not only to share in the benefits, but also to
acquire the knowledge to extract such benefits by them­
selves and to have the freedom to use such knowledge.

127. Since nuclear technology is the technology of the
future and is likely tc become the most crucial and potent
instr ... _nent of economic development and social progress, it
would obviously be invidious for a greater part of the world
to become wholly dependent on a few nuclear-weapon
States for the knowledge and application of this tech­
nology. The proposed treaty creates a juridical discrimina­
tion between States according to whether they possess
nuclear weapons or not, regardless of the fact that it is

:unwise to divide the world into a few "haves" and a lot of
"have-nots", who would become dependent on the good­
will of the "haves" in regard to development in the vital
area of nuclear energy, thereby making them subject to
pressures. And when it is proposed that this should be done
for an initial period of twenty-five years regardless of any
technological breakthrough during this period, would this
not widen the economic and technical gap which already
exists and which the developing countries are striving so
hard to close? The only just solution would seem to be
that instead of dispensing "benefits on a bilateral basis",
which gives to the nuclear-weapon Powers full latitude for
discriminatory treatment by making available benefits on
their own terms and to whomsoever they like and for
whatever purposes they like, peaceful nuclear explosives
should be institutionalized under international control for
the benefit of all nations.

128. As regards the question of controls, the solution, in
our view, should be soug.~t on the basis that their scope is

i 1 Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement
for January to December 1965, document DC/227, annex I, sect. A.

12 Official Records of the General Assembly, Twentieth Session,
Annexes, agenda item 106, document A/5976.

clearly defined and that their implementation would not
hinder in any way the peaceful utilization of nuclear enel~r'

by all countries. Prime Minister Nehru, speaking in th~

Indian Parliament in 1954, said that India was '.villing to
accept controls in common with other countries:

" ... provided we are assured that it is for the common
good of the world and not exercised in a partial way and
not dominated by certain countries, however good their
motives."

129. The Indian Government has been consistently of the
view that the guiding principle that should be followed in
regard to safeguards is that they should b~ universally
applicable and be based on objective and non-discrimi­
natory criteria. The draft treaty places all safeguards and
controls on the non-nuclear-weapon States and none
whatsoever on the nuclear-weapon States. We are aware
that two nuclear-weapon States, the United States and the
United Kingdom, have made declarations indicatbg their
willingness to accept safeguards, but this acceptance, apart
from the fact that it is not agreed to by other nuclear­
weapon Powers, is subject to reservation about national
security, the scope of which would be defined by the
nuclear-weapon States themselves, making in practice the
application of the safeguards illt:.mry.

130. There is another feature of ~lle proposed system of
safeguards which is unsatisfactory, as it could create
discrimination among the non-nuclear States themselves.
Paragraph 4 of article III speaks of non-nuclear-weapon
States, parties to the treaty, concluding agreements with
the International Atomic Energy Agency "either indi­
vidually or together with other States". Since it is not
stated that these agreements would be Uniform, one not
being more onerous than another, the interpretation which
is being given by interested countries would suggest that
different criteria might be established, which is objection­
able.

131. I should now like to refer to the question of the
security implications of the relationship between non­
nuclear and nuclear-weapon Powers. The problem of the
security of the non-nuclear-weapon Powers from the use or
the threat of use of nuclear weapons arises from the
possession, the continued stockpiling and the further
sophistication of nuclear weapons and the means of their
delivery. Any real and credible guarantee of security to
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or the threat of
use of such weapons could be provided only through
nuclear disarmament when nuclear weapons had been
completely eliminated. Hence India's insistence on the
importance of making progress towards nuclear disarma­
ment.

132. It is, however, obvious that action in this field of
genuine and lasting security would take time and would
have to be sought through stages. Until such time, and as an
interim measure, so long as nuclear weapons remain in the
armouries of a few countries, the nuclear-weapon States
have an obligation to assure' the non-nuclear-weapon States
that their security will not, in any way, be threatened by
the use or the threat of use of such weapons, and also that
these weapons will not be used as an instrument of
pressure, intimidation or blackmail. It is in this context that
we have to consider the question of security assurances.
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133. Almost at the end of the last session of the
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma­
ment, the Soviet Union, the United States and the United
Kingdom proposed the draft of a Security Council resolu­
tion. 13 But, for lack of time, there was no opportunity to
consider the proposed draft which we now need to discuss
in this Committee.

134. My GO',ternment would welcome any steps that might
be taken by the nuclear-weapon States in concert with
nOl~-nuclear-weapon States to make more effective the role
of tht\ United Nations for the purpose of providing effective
security. The hopes of mankind rest on this. The obliga­
tions cast by the Charter of the United Nations on Member
States, and more particularly on the permanent memb<;;rs of
the Security Council, make it necessary for them to
discharge their responsibilities in strict ,conformity with the
Charter to ensure peace in the world.

135. But anj security assurances that may be offered by
nuclear-weapon States could not and should not be
regarded as a quid pro quo for the signature of a
non-proliferation treaty. The draft of a non-proliferation
treaty should be judged by itself and on its own merits. As I
have already stated, the threat of nuclear weapons to
non-nuclear-weapon States arises from the possession of
such weapons by certain States. This threat has nothing to
do with the signature or non-signature of a particular
non-proliferation treaty, as the threat has existed in the
past and will remain, even after a non-proliferation treaty
has been concluded, until such time as the nuclear menace
has been eliminated altogether.

136. The assurance of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States is an obligation and not something which the
nuclear-weapon States could or should demand as a price
for the signature of a non-proliferation treaty. The linking
of security assurances to the signature of a non-prolifera­
tion treaty would also be contrary to the Charter because in
respect of the maintenance of international peace and
security the Charter of the United Nations does not
discriminate between those who may adhere to a particular
treaty and those who may not do so. Specifically, it violates
the principles of equal rights of all nations mentioned in
paragraph 2 of Article I and the principle of sovereign
equality of all its Members enshrined in paragraph 1 of
Article 2. the Charter aims at providing security in an equal
manner to all nations. The proposed draft Security Council
resolution, therefore, goes against the basic principle which
should govern the problem of the security of non-nuclear­
weapon States. It is the view of my Government, therefore,
that the whole question of security assurances should be
dealt with separately and independently of the non-proli­
feration treaty now uncler consideration.

137. I have not commented on the draft of the resolution
on security assurances proposed to be introduced in the
Security Council, nor have I expressed the view of the
Government of India about what would be regarded as
credible security assurances for the entire international
community. On the credibility or otherwise of the assur­
ances offered, our views will be expressed at the appro­
priate time.

13 See Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supple­
ment for 1967 and 1968, document DC/230 and Add.l, annex n.

138. Having stated the views of the Government of India
with regard to the basic features of the treaty and the
question of security assurances, I should now like to
reiterate the policy of my Government about the utilization
of nuclear energy. It is well known that many years ago,
and after a most careful national evaluation of all aspects of
the problem, the Government of India made a statement of
P01iCY that it intended to utilize nuclear energy exclusively
for peaceful purposes. This policy of the Government of
India was based in its firm belief in disarmament, which
made it necessary not to do anything to escalate the nuclear
arms race.

139. As early as 1957, Prime Minister Nehru, referring in
Parliament to the programme of development of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes, reiterated his Government's
policy by saying:

"We have dedared quite clearly that we are not
interested in making atom bombs, even if we have the
capacity to do so, and that in no event will we use atomic
energy for destructive purposes. I am quite sure that
when I say this I represent every Member of this House. I
hope that will be the policy of all future Governments."

140. Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, speaking in Parliament
on 14 March 1968, reiterated this policy. She said:

"India has repeatedly announced that she is not making
an atom bomb and that she is developing her nuclear
energy programme exclusively for peaceful purposes."

141. The Government of India has continued to adhere
firmly to this national decision. Let me add that this
decision was taken at a time when the international
community was not seized of th- question of a non-proli­
feration treaty. It is, therefore, a natinnal policy, unrelated
to the present consideration of the draft treaty on
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi, speaking in Parliament as recently as 24 April
1968, said:

"The choice before us is not only the question of
making a few atomic bombs, but of engaging in an arms
race with sophisticated nuclear warheads and an effective
missile delivery system. Such a course, I do not think
would strengthen national security. On the other hand, it
may well endanger our internal security by imposing a
very heavj economic burden which would be in addition
to the present expenditure on defence. Nothing will
better serve the interests of those who are hostile to us
than for us to lose our sense of perspective and to
undertake measures which would undermine the basic
progress of the country. We believe that to be militarily
strong it is equally important to be economically and
industrially strong. Our programme of atomic energy
development for peaceful purposes is related to the real
needs of our economy and would be effectively geared to
this end."

142. In conclusion, J should like to stress again that the
danger to the security of the world arises not merely from a
possible spread of nuclear weapons to non-nuclear-weapon
States, but equally from the continued possession and
further production and sophistication of these weapons of
mass destruction by the existing nuclear-weapon Powers.
India shares the common anxiety that this danger and risk
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The meeting rose at 1.25 p.m.

145. After most serious and careful consideration, it is the
view of the Government of India that the draft treaty
before us does not conform to these principles and
therefore my Government cannot subscribe to it. Our vote
on the draft resolution endorsing the draft treaty will be
determined accordingly.

must not be based on a discriminatory approach. We have
been opposed to the division of the world in terms of
ideologies and military alliances, or in terms of rich and
poor nations. The proposed treaty adds one more category
to the divisive forces which have bred fear and distrust and
have geneqlted tensions. A non-proliferation treaty, there­
fore, if it is to be effective, viable and generally acceptable,
should prevent both nuclear-weapon and non·~uclear­

weapon Powers from proliferating. It should contain an.
acceptable balance of obligations and responsibiLities. It
should be a real and l11eaningful step towards disarmament.
It should not in any way hamper the utilization of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. These are all principJ.es which
have been embodied in General Assembly resolution
2028 (XX).

144. A treaty of this kind, with its far-reaching political
and economic implications for all the nations of the world,

Litho in D.N.

should be checked and eliminated. We share the sense of
urgency that this end should be achieved as early as possible
by common conse!1t and international control. To quote
again from a statement made by Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi:

"Mankind today is at the crossroads of nuclear peace
and nuclear war. There can be no doubt we should take
the road to nuclear peace."

143. We are convinced that this common objective-which
all of us here and mankind in general share-(;annot be
achieved except through a viable treaty, one which will take
into account not only the fears of a few but the
preoccupations of all, impose equal obligations on all,
confer the same benefits of security and progress on all, and
will, therefore, become acceptable to the international
community as a whole; a treaty which will endure-one that
will not merely take cognizance of the undeniable realities
of political fact and military power and technological
superiority as they exist in the world of today, but also
provide for the equally incontrovertible realities of the
changes that will occur in these various fields in the years to
come.
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