
• -

Friday~ 17 May 1968~

at 3 p.m.

A/C.1/PV.1570

NEW YORK

FIRST COMMITTEE, 1570th
MEETING

Y Ibid., annex I.
'li See ibid., annex 11.

the hope that effective rr:.easures will be found to pre
vent such further spread of nuclear weapons. We also
share the hope that this proposed treaty may become
such an effective measure. n

4. The Australian delegation appreciates that the
draWing up of the present draft has been a complicated
and difficult process. Despite the great efforts of the
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, it is clear
from the discussions so far, inside and outside the
General Assembly, that many countries continue to
have uncertainties and hesitations about aspects of the
draft treaty and some of its implications. Particularly
for those countries such as Australia that were not in
volved in the process of negotiation which led to the
present draft treaty ,J:) there are a number of problems
as to how the treaty might be expected to work in
practice.

5. If the treaty is to be effective, it must bring a real
increase in world security, and at the same time assure
to all countries the maximum benefit in economic de
velopment from progress in the field of nuclear science
and technology.

6. In assessing whether the treaty will in fact increase
world security, all will be conscious of the menacing
fact that Communist China, which is proceeding with the
development of nuclear weapons with some speed, has
already made it clear that it will not be a party to the
treaty0 This is of importance to every country in the
worldo It is particularly important to the countries of
Asia and the Pacific.

7. In this regard it is relevant to refer to the state
ment by the Governments of the United States, the
Soviet Union and Britain that they will propose a reso
lution to the Security Council.Y which will offer assur
ances of assistance to non-nuclear countries that sign
the treaty if they are subjected to nuclear attack or
the threat of nuclear attack. It has to be recognized,
of course, that this resolution will not constitute a
water-tight guarantee for any nation that any or all of
the three nuclear-we~ponStates will come to their
assistance or take action in their aid through the Secu
rity Council in the event of nuclear attack or threat of
attack. Nethertheless, the Australian delegation con
siders that the agreement ofthe threeStates to join to
gether in this assurance would in itself be a notable
political act and a not insignificant contribution to the
security of nations. The nuclear-weapon States are
best able to deter nuclear attack by nuclear Powers
outside the community of the treaty. The Australian
delegation attaches great importance, therefore, to the
continuing resolve of the nuclear-weapon states to
take action in the event of nuclear attack or threat of
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1. Mr. SHAW (Australia): Mro Chairman, before
addressing myself to the item under consideration~

may I associate myself with others in expressing our
satisfaction that we are meeting under your wise chair
manship. We are all conscious of the high importance
of this debate, and it is fitting and fortunate that on such
an occasion we should have a Chairmanwho commands
such widespread respect.

2. For many years, the General Assembly has had on
its agenda an item relating to the non-proliferation of
nuclear weaponsoThe As sembly has repeatedly adopted
by very large majorities resolutions calling on the Con
ference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee onDisarma
ment urgently to pursue work on this subject and, in its
resolution 2028 (XX), it laid down five principles to
govern those negotiations. The submission of the Eigh
teen-Nation Committee on Disarmament's reportYby
15 March of this year and the convening of this resumed
session of the General Assembly for the purpose of
considering the report have both followed the specific
request of the General Assembly. It is because of those
resotutions and the spirit of urgency in which they
were passed that we are here today. The Australian
Government supported those resolutionso

3. Australian support for an effective non-prolifera
tion measure has been established in successive ses
sions of the General Assembly. In the Australian
Parliament, as recently as 26 March 1968, the Minist-er
for External Affairs, Mr. Paul Hasluck, said that

"The Australian Government has consistently seen
the dangers inherent in the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and in the increase in the number of nations
possessing such weapolls. We therefore fully share

1.1 Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement
for 1967 and 1968J document DC/230 and Add.I.
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attack. In this respect. it notes specifically the pro
posed reaffirmation by the three nuclear-weapon States
and the Security Council of the inherent right, recog
nized under Article 51 of the Charter, of individual
and collective self-defence. This is important, as the
Australian Government relies upon mutual security
arrangements, into which it has entered with its allies,
as the firm basis 'Of Australian security against both
conventional and nuclear aggression.

8. I turn now to the operation of the treaty. The Aus
tralian delegation considers that there are several pri
mary conditions for the successful operation of a: treaty
of this type.

9. First, and obviously, the treaty will need to attract
support well beyond the forty States required under
article IX to bring the treaty into effect. In particular.
it will be important that the treaty be adhered to by
those non-nuclear-weapon States that have already
achieved, or have the means to achieve, a significant
measure of nuclear development. Australia's judge
ment as to whether the treaty will indeed be an effec
tive one will be very much influenced by the attitude
of those countries.

10. Under the provisions of the treaty. States not al
ready possessing nuclear weapons are required to re
nounce their right to Slcquire them. We have heard it
argued that this would be no great loss. This may be
true, but it is a judgement to be made by individual
countries in the light of their own strategic circum
stances. If States become parties to the treaty and if
they are subsequently threatened. their recourse would
be to seek support by a larger Power or combination of
Powers. Should effective support not be forthcoming. a
country faced by a threat that it believed it could not
handle alone by conventional means could be strongly
moved towards the acquisition of nuclear weapons.
whatever its obligations under the treaty, In such cir
cumstances, the treaty would be placed under very
great strain.

11. Consideration of such possibilities eh'})oses very
clearly the serious responsibilities 3n respect of their
fellow parties to the treaty that will rest on the three
nuclear-weapon States. All other parties will look to
them to exercise their continuing influence for the
peaceful settlement of international disputes. for the
restraint of potential aggression both direct and in
direct. and the upholding of the rights of nations to live
in sovereign independence, secure from external
threat.

12. The degree of detente between the states repre
sented by the two Co-Chairmen of the Conference of
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, which
has been a necessary precondition of the draft treaty.
is notable. We must all be encouraged to expect that in
these conditions of improved co-operation. the nu
clear-weapon States will find it easier to fulfil their
responsibilities towards their fellow parties to the
tr~aty. Clearly. should relations between those States
significantly deteriorate and their co-opt:ration di
minish, the prospects for our stable management
of international life. the peaceful settlement of dis
putes and the effective deterrence of aggression would
also diminish. In such circumstances, it would be un
realistic to expeot nations exposed to threat. nuclear

or conventional. to deny themselves the most effective
means of defence they could acquire, including nuclear
weapons.

13. The Australian delegation has noted that article
X (1) of the draft treaty confirms the right of a party
to withdraw from the treaty if it decides its supreme
interests are jeopardized. We would all hope that such
dire circumstances would not arise, but in viewof the
impossibility of seeing as far into the future as the
twenty-five years for which the treaty will initially be
current we regard this provision as an essential ulti
mate resort for non-nuclear countries which might be
faced with the prospect of aggression.

14. Another important criterion that the Australian
delegation considers essential to the successful opera
tion of the treaty relates to the requirement, also con
tained in General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), that
the treaty should in no way impede or burden nuclear
research, development, production or use for peaceful
purposes. This requirement is of paramount import
ance to my country, and the Australian delegation has
been much heartened to note the emphatic assurances
in this respect given by the delegations of the Soviet
Union and the United States. We endorse also and in
particular the positions expressed in this debate by
the delegations of the Netherlands and Japan.

15. I am led immediately to a number offurther points
which are directly related to the point Ihave just made.
These relate to article Ill.

16. In the first place, there must be certainty about
the character of the safeguards agreement to be nego
tiated and concluded with the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). The safeguards system must be
such as not to impede or burden nuclear research, de
velopment. production or use for peaceful purposes.
Certainty implies. inter alia, that when once an agree
ment is negotiated, its terms are not varied by changes
in the IAEA arrangements not related to the treaty.

17. So, in common with other countries, Australia
would wish to know precisely where it stands in rela
tion to safeguards before considering ratification of
the treaty.

18. Our debate in this Committee is probably not the
occasion to go into all matters of particular interest
to the Australian Government under the treaty in tech
nical detail. There are, however, certain points that the
Australian delegation wishes to deal with regarding the
proposed safeguards agreements under article Ill.

19. Let it be said, first, that Australia's views on this
matter have been affected by the announcements last
December by the United States .1l and United Kingdom
Governments §j that they would accept safeguards on all
their nuclear activities subject to exclusion only on the
grounds of military security. We welcome these deci
sions. which should give these two Governments a sub
stantial interest in worki.ng for a simple safeguards
system that operates with minimum intrusion and bur
den on parties to the treaty. The Australian delegation
urges the USSR also to place its peaceful nuclear a9ti
vities under safeguards and all three nuclear-weapon

11 Ibid., annex IV, sect. 23.
§J Ibid., annex IV, sect. 24.
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1570th meeting - 17 May 1968 3

benefits from the peaceful application of nuclear explo
sions. As a continent with a low rainfall, a poorly in
dented coastline and little topographical relief, Austra
lia has a special interest in the possible use of nuclear
explosions for major engineering projects.

27. The Australian Government accepts that, at this
stage of technological development, an effective ~lon

proliferation treaty cannot permit the production of any
nuclear explosive devices whatsoever by a non-nucle
ar-weapon State party to the treaty. At the same time
the Australian Government holds strongly to the view
that a non-proliferation treaty must not impede pro
gress in the development and application of the tech
nology of peaceful applications of nuclear explosives.
Experience with the limited Test-Ban Treaty, signod
in Moscow in 1963, has shown that if it is to avoid do
ing so, a non-proliferation treaty must deal positively
with the requirement for peaceful nuclear explosions.
The Australian delegation hopes that article V of this
draft treaty will lead to the development of such a
positive approach.

28. The Australian Government believes that all
States must have access to nuclear explosives f61'
peaceful purposes. It is the Australian Government's
view that this article and the international arrange
ments made under it should interfere with the rights
of States to carry out projects involVing peaceful
nuclear explosions only to the extent necessary to
protec~ the interests of all- parties against dangers
arising from the specific subject matter of the treaty.
Accordingly, it does not accept the view expressed in
the intervention of the representative of Sweden
[1564th meeting] that technical and economic judge
ments on projects should be the responsibility of an
international body and not of the State directly con
cerned. International arrangements under the treaty
need go no further than to provide appropriate as
surances on safety and an adequate demonstration
that the explosions will not be used for nuclear
weapons development.

29. I turn now to article VI, in which the nuclear
weapon States undertake an important commitment
to pursue negotiations:

"••• on effective measures relating to cessation of
the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament, and on a Treaty 011 general and com
plete disarmament under strict and effective inter
national control".

30. As several delegations have already pointed out,
the non-proliferation treaty has come to be regarded
as a bridge that must be crossed before there can be
any further progress in the disarmament field. The
Australian delegation considers that this Committee
must face the fact that a non-proliferation treaty io:;
the only agreement that is in immediate prospect, and
that it is not practical poiitics at this time to seek to
couple other, more far-reaching measures to it. The
Australian delegation therefore believes that the Com
mittee has to consider the treaty for what it is, a
li.mited measure only I confined to the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons among States other than the present
nuclear-weaponStates-what has been called horizontal
proliferation. The Australian delegation reminds the
Committee that Communist China will stand outside the

States to restrict to the greatest possible extent the
activities excluded from safeguards.

20. Of particular importance to Australia would be
the initial point at which materials would attract safe
guards under article .HI (1) of the draft treaty as
"source material". As things stand, taking account not
merely of the impediment to industrial activity that
would flow, the Australian Government would find much
difficulty if safeguards were to be applied to legitimate
bona fide activities in the mining and early processing
stages.

21. The Australian Government also shares the views
of others that considerations of national security re
qUire that Governments should continue to have the
right to reject individual safeguards inspectors.

22. The Australian Government noted the statement by
the United States State Department on 14 March 1968
regarding the legitimacy under the treaty of the use of
nuclear energy for non-explosive military purposes.
The Australian delegation states its understanding that
the use of nuclear energy for non-explosive military
purposes, such as naval propulsion, is legitimate and
permitted under the treaty.

23. The AusL'alian delegation, in relation to the pro
visions of article III (3) and article IV of the draft,
states its understanding that under the treaty, no nu
clear activity in research, development, production or
use is prohibited nor can the supply of knowledge,
materials and equipment be denied to non-nuclear
weapon States, until it is clearly established that such
activity or such supply will be used for the manufac
ture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices.

24. Article IV establishes an obligation on parties to
the treaty in a position to do so to co-operate in con
tributing to the further development of the application
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The Austra
lian delegation will be keenly interested to learn how
this obligation will be implemented, bearing in mind
that the national policies of some countries have placed
restrictions on the free flow of scientific and technolo
gical information in the nuclear field. It suggests that,
should the non-proliferation treaty come into force,
these policies should be reviewed in order to promote
the fullest possible exchange of scientific and techno
logical information for peaceful purposes.

25. The Australian delegation has dealt with articles
III and IV at some length because their operation will
be critical to the success of the treaty. Such are the
benefits and advantages promised by nuclear energy
in peaceful fields in the decades and generations ahead
that all countries and peoples will insist that their en
joyment of these advantages should not be denied. They
will tolerate only such interference and restriction as
is most strictly limited to those arrangements agreed
with the International Atomic Energy Agency to be
necessary to prevent the diversion of nuclear energy
from peaceful uses specifically to "nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices". The strictest and
most scrupulous observance of article ITI (3) and arti
cle IV will be a basic condition ofthe successful opera
tion of the treaty.

26. Some delegations have referred to the significance
of article V of the draft tr~aty relating to the potential
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treaty, and we cannot expect that it will accept any ad
ditional measures that the Committee might agree to
urge upon the nuclear-weapon States sponsoring the
tl'enty. li'runce also has not joined the other three
nuclear Powers. Let it be said plainly: Australia would
be bound to oppose any moves which it considered could
increasingly expose it and its neighbours in As!!) and
the Pacific to the unrestrained nuclear capacity of
Communist China.

31. In my statement today 1 have alluded to some
matters that give us concern with the present draft and
which we wnnt to see clarified. The decision of the
Australian Government on whether it can become a
party to the treaty will be dependent on the outcome.
Let me repeat in COllc1usion that the Australian Govern
ment is ready to SUppDrt an effective treaty for the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. As the next step to
this end, it is prepared to vote for a resolution endors
ing the draft treaty for consideration by all Member
Governrnents.

32. Mr. DANIEL! (United RepUblic of Tanzania): The
age-Old dream. of man has been for universal peace.
Sages, prophets and statesmen have urged the aban
donment of force and conquest as a means of settling
disputes between men and nations. Some more rational
means. some less brutal mode seemed both possible
Ulld appropriate to man's trne nature and better
instincts.

33. Unfortunately, the hiscory of mankind is full of
ftlilures. The gap between ideals and accomplishments
has been so great as to have seemed at times to justify
the deepest gloom or the greatest cynicism. There is
no need for me to recount here the weary path of pillage
and destruction through which our civilization has
stumbled. Suffice it to say t~at the opening decades and,
indeed, almost the entire first half of the twentieth cen
tury of our modern era coincided with the most savage
crimes and horrible atavism.

34. After the secono global war, instinct, the basic
urge for self-survival, coincided with the profound con
sideration of most enlightened men that mankind must
put an end to warfare or warfare would annihilate our
1dnd. So began, with renewed vigour and burgeoning
hope, the search for constraint and reciprocal under
takings which would assure general tranquillity and
collective security.

35. It was in this spirit and for this lofty endeavour
that the United Kations, through the General Assembly
and its various organs, embarked upon its long and
painstaking course ofnegotiations for general and com
plete disarmament and particularly nuclear disarma
ment. \Ve are appreciative of some progress whichhas
been accomplished against very great odds.

36. The partial Test-Ban Treaty of 19.63, the outer
space Treaty of 1967, contained in resolution 2222 (XXI)
and the Treaty for the Denuclearization of Latin
America fA/C.1/946]~ are very welcome accomplish
ments. They demonstrate what can be accomplished
v,i.th perseverance and mutual confidence.

31. At the same time, we must face realistically the
limitations and disappointments of these measures.
T'ne partial test-ban Treaty still permits the agglo
meration of nuclear arsenals and the contamination
of elements. The outer space Treaty fails to inhibit

the use of the stratosphere to rain death and destruc
tion on fellow users of our planet. Indeed, at the very
moment when we begun examining the proposed non
proliferation treaty we heard of the detonation under
ground of a monstrons bomb which would make the
horror of Hiroshima tame us H child's game.

38. It is against this background that my Government
views the long-awuited draft non-proliferation treaty.
We had not hoped-we would have been naiVe to sup
pose-that this draft treaty would in a sif!gle act achieve
all that was desired for the elimination of the nuclear
menace. To stop up all the gaps and right all the in
equities of the present system will tuke several years
perhaps and a series of concerted, carefUlly contrived
measures. But one had hoped for a giant step along the
road to the accomplishment ofthese goals. And one had
been led to expect it.

39. What I am now about to say must not be taken as
denigration of the efforts of the co-authors ofthe draft
treaty. Nor should it he taken as indicating reluctance
or half-heartedness of my Government towards the
achievement of disarmament. We signed the partial
test-ban Treaty and we co-sponsored resolution 2033
(XX) on the denuclearization of the continent ot Africa.
We have no desire to see the continued indiscriminate
spread and multiplication of nuclear weapons. But we
must express grave doubts and reservations about the
efficacy of this proposed treaty.

40. It will be recalled that the General Assembly, at
its twentieth sessio11, in resolution 2028 (XX), of 19
November 1965, laid down guidel ines and principles for
the Eighteen-Nation Committee, which was given the
mandate to make proposals for the elaboration of a
treaty on non-proliferation. The guidelines incorpo
rated certain conditions and guarantees which were
considered essential for the confidence and protection
of smaller natl ;ns. Properly regarded, however, the
gUidelines also protected the true i.nterests of the
larger nations as well, because no State is safe in a
general climate of instability, suspicion and fear.

41. I must confess that it was with dismay, therefore,
that my Government observed a considerable diver
gence from those guidelines in the identical texts of the
draft treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
submitted on 24 August 1967•.Y The major gap in the
draft treaty as then presented was, of course, the lack
of any provisions for international control to ensure
the implementation of the obligations assumed. How
ever, there were other and perhaps equally serious
deficiencies.

42. A study of the latest draft treaty21 reveals how
great has been the failure to comply with the guidelines
laid down in resolution 2028 (XX). The preamble con
tains laudable and reassuring sentiments, but of course
it is the operative articles of the treaty which will be
of juridical importance. It is for that reason that the
draft treaty is a disappointment from the very first
article. That is because article I does nothing more
than affirm what has always been the practice of the
major Powers, that is, not to transmit their nuclear
weapons or confidential technological knowledge. It
is because of that practice that each Power has had

§J Ibid., annex IV, sects. 6 and 8.
7J Ibid., annex 1.
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to follow its own laborious path to the discovery and
mastery of the methods of nuclear explosion and manu
facture of explosive devices.

43. Article II may be said to be the heart of the draft
treaty, for it would bind a!l states which do not possess
nuclear weapons never to receive them or manufacture
them. I say "never" because the draft treaty is of un
limited duration. Further-and this constitutes its re
trogressive aspect-article II would bind all States not
to receive the transfer of nuclear explosive devices or
the control of such devices. The result of this latter
prohibition would be to compel States which wanted to
use nuclear energy even for peaceful purposes to pur
chase or hire the technological facilities from the
major States, which at present have them. It is that
prOVision which has stimulated revolt on the part of
certain countries which see a threat to their indus
trial development.

44. Article HI contains the so-called "safeguards"
to ensure that parties to the treaty are not circum
venting its obligations. In principle, one cannot argue
with the necessity for international supervision, and
Tanzania has consistently pointed to the necessity for
such to ensure that well-known flouters of interna
tional norms are not abusing the nuclear energy
potential by developing military weapons. It is clear
that the knOWledge and eqUipment required to exploit
uranium deposits, extract plutoni'lm for nuclear fuels
and manufacture fuel elements or heavy water could
easily be used to manufacture nuclear weapons and
thereby threaten peaceful neighbours. However, arti
cle III permits the negotiation and conclusion of bi
lateral agreements with the International Atomic
Energy Agency for such supervision and control. Since
such agreements may not all be uniform, there is no
guarantee that they will be fair to all signatories or
even that all countries at present developing nuclear
energy will enter into such safeguard agreements.

45. Article IV attempts to dispel the fear of the devel
oping countries that article 11 may bar the way to
their industrial development, but clearly it is in
adequate for its purpose. Thus the amendments pro
posed by Italy Y and by Nigeria:lJ are pertinent.

46. Article V underlines the fact that, in addition to
making the small countries technically dependent upon
the major Powers, it will also maintain their financial
dependence. The promise that the charge to such
parties for the explosive devices used "Will be as low
as possible" is extremely vague. It is obvious that the
skills and eqUipment for prOViding nuclear energy can
be distributed or doled out on a commercial basis at a
profit to be determined solely according to the whim
of the major Power concerned. The exclusion of char
ges for research and development may be of limited
significance, because few developing countries would
wish to engage in enterprises that would be futile with
out the possibility of manufacturing nuclear energy on
their own.

47. In article VI of the draft treaty the signatories
would undertake to do no more than they have supposed
ly been doing since the end of the Second World War:
namely, pursue negotiations on disarmament. As the

8/ .
:::.J Ibid., annex IV, sect. 34.
21 Ibid., annex IV, sect. 36.

5

Spanish Government has commented in its memoran
dum, l2J the obligations should be more concretely
specified. To the same effect would be Sweden's pro
posed amendment.!.!J and Romania's proposed amend
ment to the same article.!.Y

48. Article VII is of direct interest to us because
Tanzania, like all other members of the Organization
of African Unity, has supported the declaration of
Africa as a nuclear-free zone and to that end spon
sored resolution 2033 (XX) adopted by the General As
sembly in 1965 with regard to the renunciation of the
use or manufacture of nuclear weapons in Africa. We
have not formalized that prohibition in treaty form as
have the Latin American States,!Y mainly because of
the presence on African soil of aI:en Governments in
southern Africa which would undoubtedly cause prob
lems whether they abstained from the treaty or wished
to be signatories.

49. Article VIII is discouraging because of its inclu
sion in paragraph 2 of provisions designed to preserve
for certain Powers the privileges which they have in
the Security Council as regards the veto power. Indeed,
in this treaty the veto privilege would be extended to
other Powers as well; that would~bethe effect of the in
clusion of the votes of members of the Board of
Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency
in the number of votes indispensable for approval of
an amendment or ratification.

50. Paragraph 3 of article VIII is perhaps anattempt
to soften the effect of the treaty's being of an indefinite
duration. By this paragraph an opportunit"j is provi
ded for review of the operation of the treaty after it has
been in existence for five years. This provision must
be read in conjunction with the provision in paragraph 2
of article X for a conference after the treaty has been
in force for twenty-five years, to decide whether the
treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or whether
it shall be extended for an additional period. Those two
prov\sions create a doubt whether the tr':~'''.l.i:Y could be
terminated after five years or indeed after twenty-five
years. Much more clear cut is the a~ternativeprovision
proposed by Italy!!l-although in either case one is
compelled to regret the impl;~")ation that the develop
ing States would remain in comparative technological
backwardness for twenty-five years.

51. Article IX contains what has come to be referred
to as the "all States" formula. This has become fami
1iar because the question has arisen ofparticipation in
general multilateral treaties. A typical example was
the question whether participation in the present United
Nations Conference on the Law of Treaties in Vitmna
would be open to all States or only to a limited number.
Many progressive countries wanted all States to parti
cipate. However, certain States insisted on a formul9
which permitted them to exclude the countries they dis
liked. It is therefore ironical that when they elaborate
draft treaties designed to cripple the developing coun
tries, they invite all States to participate, as in the pre
sent paragraph 1 of article IX.

!.QI Ibid., annex IV, sect. 35.
!Y Ibid., annex IV, sect. 31.
!.Y Ibid., annex IV, sect.. 40•
.!Y Ibid., annex IV, sect. 2.
W Ibid., annex IV, sect. 34.
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62. It is common, basic knOWledge that these Powers,
permanent members of the Council, are notoriously in
disagreement in regard to any infracUon of or threat

!2J Ibid., annex H.

through you, a question to our colleagues of the United
States and the Soviet Union and ask them for clarifi
cation and elucidation. Under what circumstances is the
treaty being formulated? Is it a United Nations treaty
and will the Secretary-General be the depositary in the
usual manner? And Cl1n only Members of the Organi
zation sign it? Or is it a treaty held under some other
auspices, with other depositaries, and can any State
in the world sign it? If the latter is true, does this
imply that the United States and the Soviet Union agree
that the German Democratic Republic and the People's
Republic of China can each sign the treaty? For, if this
treaty is to be a multilateral treaty, would it not then
be more appropriate for it to be discussed in an atmos
phere in which every State, nuclear and non-nuclear,
Member and non-Member of the United Nations, could
participate and give us the benefit of its arguments?
Should we assume that the views of non-Member States
are not to be heard here while we impose certain obli
gations on them under the treaty? Or must it be assum
ed that the views of non-Member States, like the Gene
ral Democratic Republic, the People's Republic of
China and the Federal Republic of Germany, are being
heard?
59. Instead of formulating in the draft treaty recip
rocal or corresponding obligations on the part of the
major Powers, the latter-or at least three of them
have proposed the draft Security Council resolution
on nsecurity assurances".!2I This does not remedy
the deficiency of the draft non-proliferation treaty for
at least two reasons. The first is procedural-namely,
that there is no guarantee that the Security Council
will adopt the draft resolution: it might fail to obtain
a majority in that body, or it might be blocked by the
use of the veto. The second reason is substantive. The
draft resolution contains no promise or obligation; it
merely recognizes and reaffirms the obvious-namely,
that aggression would require the Security Council to
take appropriate action, and that all States have an
inherent right of self-defence in the event of armed
attack. The draft resolution also contains a reference
to intentions expressed elsewhere by "certain states"
to assist non-nuclear-weapon States. Needless to say,
such vague references create no jurio.icalobligations.
60. Furthermore, it is to be noted that this draft reso
lution is submitted by only three of the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council-the United States, the
USSR and the United Kingdom. Neither France nor the
People's Republic of China-and each is a nuclear
Power-is a party to the draft resolution. It is con
ceivable that France might reject it or the People's
Republic of China might denounce it. What would hap
pen in those circumstances?

61. This draft resolution is predicated and lives on a
dangerotls presupposition. Itpresupposes that the three
nuclear Powers-or all five of them-will be agreed and
will act in concert always in the event of a threat of a
nuclear attack or an actual nuclear attack. It also pre
supposes that none of these nuclear Powers-the
United Kingdom, the USSR and the United States-will
ever threaten or attack each other.
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58. My delegation must confess to a slight confusion
on certain aspects of the procedure surrounding the
draft treaty. Therefore, I should like to address,
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52. Par~graph 3 of article IX is important because
it contains-almost as an afterthought-the import
ant definition of a "nuclear-weapon State". From this
definition it would seem that the treaty is an attempt
bound to be futile-to inhibit the incipient development
of certain countries as nuclear Powers.

53. Article X provides for premature unilateral ter
mination of the treaty. The propoE.al, if accepted, would
add a novel condition to the generally accepted ones for
denunciation of or withdrawal from a treaty. The
closest of the existing conditions to the one proposed
in paragraph 1 of article Xis the well-known rebus sic
stantibus. According to customary international law,a
party may withdraw from a treaty if there has been a
fundamental chr.nge of circumstances. This permission
to withdraw, however, is usually qualified by a number
of prerequisites to prevent its being abused. Article X
would introduce even greater opportunity for abuse, it
would seem. Nigeria fS alternative formulation.~is a
commendable effort at improvement, but perhaps it
could be further improved.

54. Article XI of the draft treaty is purely procedural
and requires no comment.

55. From the foregoing review of the treaty, it is
opvious that there is no quid pro quo for the promise
or obligation of the non-nuclear-weapon States. Such
a qUid pro quo was proposed inGeneral Assembly reso
lution 2153 (XXI), where the nuclear-weapon Powers
were urged to give an assurance that they would not
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non
nuclear-weapon States not having nuclear weapons on
their territories. Another proposed quid pro quo was
the suggestion and appeal in General Assembly reso
lution 2163 (XXI) that all nuclear-weapon States should
suspend nuclear-weapon tests in all environments.
Neither of these proposals has been accepted by the
major Powers although the former has been accepted
by two of the nuclear Powers to a limited extent by
their signing of additional protocol II of the Treaty
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America [A/C.1/946].

56. We wonder what will be the position, for instance,
with respect to certain Member States members of
NATO and the Warsaw Pact on the question of the con
tinued transfer of nuclear weapons from the United
States and the Soviet Union to those partners. Will, for
instance, Turkey sign the treaty as a nuclear or non
nuclear Power? Will the Ukrainian SSR sign the treaty
as a nuclear or non-nuclear Power? If they both sign
as non-nuclear Powers, does that fact automatically
forbid the United States and the Soviet Union to transfer
any nuclear weapons to them under their respective
military treaties? What about the position of bases
held by nuclear Powers on the territory of non-nuclear
Powers in a continent declared to be a nuclear-free
zone?
57. My delegation cannot fail to congratulate the
Foreign Minister of Cuba on his learned and irrebut
table arguments on these aspects of the question before
us.

.~.o,""_
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to international peace and security. Let us recall
Berlin, the Congo, the Dominican RepUblic, South
Africa, the Middle East and Viet-Nam. Then suppose,
for instance, that the Soviet Union attacks or threatens
the United Kingdom. What will the United States do? Re
frain from intervening? Attack the Soviet Union? Or
attack the United Kingdom?

63. No obligation is placed 011 those Powers to assist
anybody in the event of a nuclear threat. Although they
are vested with certain powers under Chapter VII of
the Charter to prevent breaches or infractions of inter
national peace and security, they have so far not been
able to do so, even where conventional weapons have
been used. The situation in southern Africa is another
typical example. South Africa has Virtually been de
clared an international outlaw by this Organization.
The Security Council, however, obviously because of
the reluctance of some major Powers, has not been able
to take any action to "safeguard" the people of South
West Africa. The same is true in respect of Southern
Rhodesia, where t:le United Kingdom has been vocifer
ously and openly obstructing the Security Council from
recommending the use of force against the illegal racist
regime that has been suppressing the African people.
This point may be considered lightly by certain Powers
because marginal force and conventional weapons are
involved. But the same arguments take monstrous pro
portions when viewed in the perspective of nuclear
weapons. There is a dangerous paralysis of the Security
Council, which has existed ever since the beginning of
the cold war. We question the ability, if not the good
intentions, of these Powers in that regard. If their de
claration of intention is meaningful and intended to bear
an obligation, then let it form part of the treaty itself.
For instance, let a new article read as follows:

"The nuclear Powers, the United Kingdom, the
United States and the Soviet Union, undertake to come
to the support of and prOVide immediate assistance
to any non-nuc1ear-weapon State party to this Treaty
which is the victim of an act or the object of a threat
of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used."

64. While that might improve the text with respectto
security for non-nuclear States under nuclear attack,
the treaty would still be dangerously weak, and indeed
contradictory on the point of what would happen if, for
example, the Soviet Union threatened or attacked the
United Kingdom with nuclear weapons. Why is the treaty
silent on those important questions and reasonable
possibilities?

65. Our propositions are not fantastic. For did we
not witness in November 1962 a threat by the United
States to use nuclear weapons against the USSR and
Cuba? Or are those Powers-the Soviet Union, Cuba
and the United States-now so much in accord and so
friendly, and have they such undying ties, that a mis
sile crisis like that of 1962 will never arise again?

66. Having made the .foregoing juridical analysis of
the proposed treaty, let me summarize by saying this:
we have reached a position where non-nuclear nations
are virtually being requested formally to bow to the
whims of some of the Powers that are highly armed
with lethal nuclear weapons. We are asked to tender
a formal acceptance of their over10rdship by declar
ing that we shall never make or accept nuclear
weapons. In that way the whole concept of the sovereign
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equality of nations is thrown overboard, and that alone
could lead to disastrous consequences, since another
artificial division of humanity between nuclear and non
nuclear nations and peoples would increase the insta
bility we should like to avoid. Instability could then lead
to the same disaster of nucleal' holocaust.

67. The draft treaty in no way proposes the elimi
nation of the causes of the menace. The draft treaty
does not, as we have pointed out and others have ob
served, propose the destruction and elimination of
existing nuclear weapons. What it does propose, how
ever, is an aggravation of part of the cause. And by
that I mean the subjection of the natural resources and
sovereignty of Member States to the dictates and con
trol of the super-Powers. If, by this treaty, the Organi
zation will be sanctioning such a gross violation of the
right of States to independent use and development of
their resources, will that not be tantamount to accept
ing and sanctioning neo-colonialism? And if the pro
posed treaty were to sanction subjection in respect to
what is now accepted as fissionable material, what
would be the position of all States in the near future if
other elements, now regarded as common and unim
por.tant, were to be discovered to be fissionable
material? The prospects of that occurring are not
remote.

68. But what is highly disturbing is the realization that
the proposed treaty may one day be the cause of a
situation in which nations find that every inch of their
soil and every cubic foot of their national waters are
subjected to the dictates of the super-Powers and
international controls. We should like to emphasize
once again that acceptance of this treaty in its present
form would logically lead to a return to the notorious
diplomacy of spheres of influence. It would lead to a
neo-colonialist policy of economic dependence, through
the reliance of the non-nuclear States upon the nuclear
States for assistance in peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. Add to this proposition the logical consequence
of military alliances with the nuclear Powers, and we
have clearly set the stage for the recolonization of the
vast riches and resources of nuclear energy in the
developing countries by the five large nuclear States.
We say that this treaty will be the prelude to new colo
nization, as the Berlin Treaty of 1884 was the prelude
to the colonization of Africa. This treaty is dangerously
conceived and vicious in its execution. We sign the
treaty, if we dare, in its present form at our peril. Let
the developing countries beware of the super-Powers
bearing gifts.

69. Even if we were to tender our note of surrender
to those nuclear Powers which are pa!'ty to the pro
posed treaty by attaching Tanzania's signature, man
kind could hardly claim to be more secure since we
know for sure that already there are other nuclear
Powers which, for well-known reasons, neitherparti
cipated in the discussions nor are likely to sign the
proposed treaty. Thus, to claim that tho world would
definitely be more secure is tantamount to playing the
ostrich game. We know only too well that the existing
nuclear Powers have stockpiles of these deadly wea
pons capable of annihilating our planet many times
over. Worse still, they are not even satisfied with
what they already possess. The nuclear arms race is
being hotly pursued each passing day.
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70. Thus. apart from the delicate and sensitive
question of making a political decision to surrender
to the dictates of some of the existing nuclear Powers.
there is obviously the serious demand to satisfy our
conscience on whether or not the proposed treaty
touches on ;;.~ crux of the matterj that is, peace and
the survival of mankind. In the opinion of my dele
gation, the proposed treaty misses the real challenge
posed by the threat of nuclear holocaust. I have al
ready mentioned that we have more than enough nuclear
stockpiles to destroy our planet. Hence the correct
approach ought to be measures to reduce or destroy
these stockpiles. The draft treaty has no concrete pro
vision on the destruction of the existing stockpiles.
Instead we are told that the priority issue is to prevent
horizontal proliferation. At the same time. the draft
treaty allows vertical proliferation by those eXisting
nuclear Powers associated with the proposed treaty.
Surely it is not difficult to see that unless the nuclear
Powers concerned take immediate measures to stop the
vertical proliferation in which they are engaged. their
own weapons are sooner or later bound to overflow.
either deliberately or accidentally. with the same
disastrous consequences for humanity.

71. I have already mentioned the attempt in the draft
treaty to legalize the monopoly of nuclear knowledge by
the existing nuclear Powers. The provision that non
nuclear Powers could then avail themselves of the
peaceful advantages ofthat knowledge. including buying
the devices at cheap prices. smacks of the greatest
mercantile monopoly of this century. Our existence is
threatened in many ways. including the fact that under
the proposed treaty the nuclear Powers make no clear
commitment that they will never use nuclear weapons
against non-nu' 'ear nations. My delegation believes
that it would nvt be asking too much if this General
Assembly were to request the nuclear Powers to re
examine their positions and present a draft treaty
touching on the key issues surrounding the shadow of
terror cast by their nuclear weapons.

72. In conclusion. I should like to stress that the draft
treaty before us should serve as nothing more than a
useful basic working document. In its present form it
affords much room for improvement. It is full of in
equities and unreasonable. unbalanced obligations.
Time and reflection and the methodical examination of
each of the articles is on the side of a final non-proli
feration treaty. We should travel slowly in this matter.
My Government cannot support the draft treaty in its
present form. We feel sure that we shall be in a better
position to support it after the necessary amendmen/~J

to it have been made. after the non-nu('1ear Powers
have held their conference in August. and after the
twenty-third session of the General Assembly has been
able to assemble all the views and pre-occupations of
all States. both the Members of the United Nations and
those not currently sitting in our Organization. At an
opportune time and in due course my delegation. to
gether with others. will put forward concrete amend
ments to the draft resolution contained in document
A/C.l/L;421/Rev.l and Add.I-3. in conformity with
our views on this subject.

73. The CHAIRMAN: Before calling on the last
speaker for today. I should like to remind members of
the Committee that the list of speakers will be closed
on Monday. 20 May. at 1 p.m.• and I urge members of

the Committee who wish to participate in the general
debate to indicate their desire to the Secretary of the
Committee as soon as possible.

74. Mr. KJARTANSSON (Iceland): In taking the floor
in this debate on the draft treaty on the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons I am well aware that Iceland
possesses no expertise or special knowledge on this
vital subject. My country is not on the threshold of be
coming a nuclear Power. Nor are we particularly quali
fied. in the ordinary sense of the term. to speak on
matters concerning arms control and disarmament.

75. If we are anxious to make our voice heard in this
debate, it is for the very reason that Iceland is a
country without armaments. My country has no armed
forces of its own. no army, no navy. no air force. no
military service and no budget for military expendi
tures. We are therefore keenly aware of our total
dependence on the goodwill and good intentions of other
countries; on peaceful relations not only with other
countries. but also on peace between other countries.

76. It should therefore surprise no one that the
Government and the people of Iceland have watched
With growing concern the armaments race and the
stockpiling of nuclear arms. At the same time, we have
followed with deep and anxious interest the efforts that
have been made within this Organization to reach
agreement on a reduction of armaments and thereby a
general relaxation of tension in the world.

77. We are all deeply indebted to the Foreign Minister
of Ireland. Mr. Frank Aiken who. ten years ago. con
ceived the idea of and put forward the first proposal for
a non-proliferation treaty. In so doing. he showed great
political wisdom and foresight. His proposal has been
followed up by a series of General Assembly resolu
tions. urging the negotiation of a treaty to halt the
spread of nuclear weapons. These negotiations. under
taken mainly in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament. have proved to be extremely difficult. com
plicated and delicate. But success in other related
fields contributed to creating the favourable atmos
phere which finally made this draft treaty possible.

78. The most important of these successes was the
conclusion of the partialtest-ban Treaty of1963. which
was followed in 1964 by the unilateral declarations by
the United States 1]j and the Soviet Union!Y of their
intention to reduce the production of fissionable
material for weapons purposes.

79. The break-through in the tireless efforts of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament came in
August of last year. when the Soviet Union and the
United States simultaneously submitted identical draft
texts of a non-proliferation treaty. Behind those draft
texts lay a long and difficult period of preparatory
work. This is known and recognized by all. The drafts
were then discussed in the Eighteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament and amendments were suggested by
various members. Some of those amendments were
finally incorporated into the text. and the result is the
final draft treaty that is now before our Committee.
The Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament and the United Kingdom are unani-

}]j Ibid., Supplement for January to December 1964 (DC/209),
annex 1, sect. I.

W Ibid•• sect. H.
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mously agreed on this text. My delegation considers
this very agreement among the three major nuclear
Powers to be in itself an achievement of such over
riding importance that. any hesitations or objections
that may be raised at this stage in regard to the word
ing of individual articles· of the draft treaty must be
regarded as secondary.

80. My Government shares the view already ex
pressed by many speakers that the conclusion of a
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons will
mark a turning-point in international efforts towards
disarmament, and that. in fact, the question on which
this Committee is now called to pronounce itself is one
of the most important issues, if not the most important
one, that have ever been on the agenda of the United
Nations.

810 In our opinion, the issue before this General As
sembly is not one of making textual improvements on an
imperfect document. The text of the draft treaty is es
sentially a compromise text, and no amendments could
ever improve it to the satisfaction of all. The issue is
one of grasping an opportunity that has long eluded us
but that now finally presents itself, an opportunity to
act, to take a first important step on the road towards
further and more general disarmament. We are indeed
living in a dangerous world. We dare not let this op
portunity pass us by, for we should be running the risk
that it might not come again.

82. To make its modest contribution and mark its sup
port for the treaty, my Government is a co-sponsor of
the drdt resolution contained in documents A/C.1/L.
421/Fev.1 and Add.1-3, originally introduced on 2 May
by Ambassador Jakobson of Finland [1559th meeting],
in a lucid and logical statement to which my delegation
fully subscribes.

83. The draft resolution endorses the treaty and re
quests the depositary Governments to open it for sig
nature at the earliest possible date, and expresses the
hope for the widest possible adherence to the treaty.
The preamble further expresses the conviction that an
agreement to prevent the further proliferation of nu
clear weapons must be followed by effective steps for
cessation of the nuclear arms race and towards nuclear
disarmament, and that the non-proliferation treaty will
contribute to that aim. By operative paragraph 4 of the
draft resolution, the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
DisarmanlGnt is requested urgently to pursue nego
tiations to this effect and on a treaty on general and
complete disarmament.

84. This is fully in keeping with the view jointly
expressed by the Foreign Ministers of the five Nordic
countries in the communiqu~ issued at the close of

J::!..I Ibid., Supplement for 1967 and 1968, document OCj230 and Add.l,
annex IV, sect. 31•
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their recent meeting on 26 April of this year. The
Ministers stressed the great importance 01 concluding
a non-proliferation treaty without further delay. They
considered that it would be an important contribution
to international security and the relaxation of tension,
and expressed the opinion that such a treaty should, as
soon as possible, be followed up by an agreement on a
complete nuclear test ban and by other disarmament
measures.

85. An obligation to pursue this course is clearly
expressed in the draft treaty itself, first in the amend
ment to the preamble introduced by Sweden]1j and
accepted by the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament, and further, in article VI, according to
which the parties undertake to pursue negotiations in
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation
of the nuclear arms race.

86. My Government has full confidence that this pledge
will be honoured. In this connexion, we have noted with
pleasure that these commitments were clearly and
solemnly confirmed by the First Deputy Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Union ofSoviet Socialist Repub
lies, Mr. Kuznetsov, and by Ambassador Goldberg, the
Permanent Representative of the United States, in their
statements at the opening of the debate on this subject
in this Committee.

87. A treaty is a liVing instrument, and the stipula
tions in the text of this draft treaty providing for
periodic revision should prove adequate guarantees for
the possibility of making minor adjustments later,
should that be felt necessary. We would therefore ap
peal to those delegations that have pointed to imperfec
tions in the text of the draft treaty and have suggested
amendments, that they do not insist and that they join
others in approving the draft treaty now. They have
themselves conceded that the changes they have sug
gested are of minor importance in relation to the major
issues in the treaty. We hope therefore that they will
come to the conclusion that the changes are also of
minor importance compared with the major issue of
concluding or not concluding the treaty.

88. My delegation hopes, moreover, that the security
assurances which three permanent members of the
Security Council, signatories of the treaty, will give,
may sufficiently allay the feeling of insecurity of non
nuclear States and thus contribute towards the creation
of an atmosphere of mutual trust and c. onfidence that
will prove conducive to further arms control and dis
armament efforts.

89. After hearing the new and convincing arguments
by Ambassador Goldberg, W~ are now more than ever
certain that we sball be taking a giant step forward by
approving the draft resolution that is now before this
Committee and the draft treaty as soon as possible.

The meeting rose at 4.40 p.m.
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