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On this issue, we in Canada stand on the princip~T~t~ âtdied

in. the Irish resolution adopted by an overwhe]ini.ng ma j

the General Assembly in 1961. We are convinced that proliferation

would not occur under the terms of a treaty which required tha t

the present nuclear powers must always retain full control of their

nuolear weapons
. Perhaps such a treaty, however, should prohibit,

clearly and specifically, the transfer of such control to states,
gxoups of states or other entities, requiring that the present
nuclear states must at all times maintain the power of veto over

deployment and firing of such nuclear weapons .

The nuclear-sharing i ssue is, of course, closely connected

with a second and broader question that of European security --

which in its turn, is concerned w i th the settlement of important

polit ical questions on that eontinent .

While much of the present lack of progress in efforts to

prevent nuclear prolif e :,,Rtion der. ives from difficulties about

.nuG:lear-sharing and E iLropean security, i t still seems to me that ,

in the long run, these questions may prove less intractable than

the other problem which I have j ust mentioned, of the national

developraent of nuclear weapons by states with the technical skill,

resources, and industrial base which could enable them to produce

such weapons, and who may ~eel that this is necessary for security

reasons .

Your diseursions here 'have sho~neII.~~1~hifor the

countries, security assurances to pr

coe!plcx i ssues rsffecting their non-aligeed cs t atus, their relations

with the great powers end with their imm ediate neighbours . In

India, for example, which is confronted b y a b o3 tile China, these

issues are particularly acute and have recently given rise to

conslflerable public diGc ussion . Within the last few weeks, the

Foreign Minister of India stated in the Indian Parliament that, if

the nuclear powers wished a non-proliferation treaty, they must

be prepared themselves to make some sacri.fieeu . Among other things,

he went on to recount the merits of a mult%i'_ateral international

guarantee to reass».re the non-nuclear countries against nuclear

b lac kma i l.

Security assurances of this kind raise im portant issues, of

course, for the nuclear powers . These powers already have commit-

men'r,s to their allies and the acceptance of new commitments might

tend to strain their military resourc es and complicate their

politi.cal relations with other nuclear powers as well as with rivals

of count.ries to whom a gu. arantee was extended . While the great

Powers might be prepared to accept resporsib i llties commensurate

with their status there are, of course limits to the responsibili-

ties they can be éxpected toundertake In this and related fields .

Much attention has been given recentl.v to this whole question

of providing the non--a].i e-led countries with adequate assurances

about security, which at the same time, r~i~~tit. help to dissuade thetu

'rom developing their~otiun nuclear weapons . Yresident Johnson mad e

a constructive contribution when he declared, i n 1964, that " na tions

flot following the nuclear tiath will have our strong support against


