PRESS RELEASE

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

COMMURNIQUE

MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES EXTERIEURES

CANADA

G

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
APRIL 30, 1968.

STATEMENT EY THE HONOURARLE MITCHELL SHARP,
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS,
RESUMED SESSION OF THE 221D UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMZLY,
NEW YORK, APRIL 20, 1968 B

Non-Proliferation Treaty

+




I’r. Chairmar, Fellow Delecates, this is my first

~appearance at the General Assembly as Secretary of State for

External Affairs of Canada. Althoush I am not a stranger to
the United Mations family -- I have been concerned with
various conferences and agencies in my former capacities as
Yinister of Trade and Commerce and Hinister éf Finance, and
even before I took office as a member of the Canadign .
Gowrnment -- I make my debut in this most important political
forum as a novice among seasoned Veteranse. | |

' I wish to.assure you of my intention - and that of the
Government I represent - to continue Canada's reéord of support
for the United Nations.

We are meeting to consider a draft treaty on the

‘Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. It is the product of

prolonged and delicate deliberations in the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee; more particularly, it ié the result of .
carefully negotiated agreement amohg the nuclear powers
represented on that Committee.

Many delegations will recall the early proposal put
befére this Assembly, designed to stop the spreéd of nuclear
weapons. That was the renowned "Irish Resolution" of the late
fifties, which was eventually and unanimously adopted on
December 4, 1961. We are all indebted to the distinguished
Foreign Minister of Ireland for his foresizht and fortitude in
persevering in that initiative -- often in the face of formidable

odds.
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We are mindful, too, that when suggestions for a non-
dissemination agreement were first aired in the United Nations they
derived much of thelr inspiration and support from the group
of non-aligned states.

Since'that time, the problems of non-proliferation have

been under increasingly intensive scrutiny at successive sessions

of the General Assembly and in other international gatherings.

Canada'! ssupportggge principles of preventing the
prol;feration of nuclear weapens has nevef wavered. The over-
whelming majorities by which resolutions~on non-proliferation
have been psssed téstify that virtually all members of the
Assembly share our view: |

It remains to translate ﬁhat agreement in principle
into'generaily acceptable terms for a binding internationsl
treety. The draft before us is intended to serve that end.

It seeks to achleve two fundamental purposes. .

. The first -- and perhaps by far the most important -

-is to reduce the sense of insecurity which aggravates international

tensions, accelerates the spiralling arms race and  increases

‘the risk of nuclear war.: I draw your attention to the study °

published last October by the Secretary-General:
"The mountisg eoncern about the spread and development'
of nuclear weéapons is a clear manifestation of the fear
which now besets the world. Additional nuclear powers
aceentuating regional tensions could only add to the
complexity of the problem of assuring peace.
Furthermore it is impossible to deny that the danger

of nuclear war breaking out through accident or
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miscalculation becomes greater the larger the
numbér of countries which deploy such weapors, and
the larser the stockpiles and the more diversified
the weapons thev hold. If a nuclear conflict were
to erupt, however it started, ﬁot a single state
could feel itself secure."”

That is why states without nuclear weapons should

- forero their risht to acquire or develop them. That is also

why those non-nuclear states who are asked to accept this self-

denying ordinance have a lezitimate rizht to expect tangsible

assurance that they will not become the victims of nuclear attack.

Otherwise they cannot bhe expected to have that erhanced feelinsg
of security which is the object of this enterprise.

Hence the significance of the statements made in
Geneva by the UnitedVStates, the Soviet Union and the United
Kingdom, who have reaffirmed that they will introdﬁce a |
resoiution in the Security Council under which they would give
assurances of assistance, either through the United Nations or
unilaterally, to any party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty not
possessing nuclear weapons, if that state were the victim of
an act or threat of aggression in which weapons were used.

This affirmation has been belittled by some as having
little meaning. And yet, given the existence of powers with
nmclear weapons and capacity, what stronger assurance could any
atate without nuclear weapons have, short of becoming an ally

of one of the nuclear powers?
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-The Canadian'Delegation also considers it sigﬁificant
that the nuclear powers - including the ﬁwo most powerful nations
in the world - have agreed not only on the terms of a draft
treaty‘But also tormnder immediate assistance, in accordance
with the Charter, in the event of a threat to the security of
those countries ‘which renounce the possessipn‘of nuclear '
armaments. Surely this in itself is one of the mpst encouraging

international developments in .many years. It represents a great

‘step forward in the pursuit of durable world peaée.

AsAits second main purpose, the proposed Treaty will
serve as an initial but essential step toward the control and
reduction of existing stocks of nuclear weapons. It haé been .
suggested by some that the undertakings on the .part of the
nuciear pdwers to-proceed with nuclear disarmament are

insufficiently precise. Yet it is to be noted that the nuclear

_powers who sign this treaty make a firm declaraticn of intent to

work for nuclear disarmament. Moreover, the review and withdrawal

procedures in the draft text provide means for the non-nuélear

parties to exert influence on the nuclear pafcies to live up to
that declaration.

The race tp produce nuclear arméments must be stopbed;
eventually these weapoﬁs must Se eliminated. On this the nations
here assembled are agreed.

It has been argued that we should be more likely to

~halt the arms race if the states not having nuclear weapons were

to refuse to become party to a Non-Proliferation Treaty unless it
included a clause under which the nuclear powers would commit

themselves to cut off further production of fissile material,
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nuclear weapons and their means of delivery.

But in the light of the history of disarmament
negotiations, would other nations—really credit a Treaty under-
taking by the nuclear powers to stop the production of nclear
armaments and, if so; when - inione, three or five years time?
Is it reasonable, in the presenthworla situation, especially
in view qf the refusal of France-and China to take part in
disarmament negotiations, to ekpect the nuciear_powers now to .
make -any stronger commitment than they héve made in Article VI
of the present dréft? - ‘

; The answefs t6 both questions.are likely to be negative,
however much we might wish them to be positive. If the history
of efforts to achieve arms_control or disarmament agreements
teaches' anything, it is to put progress ahead of perféction.‘ '
The measure which we are now discussing - a partial_measure Just
one step on the long road to general and complete disarmament -
has ﬁaken éevgn years to accomplish. To wait for the nuclear
powefs to make a commitment to reduc§ nuclear arms is to run the
risk of jeopardizing early agreemen% to stop dissemination.

There would then be no legal iﬁpediment to the acquisition
of nuclear weamns, either as such or as devices to be used for
peaceful explosions. - As dissemination progeeded, there woqld
be an increased incentive for the nuclear powers to keep dhead of those
who aspired to become members of a nuclear club. In less than
two decades, the number of nuclear powers has increased from
one to five. Unless effective steps are taken without delay,
the next few years could see phat number doubled at least, with

the consequent and serious increase of insecurity, which I have

mentioned.
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'Conversely; if proliferation can be checked, through
general aceeptance of the proposed FBeaty, the nuclear powers can

face more confidently the task of reducing nuclear armaments in

‘ accordance with their deelared intention.

'Fuhdemental to the effectiveness, acceptability and

implementation of the ?;eaty would be its safeguards provisions

in Article III, which will not only servehto ensure that the

Tredﬁy'is being observed by all parties (makihg it a credible
and durable instrument) but to'extend and consolidate international
oafeguards procedures, thereby facilitating exchanges and co-

operation in the peaceful nuclear sphere. While the Canadian

_preference was for safeguards to apply to nuclear as well as
nonénuclear-parties, we believe that the recent unilateral

undertakings by the United States and the United Kingdom to

accept the same international safeguards as non-cuclear parties
will help to establish balanced and equitable safeguards. procedures.
It is also our view that the fears expressed by some =
that the draft Treaty may entail economic inequities have little
foundation. ©On the contéary, the development of nuclear energy
for peaceful uses and the tfade in nuclear material could be
stimﬁlated by the very international confidenee.and co-operation
the Treaty would inspire. The undertakings in Article IV constitute
a kind of charter of rights in the sphere of nuclear sience and
technology for developing countries which does not exist now and
which would be of great potential benefit to them.
The only restriction of any significance on non-nuclear

countries in the field of peaceful use would be the prohibition of
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nationally-conducted nuclear explosions for engineering and other

civil purposss. Canada accepts thiz prohibition as necessary

~to the fundamental purpose of the Treaty because peaceful and

m111tary explosions are technologically 1ndlst1ngulshab1e.ﬂ In

services to all non—nuclear parties at nom1na1 cost, ‘is a

' reasonable and economlcal alternative.

Durlng recent discussions, much’ has beenmde of the -

idea that the Treaty should embody an aéceptable balance of

mutual responsibilities and- obligations as between the nuclear '
and non-nuclear states. No one can quarrel with- that principle.

We think that principle is fairly reflected in the draft treaty;

I suggest only that the text before us should be- Judved

E

in terms of whether a betuer balance is attainable at the present
time, given the basic difficulty of reconcllllng the p051tions
of the nuclear haves and have-nots.,

e are also aware of the argument that the Treaty is an

instrument which could perpetuate the monopoly position of the

states now possessing nuclear weapons. In a sense it is. That

is an insscapable aspect of a non-prolifération treaty. This _.
treaty does demonstrate, however, that the nuclear powers ars
becoming increasingly awafe of the great fesponsibility that

rests upon them and are demonstrating a willingnéss to respond to.
the anxious advice tendered by the vast.majority of the non-

nuclear states to negotiate a cessation of the nuclear arms race.
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The success of our efforts here will depend in great
‘measure on the determination of the non-nuclear nations, who are
really the parents and historical guardiaﬁs of this project, to
see it'through to its conclusion. Unless we can act in concert
now, our long and earnest afforts may have. been in vain.

We at this Twenﬁy-Secdnd Assembly have been given' the
opportunity of bringing.into effect the only afms control
agreement now possible of achievement. Without this agreement
is there much prospect of futﬁre progress in disarmament?

) The Governments here assemble& have an opportunity to
take a step forward towards a‘mére peaceful‘and secure uorld |
by approving the proposed Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

Weapons. Canada urges the Assembly to act now.




