






Why should the NSAs be given and whey should they be in the form of a legal 
instrument? There are several compelling reasons for doing so. 

The Charter obligates nations not to use or threaten to use force. This obligation 
extends to nuclear weapons. The right to self-defense in this context is not 
unrestricted. Application of the International Humanitarian Law requires 
proportionality of response in armed conflicts - both conventional and strategic. 

The positive and negative assurances given so far are considered to be conditional 
and non-binding, amounting to political declarations. Moreover, most of the 
assurances would cease to be operative in case of an attack on them or their allies 
carried out or sustained in alliance or in association with a nuclear weapon state. 
These conditions also apply to the NWFZ states. The zonal states therefore do not 
have cast-iron guarantees. Only one nuclear weapon state has given unconditional 
NSAs to non-nuclear weapon states and the NWFZ states. 

With the indefinite extension of the NPT, most nuclear weapon states presume that 
they have the right to retain nuclear weapons, while complete nuclear disarmament 
under Article VI of the NPT remains open-ended. 

The NPT Review Conference and the September Summit of 2005 did not address 
the issues of disarmament, non-proliferation, and negative security assurances. This 
is unfinished business; it has to be finished sooner or later. 

Contrary to the letter and spirit of Security Council resolutions 255 and 984, new 
security doctrines propound possible use of nuclear weapons against the use or 
threat of use of chemical and biological weapons and against terrorism. Doctrines 
advocating winnable nuclear wars against non-nuclear weapon states are not 
tenable. 

The NAM has expressed concern over the development of new types of nuclear 
weapons and their possible deployment. New doctrines seem to favour the 
development of mini-nukes for actual battlefield USB- The research on new tactical 
weapon deSigns would erode the confidence building impact of the NSAs. It would 
be a huge miscalculation to presume that the use of low yield nuclear weapons 
would remain localised. Such use could lead to a wider nuclear escalation. 

The geographical scope of the use of nuclear weapons has increased with the 
expansion of nuclear alliances and provisions for sharing of nuclear weapons and 
command and control amongst alliance members. NATO retains the option to use 
nuclear weapons as part of its deterrence posture. This posture is not consistent with 
the pledges on the NSAs made by its constituent nuclear weapon states. 

The possibilities of (a) the right to use "overwhelming force", understood to include 
nuclear weapons and (b) nuclear response to non-nuclear weapons of mass 
destruction tend to weaken the fragile NSA regime, if it can be characterised as 

. such . 

There are two declared, and one undeclared, nuclear weapon states. 

Mr. President, 

For its part, Pakistan has made a solemn pledge that we will not use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states. 
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All along, Pakistan has been trying to build consensus around NSAs. It was due to 
the efforts of Pakistan and several other CD members that we were able to establish 
an Ad Hoc Committee on NSAs in 1998, which regrettably could not continue its 
work. In the CD, extensive ground work has been done on developing a legally 
binding instrument on the NSAs. There are unilateral declarations that can be refined 
to make them uniform. Several drafts for an international convention have already 
been submitted to the CD under the relevant items. Over the years, the NAM and 
the New Agenda Coalition countries have submitted working papers and proposals. 
Significantly, many NATO non-nuclear weapon states - notably Norway, Sweden, 
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Belgium - have proposed language to bridge 
the differences on the NSAs. 

The WMD Commission, in its report "Weapons of Terror" released in June this year, 
gives the clearest advice to the CD on the NSAs. It makes the determination that, 
after the signing of the NPT, it was understood that "non-nuclear weapon states 
would seek additional legally binding assurances - known as negative security 
assurances - against attacks or threats of attack involving weapons that they 
themselves have renounced." The Commission notes that there is no objection in 
principle in the CD to the negotiation of an agreement on NSAs. It has recommended 
to this forum to move forward with negotiations on a universal, multilateral treaty 
containing effective international arrangements on the NSAs. 

A legally binding instrument on the NSAs would be the least complicated from the 
technical point of view as it would require no financial or Secretariat obligations for 
monitoring. No issue is riper for negotiations than the NSAs. It has been on the front 
burner of the NPT regime since 1968 and on the CD agenda since its inception. 

By elaborating and codifying unconditional NSAs, the CD would help create a climate 
of confidence between nuclear and non-nuclear weapon states in the present tense 
international environment, and provide incentives for disarmament and non­
proliferation, as noted by the NAM statement today. 

We should quickly plug loopholes in the NSAs, not widen them. If NSAs are not 
legally binding they will remain mere diplomatic niceties leaving the disarmament and 
non-proliferation regime weak and vulnerable. 

Let me conclude by quoting Josef Goldblat, a known authority on the NSAs, who in 
one of his recent presentations to a group of CD Ambassadors said: 'The possibility 
of resorting to nuclear weapons will, of course, not disappear after the conclusion of 
the proposed non-use treaty. It would .. .. diminish the risk of nuclear war and 
weaken the political force of explicit and implicit threats to initiate such a war"_ 

I thank you, Mr. President. 
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