











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, exiensive 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, ltaly, 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”.

| thank you, Mr. President.



