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‘The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

%ussian)- I declare open the two hundred and fifty-second plenary meenlng of
the Conference of the Elghteen—Va,lon Comnlttee on Dlsarmament

There is S0 far only one speaker on today's list —-— the Soviet Union -~ and I
snall now take the floor in my capacity os representative of the Soviet Union.

The Sov1et delegdtlon attaches very greet 1mportancc to the consideration in our

Committee of the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. We note, uherefore.

:with satlsfactlon.unet'the proposal to commence an art1c;e—by—artlcle discussion of the
treaty on non-proliferation has: been adopted by the deiegations, and thet such a ‘
discussion has taken place at the Committee's present session (ENQC/PV.235, p. 20)

Although all delegatlons rn the Committee declare that it is urgently necessary
o adopt measures to halt the danﬂerous process of -nuclear weapon pullulatlon, no’
actual progress “towards the accomplishment of +his task can be recorded ----- As.-We-
have repeatedly stated both in ‘and dutside this Committee, the maln-obsﬁacle‘to the .
fulfilment of this ta sk is the Western Powers' attempts to achieve the conciuéion of
such a treaty on the non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons as would leave them w1th
‘whe poss1b111ty of creating multilateral forces under NATO and of "sharlng nuclear
. responsibility" -- as the Western delegates now call it —- within this military

alliance., ' d 3

- )

It was precisely to this ciroumstance that Mrs. Myrdal.:the representatire'of
Sweden, drew attentlon in her statemsnt on 24 February last, when she referred to -

"The presently most controvers1a1 issue, that of the multllateral nuclear iorce

or <12 A07oatts nuclear force or nuclear sharingz within NATO..."(ENDC/PV 243,p 9)

.ard added thaed —-

z

"o it acts as an cbstacle to truly responsible négotiations-..." (EEEQL)
We are forced regretfully o concyude that, whilie here in the Committee negotiations
are proceeding on *he ooq—bro‘iferation of nuclear weapons,.within NATO itself _',
negotiations are proceedlng on "nucleal 11tegrat10n plans" with the obJect of’ g1v1ng
the Federal Republlc of Germ%nJ access in one form or another to. nuclear weapons. '
Since we kpow what the drfflculures are which impede ﬁge_suocessuoﬁ‘our qukh

it would be perfectly reasonable and logical if we concentrated our main -attention
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on just those difficulties. This would allow us to exert our efforts in the
reiuisite'and useful direction and would at the same time provide us with a general
and- reliable criterion for evaluating the various drafts and proposals on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. In our opinion, such a& criterion might be the
requirement that all proposals put forward here should in the highest degree be
conducive to overcoming the main obstacle to the conclusion of an effective agreement
which would close all doors and 21l loop-holes leading to direct and indirect
proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is the criterion by which we should now like
to analyse the amendments submitted by the United Sfates delegation on 21 March last
(ENDC/152/A4d.1) to the United States drafi treaty to prevent thé spread of nuclear
weapons of 17 August 1965 (ENDC/152).

One of the principal changes in the new version of the first article.of the
United States draft is an addition whereby it is forbidden to "transfer nuclear
weapons".not only into the "national control" of non-nuclear Powers, but also "into
the control of any association" of such States. It can legitimately be asked whether
this addition disposes of the fundamental objections to the previous United States
draft which have been expressed by the Soviet delegation and a number of others.

The main point of these objections was, as you all know, that the United States
dreft, while closing some doors to the spréad of nuclear weapons, leaves open quite
a number 6f possibilities —- that is, loop~holes —— for the spread of such weapons to
take.place. ‘

Thai'this is so was shown very convincingly in statgments made in this Committee
by the déiegations ofthe socialist countries and by the representatives of several\ ,
non-aligned States,including the United Arab Republic {£DC/PV.245,.pp.8,9) and Burmz
(ENDC/PV.250, p.30). Unfortunately, a careful and objective analysis of the contents
of the first article of the United States draft obliges us to answer this question in
the negative, and we are forced to the conclusion that the additions made by the
Unitéd'statés delegation do not correct the basic defects of the original draft.

We note first of all that the new version of article I of the United States
draft, while brohiBitiﬁg the transfer of nuclear weapons into tﬁe "national control"
of a non-nuclear State or group of States, nevertheless does not in the slightest

degree impede the transfer of nuclear weapons in any form into the possession or
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!
disposal of States through the intermediar& of miiitary blocs. Thus the United
Statés draft, now as before, does not probibit the granting of the right to participate
in the ownership, conlrol or use of nuclear weapons to States belonging to military
ailiances with nuclear Powers.

¥urthermore, in the amended article I of the United States draft there is a
paragraph 3 which says that States parties to the tfeatj undertake —-— ‘

"Not to teke any other action which would cause an increase in the
total number of States and associations of States having coptrol of nuclear

weapons"., (ENDC/152/4dd.1)

This paragraph 3 contains a provision which is clearly unsetisfactory and at the
same time highly ambiguous. It says that the nuclear Powers which are parties to
the treaty may not increase the total number of nuclear Powers and associotions of
States possessing nucleoar weapons; but it allows, for instance, the place of 6ne
nuclear Powef to be taken by an association of States which will possess nuclear
weapons. But a nuclear State and an association of nuclear States are not one and
"‘the same thing. A State is one Power or country, while an association of nuclear
States means two or more Powers or countries.

If, thorefore, we permit the transformation of e nuclear Power into an
association of nuclear States, we antomatically permit the spread of nuclear weapons
to those States which, before joining o nuclear association, did not themselves havé
nuclear weapons at their disposal. The number of States possessing nuclear weapons,
as & nuclear Power becomes transformed into a nuclear association, will obviously
change. Buv this is of capitel importance from the point of view of solving the non-
proliferation problem. Instead of, say, five nuclear Powers, there will be four
nuclear Powers and cne nuclear association comprising, for example, fifteen States
beloﬁging to thet association. There will thus be, not five, but nineteen States
"having access, to a greater or lesser extent,to nuclear weapons.

It follows quite clearly that the United States is proposing that the Committee
should approve a provision which openly envisages the spread of nuclear weapons
through alliances and associations of States. It is obviously impossible to agree
1o such a provision, since this is both contrary to the interests of international s
security and incompatible with the provisions of General Assembly resolution
4/RES/2028(XX), with which we are all familiar, on the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons (ENDC/161). .
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Thus; according to the United States proposals both the old ana the ﬁew; such
forms of the spréad of nuclear weapons as the joint ownership and control of such
weapons within the frémework of military‘alliancés would remain outside the
prohibition, or, in other Qords, would become legalized. If a treaty were to be
concluded on the terms proposed by the United States, then multilateral nuclear forces
could be freeiy established in any ﬁilitary and political grouping such as NATO, or
other plans could be carried out whereby nonrnﬁclear States would gain access to’
nuclear weapons. This shows that the new version of the United States draft retains
all those loqp—holes for the spread of nuclear weapons which existed in the former
version, and which must be closed in accordance with the requirements of the resolution
adﬁpted by the General Assembly at its twentieth session (4/RES/2028(XX)), and with the
demands of tﬁg hajori{y of the members of this Committee.

This conclusion is Borne out by article IV of the United States draft, which
contains definitions of & number of terms used in that document. In that article,
the word "control" is defined as "right or ability to fire nuclear weespons". This
formula méans that the United States does not at all intend to prohibit such forms of
the disposal"of nuclear weapons.as the collective ownership, comtrol and use of
nuclear weapons within the framework of military alliances; and this, as we have
demonstrated more than once, is the foundation, the cenﬁral principle, of the
multilateral nuclear fOrqes of NATO, or of any other pian for "sharing nuclear
responsibility" within that elliance.

I should like to point out to representatives that article IV of the United
States draft, the "definitions" article, casts additional light on the wide

possibilities for the spread of nuciear weapons which the document submitted by the
' United States allows o persist. Take, for example, subparagraphs (a) and (b) of
that article, which define a "nuclear weapon State" and a "non-nuclear weapon State"
respectively as a State which controls and a State which does not control nuclear
weapons, Jbontrol" being interpreted -- as we have mentioned before — by the United
States to.mean only "right or ability fo fire" those weapons. It is perfectly

obvious from this that States which physicelly and legally possess nuclear weapons but

do not have the right to use them indeﬁendently are not considered 'to be nuclear-weapon

States. Consequently it can be concluded that the United States draft dreaty permits’
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leoal‘and physical po slon of nuclear weapons by those States whlch do not at

pres ent possess such weaponsn It 1s oaV1oule lmPOSoLb1Q %0 agrec wltn tha

¢

The amended tect o* article I of the Unltpd ot Jes arafh omle another 1mportant

‘prov151on which lb ebsentlal to a trcaty on nonmprollferallon. There is not 2 word

of con.tro1 over those wegpons and their distribubtion to Lnlts or 1na1v1dual members

m1¢1tarv aLl ances

in tuub artlcle on vhe nece s513y of prohibiting the granting of nuclear weabons and

r

of the armed forces of ncn-nuelear States, even if ‘they are under the oommand of

s
)

»

We do not 1ntend in tkle statement to analyse in detail thao new version of
‘ S . .
a;ticle II of the ‘United States draft, which concerns the obligations of non-nuclear
Powers. Ve are omyelled 40 nowe, howevor, that that articie also suffers from the
same shortromlngs as article I, ‘and that its content is cémpletely subordinate to

the desire of the United States to retain in a wreaty cn non-proliferation the

" pessibility of carrying out ians for giving non-nucilear Powers conbroil over nuclear
(=1 »

weapoﬁé, and for the "sharing of nuclear responsibilibty" within the framswork of ¢
NATO, It is for precisely +his reason thet the article makes no provision, for
iastence,.for the 1mportant ‘undert aking whereby non-nuclear States would refrain’ from
recéiving nuclear weapons into ‘their ownership or conbrel in any form whatsoever --
directiy or indifebtly, through third States or groupings of States - and from
participating in the ownersbhip, control or use of such weapons. . ' s

Having carefully svudied the emended wversion of the principal articles of the
United States draft, the Soviet delegahion has come to the firm and irrefutable’
conv1ct10n that this draft, like the earliexr one, leaves open gap ing loop~-noles ~- we
<~hoald even be justitied in uaylrg a yawning gop -~ for the spread of nuclear weapons.
The Unwted St atos proposa‘s 70 not remove Uh&u principal obstacle to° agreenent on
ncrmproln*eraulou which cnns’sts in vhe & tempow of the Western Powers to create’
multllateral NATO forces or to inbtroduce the "sharing of nuclear responsibility" in’
ﬁATO in'bné form or anotiier. What ic more, as was very rightly pointed out in the

uatemenu by mea sador Blusztejn, the Polish represente tlve —_ .
" ‘the Western Powers vlew a non-proliferation oreauy as an element

of thelr NATU policy,and as’ beln{ subjectd to the present needs of
the a111ance" (END /PV, ?37, D.28)

]
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The Soviet delegation feels bound, to declare categorlcally that the Unlted
‘States draft in its revised form cannot be accepted as o basis for the treaty
on the non-prollferatlon of nuclear weapons upon whlch we are worklng Ne should
like in this connexion to express our full agreement with the statement of the
representative of Poland in which he evaluated the positions of the Western Powers on
the problem of non-proliferation: ‘ ) L

Tt would be very unwise to assume that a non-proliferation treaty

could be.negotiated.on terms,which would lenve the door open for

, .. new ‘auclear a:rra,noementsi under NATO". (ibid.).
- In.his statement on 22 March Ambassador Fisher, the representative of the

. United States, developed very thoroughly the "idea that the "veto" wh1ch the Unlted
States will possess in the making of decisions within NATO on queSulons relatlng ’
to the use of nucleer weapons will constivute a guarantee against the spread of
nuclear weapons (ENDC/PV.250, pp. 6,10). In this connexion the Soviet delegmtlon
considexrs it necessary to remark that all arguments about a "veto" by means ‘
of which.the United States would supposedly be able to prevent the use of nuclear
weapons by non-nuclear Powers as5001ated within alliances w1th nuc;ear POWers,
seem’ {0 us qulte unconvincing. Nelther the Sov1et Unlon nor, I presume, many
other States, vhether members of the Elghteen—Natlon Committee or not, can base .
their security on the Unlted States rlght to enter a2 "veto" when de0151ons are taken
in MATO on questions relatlng to the use of nuclear weepons. ‘

'The security of States —- of the Soviet Union and the other soclallst States
and glso of the non—allgned States -- cannot be based on any kind of agreements
which ex1st or could exlst within the framework of NATO We cannot overlook the

gfa.ct thet’ﬁhmo 1tse1f 1s an organizetion wholly directed agalnst the soclallst

end some ouher countrles. Moreover, any agreements which have been or mey be'
concluded w1th1n the framework of NATO will be modified in directions correspondlng
to the 1nterests of the leading Powers: within NATO and, of course, in matters
'relaulna to the use of the "veto" and in other agreements within the framework of

NATO tbe Uthed States will be gulded by its own 1nterests and not by the interests



ENDC/PV,252
10

(The Chairmen, USSR)

of the sec¢urity of other States—~- the Soviet Union or its allies-~-~ nor by the
intefests of the security of the non-aligned countries. v

. We have attentively studied the statements made by our Western colleagues,
not only in order to understand the basic positions adopted by the Western Powers
on the prgblem of non-proliferation, but also to find out what objections there are
on the part of the représentatives of those States to the Soviet propogals. After
thorough congideration, and after analysis of the arguments put forward by the
Western representatives, we have found that in actual fact they have no observations
or reproaches to address to us which suggest that the Soviet draft treaty is
inadequate from the point of view of effebtively preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons. Not a single one of the representatives of the Western Powers who have
spoken here has said that the Soviet draft ireaty does not profide a solution of the
problem of non-proliferation or obstructs the efforts to find a solution. 4nd I
believe that this is because the Soviet draft agreement actually does close 2ll
channels throﬁgh which nuclear weapons might fall into the hands of non-nuclear States.

The only argument used by the representati%es of the Vestern States in their
discussions with us can be reduced to the assertion that, in advancing a concrete
proposal (ENDC/164) fully appropriate to the task in hand on the non—prollferatlon
of nucleaf weapons, the Soviet Union is trylng to "weaken" or even "wreck" the NATO
alliance. . )

Thus the Soviet draft treaty prbvides for o complete solution of the problem
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons; e&nd, as I have said before, not a single
Western representative has proved the contrary. his for the argument of the’
Western Powers' representetives regarding NATO, it must be stated categorically
that we are not éoncerned here in this Committee with the "Wreéking" of NATO,
and are considering the question of military alliances only to the extent to which
'it is essential to do so for the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons. As the whole course of the discussion on non-proliferation
shows, we are under an absolute necessity to do this, for the attitude of the
Western Powers is such tha£ it is actually through NATO that they are trying to
leave a loop-hole for giving access to nuclear weapons to non-nuclear Powers, and
in the first place to the Federal Republic of Germeny.

In this connexion I should like to quote the very exact description of the
Hestern Powers'! plans given by Ambassador Cernik, the representative of

Czechoslovakia, who said that ~-
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n‘..; the éisb.an&'true ﬁeaning of these plans is the indiredt proliferation
.,of‘nuclear weapons as a means by which some non—nuclear Powers —— in o
partlcular the Federal Republrc of Germany —- would"be given access in one
- form or another to nuclear Weapons within the framework of NATC. These
' States would thus be afforded the p0551b111ty of part1c1pat1ng in the’
'control of nuclear weapons and in taklng decisions concernlng these weapons
i which are at present under the control of the nuclear Powers members of
NATO, and in partlcular the United States and the United Klngdom"
(“NDU/PV 242,;9 31) S ’
£l thls also applles fully to the new United States -‘draft, which does not really

solve the problem of the non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons, since it does not
exclude the possibility of spreading nuclear weapons.by indirect:meons, including’ '
military alliances. Tt is'preclsely because of this that we insist that the treaty on’
non—prolifereiion'should ﬁé% léave room for the possibility of carrying out-projects-
similar to the plan for multllateral nuclear forces under NATO. Yhat we say to the
ﬂestern representatlves is this: if you intend to S1gn a treaty on non-proliferation, '
then let us agree that nothlng should be done anywhere in the world which would be
contrary to the very idea of such a treaty. This is “what we 1nS1st on.
1 The Sov1et delegatlon does ‘not approach the nroblem of non—prollferatlon of
nuclear weauons 1n a narrowly selfish splrlt ' Ve consider that non-proliferation is a
problem that causes anxiety to ell States and nations of the world and that its solution
‘would be.a universal boon. A4t the same tlme, the "lack’of” a solutlon to thls proolem
increases the threat of a nuclear confllct .on all contlnents and not only in Central l
Burope. In preparing our draft treaty we were gulded by Just this cons1derat10n, and
if today we speak of the dgnger of creating multllateral nuclear forces under NATO, we
are perfectly aware of the fact that the mllltary blocs wh1ch the nuclear Powers - the
United Stetes and the Unlted nlngdom ~— have created, and of which they are members,
exist not only in Central Burope but also in Asia and Oceania -~ I am th1nk1ng of SE ATO,
£NZUS and others. It follows qulte clearly that the Sov1et Unlon s 1n51stence on the
necessity of banning the spread of. nuclear weapons through mllltary blocs has @ d1rect )
and immediate relevance'both to Centrol nurope and to other parts of the world.

The approach of the United States and the United ﬁlngdom to the question of non-
proliferation is that e treaty on.this problem should in|effect concern only those States

which do not belong to NATC and other military associstions and alliances of the Vestern

/ .
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- Powers. For States belonging to %hese:alliances definite exceptions are being made and

obvious loop-holes hreabeing created to place nuclear weapons within their reach or pro-

vide them with access thereto in contravention of'the General Assembly's récommendationsl -

In conclusion, we should like to touch upon certain quest1ons reised

in this

Committee by individual delegatlons in connexion with the problem of the non—prollferat1cn

of nuclear weapons. Thus Mr.\ﬁhallnf the representgt1ve of the United Arab Qenubllc,

. having pointed out:in h1s interesting statement the shorﬁcomlngs of the United States drafo,

~

raised the question whether the treaty on non~proliferation should be supplemented with

such provisions as 'would prevent the spread of nuclear weapons through individuals ‘and

orgenizations, or as the result of an accident (ENDC/PV.245, pp-7, 8). This comment by’

Mr. Xhallaf is directed fowards,closino all gaps and loop-holes for the spread of nnclear

'Weepons. #le consider that this proposal of the represe tative of the Un1ted Arab

Republ1c,deserves serious con51derat10n.

N

I should like to remark that in the view of the Sov1et delegatlon it

is essentlal

at the present time to concentrate our mein efforts on overcoming the.obstaclcs to

‘agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons . “@ cannot go slow
'w1th this problem. Today'uhe possibility of solving it stlll ex1sts. If
;opportunit&, tne consequences for the ceuse. of peace and for the security
of the: world may be very serious indeed.

That' is all the Sov1et delegation has to. say for the moment but it

subsequent_meetlngs ﬁo continue the statement of its views on the problem

4 a 4
.

bir, CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): Mr. ‘f‘hairma.n, you

in dealing
we miss this

of. the navions

proposes at

under discussion.

have been good

“enough to meke certain observatlons to the Committee on the amendments (ENDC/lSZ/Add 1)

submltted by the United States delegation to 1s draft treaty to prevent the spreaélof

nucleer weapons ihose observatlons, although expressed in a tone I apnrec1ated are

~unfortunately negatlve. The Sov1et delegatlon does not seem to have found anything

Toa

‘construotlve in the effort made oy the Unlted otates delegablon and uh= Ouhel estern',

gdelegatlons. . ‘ . .

The Sov1et delegatlon s observatlons on sharlng nuclear respon51b111t1es within the

framework of an alllance correspond to nelther the 1ntent1ons nor the letter of tie

N

ﬂbstern proposals, since in the’ Hest such a2 division is v1suallzed as ex1st1ng solely

and speclflcally Wlthln the llmltq allowed by non-dissemination.’

-
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The remarks made by the delegation of the 3oviet Union on the smendments to the
United States draft treaty are detailed, and of gourse deserve thorough study w1th a
view to an anproprlate reply. But the unfortunate fact rema1ns that the SOV1et dele-
gatlon has grasped neither the meanlng nor the aim of ‘the draft United States treaty |
as it now stands’ after subm1s51on of the amendments. The Soviet delegatlon has agaln :
trled to change, to dlstort the meanlng of non~dissemination and to attribute aims to
this collaueral ‘measure very dlfferent from those corinected with .the urgent’ need t05
restrlct_the number.of Powers ent1tled to possess nuclear weapons.

Despite the consistentlytnegative attitude of the Soviet Union, my delegation
believes that our uork must be pursued with patience and determinatlon, because we
continue to hope that eventually, by our efforts, our goodwill, our wish to avoid -
fruitless controversy and our genulne desire to reach agreement, we shall arive at an -
,understandlng You yourself Mr. Chalrman, remlnded us that the Committee had decided
to undertake a detalled con51derat10n, artlcle by article, of the draft treaties sub-
m1tted by the Soviet, Unlon (“VDC/lo4) and the United States of fmerica (nNDC/l52 and
Add.1) respectlvely _

Now that the Unlted States draft treaty has been supplemented and clarlfled by
amendments, the tlme*has come to undertake a thorough comparison of the two texts 1n~the
hope, as far as we are concerned that this will throu light on +the subJect advence our
work and encourage the Soviet delegatlon to submit amendments to its draft treaty 1n_“
turn and thus share in the efforts made by the Western Powers to reach e compromlse.

It w1ll be useful if we can seek certaln details end explanations concerning the
Soviet text durlng thls process of clarlflcatlon, and I trust the Soviet delegation w1ll
allow me to put some questlons to 1t. . )

To take the preamble flrst the dlfferences between the two texts are not very
large. From a general point of v1ew, of course, the Soviet text appears inspired by .
pr1n01ples whlch are open to cl1t1c1sm._ lhe emphasls seems to be .purely on nuclear
dlsarmament, whereas we already Know that w1th1n the framework of gemeral and complete
dlsarmament nuclear dlsarmament must go hand in hand with conventlonal dlsarmament

The Sov1et text also calls for a prohibition of nuclear wegpons, which in 1tself
1s a measure entlrely dev01d of safeguards and not susceptible of control

Both the United States and the Soviet texts refer to resolutions of the Unlted
Natlons General 4ssembly. The United States text speclflcally mentions resolutlon .
1665 (XVI), and, since the Soviet text was submitted after it, one wonders why there is

no mention of resolution lo65‘(KYI) by the Soviet Union.
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The 51xth paragraph of the United States preamble reaffirms the determlnatlon
"to achieve agreement on general and complete disarmament" (ENDC/152), wherees the. '

correspondlng paregraph of the uov1et draft talks of "faciliteting the conclusion of a

treaty on general and complete dlsarmament" (ENDu/lo4, p.4). There is a certain

difference in emphasis and weight between the terms "achieve" ‘and 'facilitete". Has the
Soviet Union eny specisl reason fer saying "facilitete" rather than "achieve"?

Other differences exist between the two preambles, of course, bu¥ I think that if
the Soviet delegation were willing to.relinquish certain references to debatable ;on—
cepts whlch in any case do not dlrectly concern non—prollferatlon, a formula might be ‘
agreed on w1thout too much d1ff1culty I recommend that this should be done, even
though the preamble is not the most 1mportant part of the treety. The existence of en
agreed preamble would be an encouragement and, ‘since it also lays down certain general
prlncrples and common hopes, the task is not without practical value and significance.

¥hen we come to examine articles I end II of the respective drefts, we find that .
. the wording begins to'differ considerably. lSince these are essential articles of the
treaty, a comparative e;amina%ion of the two texts is essentiel if we are to realize
clearly the extent to which the respective positions differ: ‘

I note that in the Sovietytext the words "ownership" and "control! ere sometimes
employed elone and sometimes with the word "use'. First, it is prohibited to transfer
ownershlp and control to non-nuclear countries; and then it is prohibited to give those
countries the rlght to participate 1n the ownership, control and use of nuclear weapons.

- Is there & special reason for this’ dlfference, and if so, what is it?
WContrql" and "use" are elso uséd to denote different abilities. Do "control" and
; "use" mean fwe different things to the Soviet delegation? It is possible to iﬁagine a
right ofjcontrol without & right of use; end vice versa. The United States text,
however, defines "control" spe01f1cally as right or ability to fire nuclear weapons.
Is this deflnltlon acceptable “to the So¥iet delegat10n9 If not, what is the Soviet.
Union's deflnltlon of the words ,"control" and "use"? ‘

These quest;oﬁs are not asked out of mere curiosity but because the two draft
treaﬁies may pro%e to be closer than they seem aﬁ first sight. If the words "“control"
and "use" are in fact synenymous and if fhe Soviet delegation’can consider accepting our
definif}on of "control", the difference between the two'texts meinly turns on the word;

"ownership".
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JIt -also seems to ‘me thai in its statements the Sov1et delegatlon has departed from
the wording of the treaty end rnterpreted it restrlctlvely In our d1scus51ons “the
Soviet delegatlon seems to have been opnosed even to forms of consultatlve nuclear
co-operation between allles. But a close scrutlny of artlcles I and II of the Sov1et
draft reveals no apparent prohlbltlon on nuclear consultai1ons, whlch, as we have always V
maintained, accord with the very ngture of any alliance end form part of ‘those respon-'
sibilities which should be shared. Thet 1s‘another pornt requ1r1ng clarlflcatron. ?hevt
Sovietfdelegation should tell us clearlylwnether, where and to whet extent its draft -
treaty prohlblts nuclear consultaxlons. ‘;¢ ) . ' \ '

xbicle IIL of the Soviet draft seems to repeat in less precise terms whait 1sY
stated in the preced1ng artlcles. I should be gléd of some further explanailon aoout

this article. Vhat is its a1m?.;Does it concern countries which might decide not to .

. »

. accept the treaty9 .
Article III of. the Unlted States draft flnds no reflectlon in the Soviet text

Does this silence mean that the Soviet Unlon is opposed to any form of safeguard9 ”%‘,

Does the Soviet Union, in the context of 2 non—prollferatlon treaty, reJect control of

. both the nuclear ect 1v1t1es of non-nuclear ‘weapon countries and the peaceful nuclear_

activities of nuclear—weapon countr1es9 That is a p01nt of some 1mportance. ;
Article IIT of the Unlted States dreft tre ty env1sages controls ‘without d1scr1m1na—

tion orx exceptlon. A1l countr1es would have to co-operate in applylng safeguards, on

the understandlng that there would 1nev1tably be more extens1ve control over non—nuclear
. countries. . : C T ' W

Artlcle IV of “the Soviet draft treaty seems to me to correspond to some extent with .
artlcle VI paragraph 2 of the Unlted States text. Has the Sov19t delegat1on any maJor
obgectlous to the formula Droposed by the Unlted Staxes for rev1ew1ng bhe treaty” The

-United States formula seems far moTe pract1cal and effectlve than the’ one proposed by
! . Ao B

:

the Sov1et Govelnment _ ' : ‘
- In regard to artlcle v, there -is a dlfference in scope between the two texts. 'For-

.the treatv to take effect the Soviet draft requlres it to be ratlfled by all partles

possess1ng nuclear weapons, whereas the Unlted States text stlpulates ratlflcatlon by a

.certaln number of States, 1nclud1ng the United Staies of Amer1ca, the Unlted Klngdom

and the. SOV1et Unlon. In the present international sltuatlon, end since Chine's’

" accession seems unlikely, the adoptlon of the Soviet text would make all’ our present

efforts useless. Even if we agreed, the treaty would never come into force.

P - *
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bﬁé may also ask Khethsr the Soviet Union attaches no lmportance to ratification

- by non-nuclear States, since there i$ no prov1s1on for 1t in connexion with the entry
into force of the treaty. Ve, on the other hand, consider that ratlflcatlon by non-
nuclear States, or at least some of them, 1s extemely 1mportant. One may well ask what
the value of a treaty accepted by the nuclear States Would be 1f it were re;ecued by ’
countrles approachlng nuclear wea@on status. LS wé have stressed on other occaslons,
these,though not posses51ng nuclear weapons, are developed countries from the nucleer’
p01nt of view and are of perticular 1mportance in the context of: non—d1ssem1nat10n.

. ) In article VI of the two draft treaties we f1nd a2nother d1screpancy. Whereas the '
Unlted States draft prov1des a procedure for w1thdraw1ng from the treaty, in the SOV1et
text a un11atera1 declslon 'is sufficient w1thout any spe01a1 procedure, t1me—11m1t or -

length of not1ce. Does the Soviet delegatlon imagine that the. Securlty Counc1l could

remain completely 1nd1fferent to ‘such a serious actlon, with its reperdussions on world

' stability? ,Does 1t not also thlnk that' a suspens1ve per1od would increase the’ securlty

Il

of the s1gnator1es to the treaty9 -An ‘examinetion of.the Soviet draft treaty as a whole -

et leest’ ;n its present form -~ shows that it offers_very'limited guarantees. Since it

" provides no safeguards, a non-nucléar country would have no assurance that another non-

. nuclear country, a nelghbour for exemple, mlght not secretly be nreparlng its nucleer.

weapons although, 1t has signed the treaty " Under the terms of the Sov1et draft treaty
it could suddenly on some pretext declare 1tself 1mmed1ately sbsolved from 1ts treaty
obllgatlons. It would thus haeve its nueclear arseneal ready for immediate aggression.

Such are the few considerations I wished to lay before ‘the Commlttee, and partlcu—‘

1ar1y the Soviet delegat1on, to whlch I apologize for "the many questlons I have asked

R & Some of these consideretions concern 1mportant matters regardlng which a process

" owe should have created a frameworﬂ 1nto which’ aareements on these maJor guestions

13
of clarification seems, espe01ally necessary and urgent, .because they may present areas

of uncertainty and*amblgulty whlch could be eliminated.. Others- relate to relatlvely

" ‘minor p01nts, but I was nevertheless anxious to ralse them, because 1f we could make

4

"start on clearlng some of these lesser obstacles from our path we ShOuld be d01ng

useful work; ° and 1f we. succeeded in draft1ng some form of 1n1t1al agreed text, even if
only part1ally, we should heve achleved valuable progress.“ e should thus be,-as it ‘

were, "in good tralnlng for the solution of the major difficulties whlch separate us, and -

w
’

could be 1nserted. o . - ,

»
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Mrg FISHER (United Stgtes of Amerlca) Nf. Chairman, I listened with great
.ettention to the remarks you mede in your capacity as the representative of the Unlon
- of. Soviet Socialist Republlcs. I also listened with interest and equal attention to,
the COJstrucblve statement made by Mr. Cavallettl, the representailve of Itely. I
Sh&ll, hr. Chairmen, carefully study in the verbetim record the statement you made today
as th% representative oﬁ the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The tong of‘you?
statement wes serious, and we should like to make a studied reply to it.
However, as I iistened to your statement, I could not help feeling that somehow
" it missed seing the'forest because of the trees. It céncentrated on possible NATO
nuciear arrangements whlch would not.involve proliferation, while it ignored the much
iarger and more pressing Wor1d-w1de problem of non—prollferailon. It is my fervent hope
thet at this stage in our negotiations the Soviet delegation and the Soviet Government '
will take a new look at.the common path we seek to travel. It is my hope that they can
. raise their visiom to the w%der perspective —— that is, the reality of both the danger

1]
.and the promise of the future.

-

The Conference decided to issue the followiné communiqu@:

.

"The Conference of the Bighteen-Nation Committee on ‘Disarmement today
neid i%s 252nd plenarj meoting in the Palals des Nations, Geneva, under the
(oirmanship of d.E., iAmbassador A. A. Roshchln, representative of the Union
of Soviet Socislist Republlcg. ' ~ '

) "Statemen{é were made by the‘representativeé of the Soviet Union, Itely
and the United States. ’ ' ‘

"The next meettng 6f the Conference w111 be held on Thursday,
31 March 1966, et 10.30 a. m."

N

» The meefing rose &t 11.40 a.m.





