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'· 

·The CHAIRMAN (Union oi 'soviet Socialist .a.epublics) (.,!~slat.!:_on from 

Rus~~E): I declare oper1 the two· hundred and fifty-second plenary meeting of 

the Conference of the Eighteen-Na·tion Committee on Disarmament. , 
There is so far orily one speaker on today 1 s list-- the Soviet Union-- and I 

' ' ' . 
shall now take the floor. in my capacity cs representative of the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet delegation attache.s very gree.-'ti iniportance to the consideration in our 

Committee. of the problem or' th~. non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 'i{e n?te, therefore: 

_with satisfaction .th~t ·the proppsal to commence an article-by-article discussion of the 

treaty on non-proliferation has· bee-n adopted by the de+egati?ns, and that such a 

discussion has taken place at the Committee's pres~nt session {ENpG/PV.235, p.20). . . . . . 
' Although all delegatio~~ i~ the Commit~ee declare that· it is urgently necessary 

·0o adopt measures to halt the dangerous process of ·nuclear weapon pullulation, no· 

,actual progress towards the accomplishment of this task can be· ·r'e·c·o'·rded·.:· ·-As: .. 'we .. ··-
' .. 

have repeatedly stated both in :anct outside this -Committee, the main ·obstacle-_-to. tlie 

fulfilqlent of this task is the 'i've~tern Powers' attempts to achieve the conclusion of 
"' I ., 

.such a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons as would leave them wfth 

·the possibility of _creat:i,ng multilateral forces under N.ATO and of "sharing nu<;lear 
~. .. . .... . -·..... ........ . _. ~ .. 

. responsibility" -- as the \'I estern .delegates now· call it -- within thiS . .J}lilitary 

·alliance. · . · 

It was precisely to tb.is circumstance that Mrs. Iviyrdal, 'the representative of 

Sweden, drew attention· in' her statem-:mt on 24 February last, when she referre.d to --

11 The pres~n~J.;y most c~ntroversial issue, that of the multilateral nuclear"f'oi·c·e 

or ~.--l3 .:·::-;,::l:\·.~-·:l nuc:lea.r force or nucle'ar sharing within NATu •• >(ENDC/PV.243~p.9), 

; an.d added that --

11 it CJ,Cts as an obstacie to truly responsible negotiations· ••• " (ibid·.) 

We are forced regretfuJ.ly to conclude -t;hat,, while here in the Coll!Illittee negotiat,ions 
I 

are proceeding on th~ non-pro'l:Lferation of nuclear weapons, within,N.ATO itself 

negotiations are proceeding on 11 nu,clea1: integration plan:;; 11
• w~ ~~ .. th~ ___ c_:>bj_e<!~: o~_'Jsi yi~~ _ 

the Federal Republic ~j ·G~:i:-'many acces~ in one form or another _.t·o. nuclear. wea-:Pc?ns •. , : 
. . 

Since we know what the difficultie3 are which impede the success of our work, 
• • _,.,.,~• ,. • • • "" ' • ' I ' ' , 

it would be perfectly reasonable and logi.cal if we concentrated our_.main"'attention 

.t 

'. 
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on just those difficulties. This would allow us to exert our efforts in the 

requisite 'and useful direction and would ai the same time provide us with a general 

and· reliable crite:d .. on 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 all 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 States delegation on 21 !Jarch last 

(ENDC/152/Add.l) to the United States draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear 

weapons o£ 17 August 1965 (ENDC/152). 

One o£ the pri'ncipal changes' 'in the new version of the first article. of the 

United St'ates draft is an addition whereby it is forbidden to "transfer nuclear 

weapons" not only int'o' the "national centro~" of non-nuclear Powers, but also "into 

the con1irot 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 

draft, while closing some doors to the spread of nuclear weapons, leaves open quite 

a number of possibilities -- that is, loop-holes -- for the spread of such weapons to 

take place. 

That.this is so was shown very convincingly in statements made in this Committee 

by the deiegations ofthe socialist countries and by the representatives of several 
'I 

non-aligned States, including the United A.rab Republic {i:'.JDC/PV .245, .. ppe8 ,9) and Burma 

(ENDC/PV.250, p.30)·. Unfortunately, a care.ful 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 

United stat.es delegation do not correct the basic defects of the origin,al draft. 

We note first of all that the new version of article I of the United States 
' ' 

draft, while prohibiting the transfer of nuclear weapons into the "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 intermediary of military blocs. Thus the United 

States draft, now as befqre, does not prohibit the granting of the right to participate 

in the ownership, control or use of nuclear weapons to States belonging to military 

alliances with nuclear Powers. 

Furthermore, in the amended article I of the United States draft there is a 

paragraph 3 which says that States parties to the t~eaty undertake --

11Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in the 

total number of St~:d;es and asE:ociations of Sta·hes having control of nuclear 

weapons 11 • (ENDC/152/Add.l) 

This paragraph 3 contains a provision which is ~!early unsatisfactory 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 associations of 

States possessing nuclear weapons; but it allows, for instance, the place of one 

n~clear Power 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 

·i;he same thing • .A State is one Power or country, while an association of nuclear 

States means two or more Povrers or countries. 

If, therefore, we permit the transformation of a nuclear Power into an 

association of nuclear States, vre automatically perm,it the spread of nuclear weapons 

to those States which, before joining a nuclear association, did not themselves have 
. 

nuclear weapons at their disposal. The number of States possessing nuclear weapons, 

as a nuclear Power becomes transformed into a nuclear association, will obviously 

change·. But this is of capitel importance frore the point of view of solving the non-

proliferation problem. Instead of, say, five nuclear Powers, there will be four 

nuulear Povrers and cne nuclear association comprising, for example, fifteen States 

belonging to that association. There will thus be, not five, but nineteen States 

'having access, to a greater or lesser extent,to nuclear weapon~. 

It follows quite clearly that the United S·liates 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 . ' 

to such a provision, since this is both contrary to the interests of international s 

security and incompatible with the provisions of General Assembly resolution 

A/RES/2028(XX) 1 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 and the new, such 

forms of the spread of nuclear weapons as the joint ownership and control of such 

weapons within the framework of military alliances would remain outside the' 

pr~hibition, or, in other. words, would become legalized. If a treaty 'vere 'to be 
. . 

concluded on the terms proposed by the United States,·then multilateral nuclear forces . 
could be freely established in ·any military and political grouping such as NATO, or 

other plans could be carried out whereby non-nuclear States would gain access to 

nuclear weapons. This shows that the new version of the United States draft retains 

~11 those loqp-hole.s for the spread of nuclear weapons which existed i~ the former 
. . 

version, and which must be closed in accordance with the requirements of the resolu·liion 
' . . . . . . 

adopted b.Y the General A:ssembly at its twentieth session (.A/RES/2028(.XX)), and with the 

demands of the majority of the members of this Committee. 

This conclusion is borne out by article IV of the United State's draft, which 

contains definitions of a number of terms used in that document. In that article, 

the word "control" is defined as "right or ability to fire nuclear weapons". This 

formula means that the United States does not at all intend to prohibit such forms of 

tJ.:e disposal .. of nuclear weapons as the collective ownership, control and use of 

n~clear weapo~s within the framework of military alliances; and this, as we have 

demonstrated more than once, is the foundation, the central principle, of the 

multilateral nuclear forces of NATO, or of any other plan for "sharing nuclear . 
responsibility" within that alliance. 

I should .like to point out to representatives that article IV of the United 

States draft, the "definitions" article, casts fl,dditional light on the wide 

possibilities for the spread of nuclear weapons which the document submitted by the 

United States allows to persist. Take, for example, subparagraphs (a) and (b) of 

that D:rt~·cle, which define a "nuclear weapon State" and a "non--nuclear weapon State" 

re_spe~tively as .a State which controls and a State which does not control. nuclear 
I' 

weapons, "control" be.ing interpreted -- as we have mentioned before -- by the United 

States to :~ean only "right or ability ~o fire" those weapons. It is perfectlY, 

obvious from thi~ that States which physically and legally po~sess nuclear weapons but 

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

States. Consequently it can be concluded that the United States draft j;reaty permits· 



ENDC/PV.252 . ·a· . 
(!~e C~airman~ USSR) 

lega~ ·and physical possession of nu.clear weapons by those States· which do not at 

pre s~nt po ss,e ss such weapons. 
. 

It is obvio'usly imJ?ossiblo to agree with that. 

'l'he umencled tex.t o.f· article I of the Uni tP.d. :states rlraft 'omits anot;tJ.er important 
'· ... 

· provision which is essential to a tr<:aty ~n n9n-prolifsr£1/ii;n. There is not a '·rord 
. ' 

ill tha·t article on 'lib,e n~cessiiiy of prohibiting the grantiDg of' nuclear weapons _and 

of control ove:c those wec .. pons an(\. thei1· distri.butio.n Jlio units- or individual members .. ,, 
'. 

! • 

of the armed forcen of ncn-nu0lear S'!iatos, even if, thr~y are under the cmmnand of 

.~~l~tary alliances. 

We do not intend in this statoment to analyne in detail th<) new version of 

article II of the United States dr~ft, which concerns the obligations of non-nuclear· 

. Pow~rs. We ar~ 0ompelled ·to no"iic 1 however, thai; t.hat ar-Lic:le also suffers from the 

same shortcotr..ings as article I~ and ·t,hat its content is completely subordinate to 

t·he desire of the United S·t,ates to ret.ain in a Jvreaty on non-proliferation the 

pessipility of carryi11~ out plans for giving non-1mc~~ear Powers control over nuclear 

weapons, and for the 11_sharing of nuclear rosponsibil:i:hy 11 within the framework of i 

NA'I:O. It is fo1.· precisely -~hif: raason tha·t, ·hhe article makes no provision, for 

L1st€ .. nce, . for the import'ant undnr-C,aking whereby non--nuclea::- States w·ould refrain· from 

:rece~_ving, nucle~J.r weapons :in-t-.o theh· ownership or control in any form· whatsoever 

diret:tly or indirectly, through third States or groupings of s·hc.tes 

pa.rt:5_oipa.t.ing in t,he ownership, control or use of such weapons· .. 

and from 

liaving carefully s·~udied the emended ··rersion of the princir,al articles of ihe 

Uni-tod ~tates draft~ thP. So-vla-t deJ.ega-tion has come t.:>. the firm and irrefutable 

conviction :that ·~his dra:?·t., like the earlier one, leaves open gaping ioop-holes -- we 

~houl~ even be just:i:f.iecJ in f::ayir.g a yo.wnin.g gc.p -- for the spread of nucJ.ear weapons. 

'Ihe U~:i.ted St~t.os :vroposals r'':.n no·li J.·cmo've thaJr. principal obst~cle to· agreement on . . . ~ . " . 
ncn-prol:i.feratio:a which consists in -'vhe c·t,tempt.s of t,he Western Powers to crea·t.e' · 

mul t.ilater{;,l N~TO :!:orces or to introduce the 11 sharing of nucJ ear respon·sibili ty11 i'n' 

1\!.A'fO in one form or another. What i~ more, as was very rightly pointed out in the 
. -

s-!iate;ne,nt by Ji.IDbansador Blusztajn, the Polish representative 

11 ••• • the Western Powers -riew a non-proliferation treaty as an element· 
0 i ; ... 

o~. their NATO poli:cy,and fl,s·bei'ng subjec-b to the present needs of 

th~·· ~lliance :r. (~~:D.J[PV. 22.7-t_J?_~) 
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. . ~. :; . . 
The Soviet delegation feels bound,to declare categorically that the United . ., . ~ 

States draft in its revised form cannot be ac~~pted as a basis for the treaty 

on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons upon which we are working. Vle should 

like in this connexi~n to express our full agreement with the statement of 'the 

representative of Poland in which he evaluated the positions of the ;'[estern Powers on 

tho problem of non-proliferation: 
11 It would be. very unwise to assume that a non-proliferation treaty 

co~9: be ·.nego~iated. on terms which would leave the door open for 

. new tnucles:r arro.ngements; under NATO". (ibid.) . . . . . : . ,•. . . 
Inohis statemen~.on 22 Marc~ Ambassador Fisher, the representative of the . . . . ~ ,.. . 

, Unii;.e~ $t~tes, d.eveloped very thoroughly the 'idea that the "veto" which the United 

State:;; will p9ssess in the making of decisions within NA'~O on questions relating .. ~ . 
to the ';1Se of nuclear weapons will consti·hute a guarantee against the spread of 

o I 

nucloar .. _w:eap?.ns (ENDC/PV .250, pp. 6,10). In this connexion the Soviet.delegation 

con::;iders ;it necessary .to remark that all arguments about a "veto" by means 

of which. the UD,ited States would supposedly be able to prevent the use of nuclear 

weoa:pons by- non--nuclear Powers associated within alliances with nuclear Powe'r'~o' 
,seem· :to us quite un_convincing. Neither the ,Soviet U:?ipn nor, I presume, many 

. . . . 

other States, whether members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee 'or not, can b~se 
I' 

their security on the. Uni~<:<'l: States right to enter a 11veJoo 11 when decisions are taken 

in ~JATO on questions r:elating to the use of nuclear weapons. 
I ' I 

The sec11;rity_ o~. States-- of the Soviet Union and the other socialist· states 
. ' 

ando~ls~· of th~·non-aligned States-- cannot be based on any kind of agreements 

which exist or could exist wi~hin the framework of NATO. We cannot overlook the 
! t .. ·... t, • • 

fact that NATO its,elf is an organization wholly directed against the social.ist 
~ . . • • : t ! .. J • .: 1 

' ' 
anq. S<?m~ ~ther countries. Moreover, any agreements wh.ich h.a~re been or may be . . ··"· . . ·'' . 
concluded within the framework of NATO will be modified in directions corresponding 

0 • : ' • • • • 

' 0 • 

to the .. ir_;'!ierest~ of the leading Powers I within N.b.TO; and, of course, in matters 
. .. : { 

relating ~~ the use of the "veto" and in other agreements within the framework of . .. '· 

NATO, the United States will be guided by its own interests and not by the interests 

I 



,. 

ENDC/PV. 252 
10 

(The Chairman, USSR) 

of the security·of other States-- the Soviet Union or its allies-- nor by the 

interests of the security of the non-aligned countries. 

'i{e have attentively studied the statements made by our i'iestern colleagues, 

not only in order to understand the basic positions adopted by the Western Powers 
•. 

on the problem of non-proliferation, but also to find out what objections there are 

on the part of the representatives of those States to the Soviet proposals. After 

thorough consideration, and after analysis o'f the arguments put forward by the 

li.fC~stern representatives, we have found that in actual fact they have no observations 

or reproaches to address to us which suggest that the Soviet draft ~reaty is 

inadequate from the point of vi_evr of effe.ctively preventing ·the spread of nuclear 

weapons. Not a single one of the representatives of the ·ire stern Powers who have 

spoken. here has ~?aid that the Soviet draft treaty does not provide a solution of the 

problem of.non-proliferation or obstructs the efforts to find a solution. And I 

believe that this is because the Soviet draft agreement actually does close all 

channels through which nuclear weapons might fall into the hands of non-nuclear States. 

The only n.rgument used by the representati~es of 'the '.Iestern 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-proliferation 

of nucledr weapons, the Soviet Union is trying to "weaken" or ~·~e~ 11vrreck" the NATO 

alliance~ 

Thus the Soviet draft trea·by provides for n. compl.ete solution of the problem 

of non-proliferetion of nuclear weapo~s, and·, as I have said before, not a single 

Western representative has proved the contr~ry. As for the arg~ent of the· 

~estern Powers' representatives regarding NATO, it must be stated categorically 

that we are not concerned here in this Committee with the "wrecking" of NATO, 

and are conside~ing the question of military alliances only to the extent to which 

it is essential to do so for the sol uJ0ion of the problem of the non-proliferation 

of nuclear weapons. As the whole course of the discussion on non-proliferation 

shows, we ere under an n.bs?lu·be necessity to do this, for the attitude of the 

Western Powers is such thnt it is actually through NATO that they are trying to 

leaye a loop-hole for givi~g access to nuclear weapons to non-nuclear Powers,' and 

in the first place to the Federal Republic of Germany. 

In this connexion I should like to quote the very exact description of the 
' . 

Western Powers' plans given by Ambassador Cernik, the representative of 

Czechoslovakia, who said tho,t --



. 
ENDC/PV.252 

11 

(The Chairman,. USSR) 

" the gist ~d-true meaning of these plan~ is the.indi~ect proliferation 

. of nuclear weapons ~s a menn·s by which. some non-nuclear Powers· -- in· 
. . . 

particular the Federal Republi·c of Germany -- would be given access in one 

. ~orm or ~othe~ to nuclear weapons within the framework of NATO. These 

States would,thus be afforded the.possibility of participating in the· 
:-

. ~ontroi of nuclear weapons and in ·."l?ik.ing decis,ions co~c~rning these weapons 

which are at present under the·control of the nuclear Powers members of 

N.ATO, ~d in· p~rticular 

(ENDC/~V.242, p.31) 
the United :st.ates and the United Kingdom". 

i~l this -~~~o appii~~ fully to the new United States ·draft; which does not really 
t 

solve the problem of the non-proliferation of nualear weapons, since it does not 

exclude the possibility of spreading nuclear weapons by indirect-means, including· 

military alliances. It is precisely because of this that we insist that the treaty on 

non-pro~ifer~tion. should ~6~ le~ve. ro~m for the pbssibility of ·carrying out· projects.: 

similar to_ the plan for multilateral n~clear forces under NATO. _l'!hat. we say to the 

Western representatives is this: if you intend to sigh a treaty on non-proliferation, ' 
. -~ 

then let us agree that ~~thi~g· should be done anywhere in the world which would be ·.r• 

contrary to the v.ery idea of such a treaty. This is ·what we insist on. ,•. 

Th<=: Soviet delegation does 'not 'approach the. problem of ·non-proliferation of 
. ·• . . . . . . . . .. . . I . . . . . 
nuclear weapons in a narrowly selfish spirit.· Vle consider that non-proliferation is a 

p~oblem that caus~s anxie.ty. ·.to all States and nat.iqns of the world and that its solution 
• •• •• '': • '1 • • • 

wouJ,d, be. a universal boon.~ Lt i;.he s~~ "time·~· 'tii.e ·lack:':'of .... a. solution to· tlii::f-jtroblem 
• j • • 

incr~ases .the threat· of a nuclear conflict .on all .continents and not only in Central 

Europe. . ~ ;prel?.a~ing our dreft t~'eaty. ~e .we~~. g~id~d by just ~his c~n~·l.d~ratf.cin; . and 
.. . . ' 

if today we speak of the d~ger of creating multilateral nublear forces under NATO, we 
• • •• '.... • • • # • • '"'. 

are perfectly aware of,the .~act that the military bl<;>cs w~~ch the nuclear Powe:s -- the 

United States and the United ~ingdom -- have created, and of which they are me~b~~~' 
exist not only .in Central Eu;rope 'Qut also in .Asia and Oceania -- I am thinking of SEATO, ' . .. . . . . 
t~ZUS and others. It fol~ows quite clearly that the ~oviet Union 1 ~ insistence on the 

• f ' • • • ~ ': .: • • i' • ~ ''. 

necessity of banning the sp~ead of.n~cle~r weapons through mil~tary blocs has a direct . , . . .. , . . ~ 

and immediate relevance both to Central Europe and to other pe.:rts of the world • 
.. '• ! o • i ' .. o I ' 

The approach of the United States and the United Kingdom to the question of non-

proliferation is that e. treaty on. this proble~ should in effect conce~n only those States 
' 

which do not belong to N.P..TO and other military associations and alliances of the Western 
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Powers. For States belop.ging to these alli.ance,s definite .except_ions are b~ing made and 

obvious loop--holes are being created to place nuclear weapons within their reach or pro-.. . ~ . . . . . . 

vide them with access thereto in contravention or' the General Assembly's recommendations·. 
• ' ' ' I '• . • 

In con'clusion, we sh?uld like to to_uch l,lpon certain questions raised in this 

Co~ittee by individual qel.egations :i,n connexion with the problem of th·e non-prol~feration 

of nuclear weapons. .TJ::tus Mr •. :khallaf 1 the representative of the United .f...rab Republic, 

. · having pointed out: in :P.is interesting statement the shortcomings of the United States qraft, . . 

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

such prov.isions as ;would :Preven.t the spread of nuclear weapons. ~hroug4 ind~v:iduals ·an~ 

·organizationsJ or as the·result of an accident (~iOC/Fv.245, pp.7, 8). This comment by· . . 
Ivlr. Khall,af .is di'r~~ted t'ow:ards closing all gaps and loop-holes f~r the spread of n'!J.cle.~r 
wee,ppns ~ ~'le consider that this proposal of the repres~mt,ative' of the United . .Arab 

\ .. ' .. 
Republi,c .. deserves serio1,1s c.onsideration. 

I should like to remaz:k that in the view of th~ Soviet delegat~on it is essenti~~ 

~at ~he present .t:!-me to concent;rate our main ;.efforts o~ overcoming the. obstacl.es to 

;agreement on the· :t;~.on-proliferation of n1,1clear weapons: V!e cannot go slow in dealing 
i 
with this problem •. Today the possibility of solving it still exists. If we miss this 

. . 
:opportunity, the cons.eq:uences for the cause. o:f peace and for the secul!ity of. tP.e n~tions 

of t~~:wor~d may be very serious indeed. 

That· i.s all the Soviet delegation has to. say for the, moment;. but it proposes at 
. . 

stibsequent. meetings ~o cont.inue; the stat_ement of its views on the problem under discussion . . .. 

. ivir. CAVJ;..LLETTI (·It~ly). (translation f~om French): Mr. Chairman, yo).l have been go.od 
' , 

·enough to mcl~e certai~ observations to the Committee on the ~endments (ENDC/15~/Add.l) 
, .. . . ' . . 

submitte·d· by the United States. delegetion to is ~raft treaty to p;event the spread of 

-nuclear we_apo~s. Those ob.servati~ns, although expressed )_n a tone· I appreciated, are 

unfortunatelY: negative. The Soviet delegation Q.oes. not seem to have found anything 
• I I 

·constructive in the· effoJ;"t made by. the United States delega·liion and t.ha .o·liher ·"7esterri ; 

t delegations. 
·.' 

The Soviet delegetion'.s observations on sharing nuclear 'responsibilities within the 
t•· . ' . • " • 

'fr~ework of an alliance correspond to neith~r the intentions nor the letter of the 
·' . : 

Western proposals, since in the 'West such a division is visualized as ·existing so!'ely 

and specif~cally ·~it~in the limit's allowed by non-d{sseminati~n. · 

.. 
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.The remarks .made ~.Y. ~.h~ ~elegation of the Soviet. Union on the amendments to the 

United .9tates draft treaty are det~iled, and' of ~ourse deserv~ thoro.ugh study with a 
•,• • • • • • I '• ,. ' ' , 

view t~} ~I apprOJ?fiate reply. But the unfortunate .. fact remaJns that .the Soviet dele-

gation b.a~ grasped neither the m4paning nor t:Q.e aim of the draft Unite4 States treaty . 

as it no! st~ds'after submission of the amendment~. The Soviet delegation has again 
'' 

trie~ to change, to distort, the meaning of non-dissemination and to attribute .. aims to 

this col~a"lier~l.measure v~rY:" different from those connected with .the urg<;nt· ne~d to: 
restrict the riumber.of Powers entitled to possess nuc~ear we~pons • . 

·Despite t~.e c~nsistently negative attitude of the Soviet Union, my delegation 

believes that our work must be pursued with patience and determina:t~on, l?ecause we 

continue to hope that eventue:lly; by our ~fforts, our gopdwill, our wish to avoid · 

fruitle~s controversy an~ our genuine desire to reach agreement, we shall arive at an 

.understandi~g. You you~self, Mr. Ch~ir~an, ~eminded us that the Committ~e.~ad decided 

to under~ak~ a detailed consideration, article by article, of the draft treaties sub-. . . . . 
mitted by the Sovie~ Union (~C/164) and the United States of )~erica (ENDC/152 and 

. . ".•.:. 
Add.l) respectively •.. · 

Now that the United States draft treaty has been supplemented and clarified by. 

amendments, the time"" has come to undertake a thorough comparison o~. the tw? tex~s in the 
•(. 

hope, as far as we are ~pncerned, that this will throw light on the subject, advance our 

work and. encoura:ge; the Sovie.t delegation to submit amendme~~s to its draft :fireaty in 

turn and thus share in th,e efforts made by the Western ?owers to reach a compromis~ • 
. " I ' . ' • 

It will be useful if ~e can s,eek certe,in details an.d explanations conce.rning the 

Soviet text during t.his pr~cess of .clar~fication, and I trust the Soviet delegation will 
. ' 

allow .me. to put some .que,s.:fiions to it. . . ~ ~· . . 
.To t.ake the .preamble first, the d,ifferences between the two texts are no~ very 
~. • 4 '·.. • • • } 

large. F;r.o~ a gene.:r::al .. point of view 7 of. course, the Soviet text app.ears iD;spired by. 

princ:i~~~s ~hicp are open to c.r:i.t.ici.sni~"" -T~e empha,sis seems to be. pw:;ely on nuc.l.ear 

disa~.ament, ~vhe.reas we. already: ~o:w t~at, :wi th,in the frame~o:rk of geae.ra~ . .and complete 

dis~rmament, nuclear disarmrunent must go hand in hand with conventional. disarmament .. 

The Soviet text also calls for a prohibition of nuclear weapons,. which in itself . ' . .. .. " } .. . 
is a measure entirely devoid .of ~afeguards and not susceptible of contrql • . ' ·. . . . ·. ' . . .. 

B?th the ~nited States .and the Soviet texts ;refer to reso~lutions of the United 

Nations General Assembly. The Unit'ed States text specifical~y ment~ons resolution · 

1665 (XVI)·, a:n:~, since the .Soviet text w~s submitted after it, one wonders .. wh~ th~re is 

no mention of resolution lo65 (~1VI) by the Soviet Union. 
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(Mr. Cavalletti, It~ly) 

The sixth paragraph of the United States pr~amble reaffirms the determination 

"to ach:i,eve agreement on gener~-.1 and complete disarmament" (ENDC/152), whereas the. 

corresponding paragraph of the Soviet draft talks of "facilitating the conclusion .of a 
·• . ·" I 

treaty on general and CC?mplete disarmament" (ENDC/164, p.4). There is a 'certain 

d:Lfference in emphasis and weight between the terms "achieve" 'and 'racilitete". Has the 

Soviet Union any ,special reason for saying "facilitate" rather than "achieve"? 

other differences exist between the two preambles, of course, but I think that if 
' . 

the S~viet delegation were wi~ling to. relinquish certain references to debatable con-

' cepts which in any case do not directly ~oncern non-proliferation, a formula might be 
' 

agreed on withqut too much difficulty. I reco~end ~hat this should be done, even 

th~~gh the_ .pream~le is not the most im;portant part of the treaty. The existence of an 

agreed preamble would be an encourage~ent, and;·since it also lays down certain general 

principles and common hopes, the task is not without practical value and significance. 

When we come to examine articles I and II of the respective drafts, we find that 

the wording begins to 'differ considerably. Since these are essential articles of the 

treaty, a comparative examination of the two texts is essential if we are to realize 

clearly the extent to which the respective positio~s differ. 

I note tha~ in ·the Soviet text the words. "ownership" and ''control" are sometimes· 

employed alone and sometimes with the word "use". First, it is' prohibited to transfer 

ownership and control to non-nuclear countries; and then it is prohibited to ,give those 

countries the right to participate in the ownership, control and' use of nuclear weapons. 

Is there a special reason for. this' difference, and i~·. so, what is it? 

"Control" and "use" are also used to denote differenJv abilities. Do "control" and 

"use" mean two different things to the Soviet delegation? It is pc;>ssible to imagine a 

right of control without a right of use, end vice versa. The United States text,. 

however, defines "control" specifically as right or ability to fire nuclear weapons··. . ' . . ' 
Is this' definition ·acceptable· to the Soviet delegation? If not; what is the Soviet. 

Union's definition of the words, 11 control" ~.nd "use~'? 

These quest~ons are not ask~d out of mere curi?sity but because the two draft 

trea:ties may pro~e to .be closer than they seem at first sighi;. If the words "control 11 

and "use" are in fact synonymous and if the Soviet delegation can consider ac~epti!lg our 

d~fi,nii;~on of ."~ontrol", the difference between the two texts m~?Jinly turns on the word; 

"ownership". 
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.I,t .also seems t~.me ;hat. in its statements the Soviet·d~legation has departed from 

the wordi.ng of the ,treaty and :i,n~erpreted it restr~ctively. In .our discussions· the 
. ,. 

Soviet delegation seems to have.geen opposed even to forms of corisultative nuclear' 
. . . . . . . . ! . ' : . . . . . ~ ' . . ' 

co-operation between allies. B'Q.t a close scrutiny of articles I and II of the Soviet . 
. . • • ., . .: • . • • ' I ' ' • 

draft ;reveals no apparent prohibit'i.on on .nuclear consul tat ions' which~ as we. ha~e aiways 
.. . , . ' . . 

m~ip.tained, ~;t~cord with 'the: very n,ature of any alliance end form p~~~ of :th~se ··~espon- · 

sibil;ities whj.ch ·should be shared. That is another point req';liring' ~larificati~r{. 'The 

Sov~e~- c;tele~ation .. ~ho1;1ld t_ell us cle.ar:)..y .whet?er, where and to what extent its draft" 

~rea-'&jy ~~ohib~ts_ ~uclear consultations. .. 

. .t.:;:ticle III of the Soviet draft seems to repeat ~n less precise terms what is 

stated in the pr~ceding articles. i should be gltd. of .some furt~er. explanation about 

this article. Vlliat is its aim? -Does it concern countries which might ·decide not to ..... 
. ac:cept the treaty? 

.Article III of. the United State.s draft finds no reflection in the' Soviet. text~: 
* ••• 

Dpes this s.ilence mean that the Soviet Union is opposed to any :form of safeguarq.? "' , 
0 

't' : • ' ', ; I ~ i • • ' 

Does .the _Soviet Union, ,i:q. tlle cont~it of a: non-proiiier~tion treaty, reject control of 

both t~e nuclear ~ctivities of non-nucle.ar _weapon countries and the peaceful n~clear 

activities of nuclear-weapon countries? That is a point of som~ imPortance. . ' '~ 

0 I .> o "# i- o ' o • 

Article III of the United States draft treaty envisages controls ·without discrimina-
• •• • • • • • • • f 

tion o~· exception. All co~tri~s would hav:e to co-operate in appl!in~ safeguards, o~ 

tJ;le tmder~tanding tP.a"~?. there' would inevitably be more extensiv·e control over non-nuclear 
. "• . . ;· .. 

COUJ:!.tries. . 
" '.•. ' . • • I 

Article IV of'the Soviet draft treaty seems to me to correspond to some extent with 
" \. • • 7 • • • '~ 

article VI paragraph 2 of the United States text. Has· th~ Soviet delegation· any major 
o ' I ' : o ~ ~ '• \ ' ~ ' • o ' • 

objections to the fo~ula proposed by-the United State3 .for re~{ewing the treaty? 'The 
• ~ • • 

0 

' • i ' ' ' ' I : 
0 

, ' 

·Unit~4 S~ates fo~m~la seems far more.practical and effective thari the one prop~sed by 
- • ' .• • . ~: : ''t :• • ' • 

th~ Soviet Govel'nment .• 
. ' 

. . In regard to article V, there ·is a difference .. . . . . : . ~ 

' I I ' '•. 

in scope between the two texts. ' .For. 

. the treaty to ~.ake effect·, the Soviet draft requir~s _it to . . ·. . '• . 
• \ '- • 0 ~ • • 

be ratified by all parties . . . . . 
poss~ssing nuclea~ weapons, whereas the United States text 

~ ' , ' i I • 1 0 • ' : o I 

stipulates ratification by a . . 
. ce!ta~~.number of Stat~s, including the United States of America~· the 

. ·I ,, . '· .. • . ' . 
thil ted Kingdom 

and the. Sov~et Union. In the present inter:J?.ational siimation, and ·since China' s· 

accession seems unlikely, the ~option of the ~oviet. text w~uld m~e aii' our present 

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

' . 
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.9ne may also ask -whsthsr the Soviet Union .att.aches no importance. to ratification 

by n~n-~~cle~r States; since ther~ is ~o provision-for it' in conne~ion with the entry 

into force of the treaty. vre, on the other h~d, consider. that ratification by ~on:.. 
• ' • ~ 1 # : 

·nuclear States, or at least some ·a~· them, is extemely_important. One may well ask what 

th~, ~al-q.e, of a .·tre~ty ~ccepted b; .the 'il.ucle~r States ~auld be if I it >vere. re.jected by 
- ~ I , 

~?o.untri.~s a~proa~hing nucle~r weapon ·.status. .As ·w~ have ~t;es.sed. on other oc?a~ions, 
. ~ . . . . \ 

these, though not possessing nuclear weapons, are developed countries from the nucle·ar· 
: ~., • I • ' , ' o " J 

po~~t of view and are of particul_ar i~portance_ in ti}.e context of··noil-;dissemination'. 

In' ·article v'I of the two draft treaties we find 'another discrepan~y. :'Whereas the 

United States draft provides.· a' procedure for withdra;wing from the treaty, in the ·so~iet 
text' a {m~:i.~teral decisio.n ·is suffici~nt withoui;- ~y special procedure, time-limit· or· .. 

. :· . . ~ 
Does the Sov.iet delegation imagine that the.Security Council could length of notice. 

remain co,mpletel~ .indifferent to ·such a seri~us action,' with its' reperdussions on worid 

stability? , Does .it n'ot. ~lso thin:k that' a suspensive.· per~o·ci would incr~as~ the' security · ,· r 
. . 

of the ·signatories to ~he ~reaty? ·.An .·examination ?f 'Vie Soviet draft trea-t~( ~s a whole-

. ::at 'least' in its present form...:._ shows that it offers _very ·limited guaranteep. Since ·it 

. pro~ides no safeguards, a non-nuclear country. would have no assurance that another non-
' . . 

· , ·~u<?lear coun~ry, · a neighbour for example, might no't secret;t;y be preparing its nuclear· 

~ . 

weapons although. ~t :~as signed th_'e treaty:. Under.the 'terms of the Soviet' ~raft treaty 

it ~auld suddenly on some. pretext declare ~tself imme-diately absolved from its' treaty . ' 
• • I • 

obl~gati.ons.' It v~ould•thus h~we it.s nuclear arsenal r~ad;y for imm~diate aggression. 

Such are the few considerations. I wi'shed to lay before 'the Co:nmlittee, · a:n_d particu-. .. . . ~ 

la:ly the Soviet d~legation, to which I apologize ~or.the m~y question~ I ~ave asked 

it. Some of.these. considerations concern important matters regarding which a process 
• ' • t ~ 

of clarification seems. esp~ecially necessary anq urgent,. :because they. may· present. areas 

of uncertainty .an·d..._ amb.igt{ity ;hich co~ld be eliminated.,:, Others ·relet~. to ·:re~atively · · 
minor points; but. I was neverthele.ss anxious to raise _them,. bec'ause if .we could make 
-' ( 'I, ". "t I I . ' . , . . ' : . .I 

a •start on clearing some of these •lesser obstacles from our path, we should be doing 
l'o ' • ' ' • ' ' ' ' • ' ~ / •' • • ~ f • I • 

useful work; •and if we. succeeqe~ in drafting some form of· initial agreed ~ext, even if 

only p~rtl~l~y, we should have achi~ved valuable progres~. ·· 1:Te should'thus 'be,-·as it 

w~re, 'in go~cr· tr~in_ing for the solution of· the majo·r' difficuities '_Y'hi~h separate us, and 

we should 'hav'~ ''created a framework intq which' egreements on these majo;r· questions 
~ ' . • ~ ! : 

.could be inserted. 

. .. 
• . 

. ' 
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Mr. FISHEa (United States of J~erica): Mr •. Chairman, I listened with great 
I 

attention to the ~emarks you made in your capacity as t?-e representative of the Union, 
\ 

of. Soviet Socialist ~epublics. I also listened with interest and equal attention to, 
• I ' 

the construc·bive statement made by Mr. Cavalletti, the representative of Italy. I, 
• I • \ 

shall, 1ilr: Chai!.'man, carefully study in the verbe.tim record 'the 'statement you mad:e today 
I 

as the representative of the Union of Soviet So·cialist 'Republics. The tone of your 
. I -

statement was serious, .and we should lfke to make a studied reply to it. 

However, as I listened to your statement, I could not help feeling that somehow 

it missed seing the 'forest because of the trees. It concentrated on possible NATO 
. I \ 

nudear arrangements· which would not. involve proliferation, while it ignored the inuch 

la:r·ger and more pressing world-wide problem of non-proliferation. It is my fervent 'hope 

thet at this stage in our negotiations the Soviet delegation and the Soviet Government •' 

>vill take a new look at. the common path we seek to travel. It· is my hope that they ca.Ii 

raise their vision to -~he wider perspective -- that is, the reality of both 'the danger 

.a~d the promise of the future. 

The Conference decided to issue the following communiqu~: 
11The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 1Disarmament today 

ht:::..d i·i;s 252nc1 plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 

Ci:::n.i:t"'lla.."lship of ~-I.E •. i..'U1:5assador A . .A. ·Roshchin, representative of the Union 

of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

11 Statement's were made by the ,representatives of the Soviet Union, Itely 

end tl:.e United Stc-;tes. _. . . 
11 The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 

31 March 1966~ at 10.30 a.m,' 11 

·!~e meeti~~ rose at 11.40 a.m. 

I 




