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The CHAIRMAN (Burma): I declare open the ninetieth meeting of the

Conference of thé‘Eighteen'Nation Committee on Disarmement.
' As already agreed at our previous meeting, the first speaker today will be the

representative of Nigeria, kir. Mbu, whom I welcome again to this Committee.,

&)

Mr. MBU (Nigeria): i1low me to extend the belated though none the less
very warn welcome of my delegation to you, kr. Chairman, and ic the Ciechoslovak
Deputy Foreign Minister, iir. Jurka. Froi: your statements we are assured that you
will carry on the very valuable z2nd constructive work ¢f your predecessors,

I should also like to express ny satisfaction that the Committee reconvened in
Geneva as was agreed, It is true, of course, that it did so a fortnight behind
schedule, but such delay as there was was necessitated by the fact that the subjects
with which we are concerned here were receiving the fullest and most serious
consideration in the United Nations General Assenbly. Indeed, my delegation
attached and still attaches the greatest importance to the wise and varied delibera-
tions which took place in the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly
on the subject of general and complete disarmament, and especially on the urgent need
for the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, with which I intend to deal today. |

My delegation, in its efforts to secure the cessation of all nuclear weapon
tests, feels fortified by the deliberations at the General Assembly and by resolution
1762 A (XVII) (ENDC/63) which emerged from those discussions and which gave this
Committee not only a very clear mandate on the issue but also specific indications
of how we should proceed about that task here. It is a matter of regret to my
delegation that this most valuable resolution has already been subjected to the most
rigorous test of hair-splitting, and, if one might say so, unnecessary diverse
interpretations which seem to be the unhappy lot of any valuable document that comes
before this Committee. It is irreverent to treat in such a manner an issue about
which the majority of world opinion feels so deeply concerned. Ily delegation
intends as far as possible to refrain from interpreting the resolution as it feels
it would be presumptuous to do so. Iioreover, is it not unnecessary to do so with
regard to a document whose provisions are so clear?  We would, however, make a few
brief comments.

The most important thing about this resoluticn is that it condemns all nuclear

weapon tests, It asks that all such tests should cease immediately and not later
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than 1 January 1963, at the same time admonishing the nuclear Powers to reach an
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by 1 January 1963 on the basis
of the eight-nation memorandum. I1f, however, such an agreement is not possible,
and bearing in mind the unequivocal coﬂdemnifion by humanity of all nuclear testing
which finds-expression in the demand that all nuclear testing must cease not'latér
than 1 January 1963, then an immediate agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests
in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space should be entered into. Such a
partial test ban is however -- in operative paragraph 6 of resolution 1762 A (XVII) —-
inextricably linked with, and must always be accompanied pari passu by, an interim
arrangement suspending all underground tests using as a basis the eight~nation
memorandum (ENDC/28) and including adequate assurances for effective detection and
‘identification of seismic events by an international scienfific commission.

We would like to point out that there is absolutely no indication in this
pa.ragraph that such an interim arrangement should be limited in point of time.. Of
course it would be possible to have a more permanent agreement which would replace
. the interim arrangement. It is possible that in a short space of time-a final
scientific breakthrough would emerge that would be acceptable to the two nuclear
sides and which would make assurance of effective detection and identification of
seismic events by an international commission no longer necessary. It is pertinent
;%0 note, however, that whatever modalities are agreed upon, utilizing all the -
valuable suggestions outlined by the resolution, the world, the United Nations and
my delegation expect that all nuclear weapon tests in all enviromments, and for all
time, should cease immediately, and in any case not later than 1 January 1963.

The other very significant thing emerging from: the deliberations of the United
Nations and from resolution 1762 A (XVII) is that the eight-nation memorandum has
grown considerably in stature. It was not only loudly acclaimed by almost all
speakers in the First Committee but was endorsed as a basis for negotiations. After
such unanimous endorsement, with no dissentient voice and only a few abstentions,
the joint memorandum is no longer an eight-nation memorandum -- though that appears
now to be its semi-official title —- or an eighteen-nation or a seventeen-nation
- memorandum, but a universal memorandum.

The memorandum provides a just, adequate and equitable basis for negotiations.
above all, it takes account of the positions of the two sides, both political and

'scientific. It may be true, as the eight sponsors declared, that the memorandum
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is not a blueprint for the treaty as such. It may equally be true that in so far
as it tries to bring the two sides closer together it is a political compromise. It
may even also be true that it was aimed at getting the two sides to negotiate again.
All this may be true, but it would be churlish of my delegation to place only such
a value, important though it may be, on the memorandum and no more, especially after.
its political sagacity and firm scientific basis have been so well acclaimed and -
vindicated, both within and without the Committee, since its introduction on 16 April
this year. While it may be a political compromise, it also takes account of very
far-reaching and solid scientific considerations. The results of the United States
Project Vela and of our inforrmal discussions with the Western scientists —- for which
we are grateful to Mr. Godber and Mr, Dean —- on improvements in detection and
identification by the use of distant instrumentation and other seismological progress,
have, as it were, added force to our expressed belief that "possibilities exist of
establishing by agreement a system for continuous observation and effective control
on a purely scientific and non-political basis" (ibid., para. 3) which might be based
and built upon already existing national networks of observation posts and institutions
or, if more appropriate, on certain of the existing posts designated by agreement
for the purpose together, if necessary, with new posts established by agreement,

It may be recalled that the recent London Pugwash Conference declared:

"In particular, we have used the proposal by the eight neutral
countries as a basis upon which to find a compromise solution.”

(ENDC/66, p.1)

This distinguished body of Soviet and Western scientists then proceeded to examine
various possibilities, and arrived at certain conclusions which somehow confirmed
how solidly based scientifically the eight-nation memorandum is,. It is still the
hope of my delegation that the memorandum will receive the very serious and sincere
consideration which it deserves.

Of course it is true that there have been various qualifications of the
acceptance of the memorandum, to say the least -~ for instance, whether it should
be accepted as "a basis", "the basis", or "one of the basis but not the exclusive
basis", and so on. Those fine distinctions might perhaps be of some significance,
but to my mind the important thing is that after six months of virtual impasse a
basis— the only one, in fact, mutually acceptable to the two sides -~ a common
platform from which to ereet the scaffolding and super-structure of an agreement,

has at last emerged.
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. Furthermore, we have noted with satisfaction that as a result of the memorandum
the gap between the two sides, as they have themselves acknowledged on variogs
occasions, has become considerably narrower. The main obstacle is the question of
whether on-site inspection should be obligatory or not. My delegation finds ifqelf
ill ‘at ease at the reluctance of the two sides to bridge this narrow gap, and is
concerned at the prospect of the widening of this small gap into an enormous chasm
which could defy all ingenious efforts to bridge it. We are alarmed at the rigid
adherence to and obduracy on principles that are little more than phantoms =2nd at
fears which have no relation to reality but which nevertheless keep the two sides so
firmly apart. We fear that undue insistence on those so~called principles is fast
hardening into a stand on prestige, with all the dangerous consequences which such an
~evolution would have on our negotiations.

I should like, therefore, on behalf of my delegation, to address a most solemn
appeal to the nuclear Powers to come out of the quagmire in which they_are standing,
before it is too late. I would invite them to go back once more to the eight-nation
memorandum and look at it honestly and thoroughly, in the light of its fuli worth. The
memorandum has already achieved the near-miraculous feat of bringing the two sides
closer together,wmaking the one accept the concept of an international scientific
commission and the other that of national seismic stations. It is capable of
eliminating the remaining differences if considered as a whole, dispassionately and
divorced from all preconceived notions and ideas and predetermined positions. If
such an honest and dispassionate consideration of the memorandum were made, if it were
viewed not even solely and necessarily in a spirit of compromise, but objéctively, if
the two nuclear sides would examine the memorandum 2s a whole -- and I submit respect-
fully that it should only be considered as a whole ~— then they would find not only
that the pieces neatly dovetail into one another but that the total result is a
structure which provides the necessary assurances that such an sgreement banning nuclear
weapon tests in all environments and for all time would have all the necessary and
realistic provisions for effective detection and identification, with the necessary
guarantees. against possible violation. . '

It is the view of my delegation that the impetus given to our discussions by
the deliberations in the United Nations General Assembly and the resolution should not
be vitiated by sticking to old positions. We had o right to expect that after the

deliberations in the General Assembly there would have been a greater willingness
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to negotiate, more Strenuous attempts at accommodation and a relaxation of old and
rigid positions. We are distressed to find, however, that there is so far no
evidence of this, If it is any consolation to us, we have observed that our distress
is shared by the representative of the United Kingdom, Mr. Godber.who, in an honest
appraisal of the performance thus far, remarked at the forty-fifth meeting of the
Sub~Committee:

"I think it is our duty to consider any proposals that come from other

delegations, because in our Sub-Committee here —-— I am sure you will

agree with this, Mr. Chairman -- we do tend to become wrapped up in our

own individual thoughts, particularly after two and a half months.

inybody who reads the reports of the Sub-Committee will admit that our

views could do with a little new thought brought into them. 0f course,

I think that the Western thoughts are very good ones, but possibly you,

Mr. Chairman, think the same about those of the Soviet Union."

(ENDC/SC.1/PV.45, pp.19 and 20)

My delegation attaches the utmost importance to that statement by Mr. Godber for it
marks, I think, the first time any of the nuclear Poyers has sincerely voiced a
criticism that embraces itself instead of the usual one directed at the most

tarnished rigidity and misdeeds of the other. It is an honest self-examination,

the validity of which the other two nuclear Powers, in a similar honest self-
examination bred of humility and not of self-righteousness, would no doubt acknowledge.
It is a plea we should like to make for a better display of an accommodating spirit
and an honest consideration of the new thoughts and proposals coming before us.

My delegation believes that, in the spirit underlined_by‘Mr. Godber's statement,
the Sub-Committee should give senous consideration to implémenting the General Assembly
resolution for cessation of tests by 1 January 1963, As the only mutually and in
fact universally acceptoble basis at present available for either a permanent test
ban or a partial test ban and the interim arrangenent envisaged in paragraph 6 of
resolution 17624 (XVII), is the eight-nation memorandum this Committee, and in
particular its nuclepr Sub-Committee, should give urgent consideration to the various
ancd practical aspects of that memorandum. It is for fhat reason that my delegation
fully supports the Swedish proposal (ENDC/PV.T7, p.32, ENDC/P¥.84, pp.l7 and 18) that
the international scientific commission, proposed in the memorandum and accepted at

least in principle by the two nuclear sides, should be set up now at least on an
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interinm basis, There is very great force in the arguments adduced by my Swedish
colleague; I will not repeat them, but I cannot help emphasizing the point that the
commission must be scientific, and composed of highly qualified scientists, Dossibly
from non-aligned countries. The scientific commission, in the opinion of ay delegation,
is the pivot around which everything else revolves, because if the scientific
commission is set up as envisaged in the memorandum nost of the other problems will
be resolved or will be found to be not of overriding importance.

My delegation believes that instead of spending valuable time in wrangling
over obligatory or non-obligatory on-site inspection, the Sub-Committee should spend
its time more profitably by considering the other modalities required. For instance,
it is necessary to determine what is a significant and suspicious event and the
criteria necessary to qualify such a phenomenon for additional clarification.,
Practical consideration should also be given to the most effective means of transmitting
data from the national seismic stations +to the international scientific commission and
of processing by the latter. Let us %talk of such practical things which would lead
us to agreement, Let us use the suggestions and ideas put forward by the eight non-
aligned nations in their meworandum, which has been endorsed by scientists znd the
General Assembly as a suitable basis for agreement. Let us also cell upon the
scientists from the three nuclear Powers to intensify their research into the "black
box" theory and other theories that will contribute substantially to the reaching of
an early agreement. |

We understand that the reason for the actions of the two nuclear sides so far
is thelr preoccupation with their national security. Far be it from me to nake
light of this, but I should like to submit most respectfully that such undue
preoccupation which eschews everything else ill serves the cause of humanity and even
does not serve their cause much better.

Speaking on 2 December in Baltimore, the newly-elected Secretary-General,
U Thant, declared:

"There may be many who may wish for a more complete and comprehensive

solution of the Cuban crisis, but in this imperfect world we have, at

least for the moment, to accept less than perfect solutions."
These wise words apply with equal force to our work here. We cannot be too
perfectionist in our search for a suitable plan, for no plan on 2 nuclear test ban

can either be perfect or fully eliminate 2ll risk of violation or threats to national
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security. Afterwards,'what real sanctions can there be against a possible violator

in a world where there is as yet no world authority capable of enforcing order, even

in the most watertight and foolproof agreement, except the right to resume testing by
the offetided party and the obloquy of world opinion for the violator?

What real guarantees have we that any nuclear Power on the threshold of what it
might consider to be the most decisive and ultimate military breakthrough would do
more than hesitate to violate the agreement, even with all the pre-conditions and
so-called deterrents against possible violation? But, taking full cognizance of the

ancient maxim “pacta sunt servanda" we are willing to believe that if an agreement is

reached in good faith there is a’ reasonable chance that it will be complied with.
Moreover, over and above the inmediate relief which would result to humanity from a
comprehensive agreement, is the fact that such an agreement would be essentially an
expression of good will on the part of those particularly concerned, which would
facilitate the overall progress towards achieving our main goal of general and complete
disarmament.
We should also realize the fact that there can never be a watertight treaty.
For instance, the United States-United Kingdom partial test ban draft treaty (ENDC/59)
makes provision for withdrawal from the treaty in article III. There is a similar
provision in artiecle ZIII of their comprehensive draft treaty (ENDC/58). I will
read article III of the United Kingdom-United States draft treaty:
"], If any Party to this Treaty determines
(a) that any other Party has not fulfilled its obligations under
this Treaty,
(b) thet nuclear explosions have been conducted by a State not a
Party to this Treaty under circumstances which might jeopardise
the determining Party's national security, or
(¢) that nuclear explosions have occurred under circumstances in
which it is not possible to identify the State conducting the-
explosions and that such explosions, if conducted by a Party
to this Treaty, would violate the Treaty or, if not conducted
by a Party, might jeopardize the determining Party's national
security,
it may submit to the Depositary Government a request for the convening of a

conference to which all the Parties to this Treaty shall be invited, and the
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Depositary Government shall convene such a conference as soon after its

receipt of the request as may be practicable. The request from the

determining Party to the Depositary Govermment shall be accompanied by a

statement of the evidence on which the determination was based ..." (ENDC/59,p.2)

I should like to make it very clear that I am neither discussing nor criticizing
the two drafts. I am merely using the article on withdrawal to show that any party
that is itching to denounce the treaty in order ‘tc resume testing can do so, even
legally, under any conceivable treaty. For instance, what would prevent any dastardly
country, such as we hope does not exist, from itself causing a clandestine nuclear
explosion -- behind Venus, let us say, if that were praeticable -- and remaining
undiscovered by the international scientific commission? that I mean is that there
is nothing to prevent a country wishing to do such things from declaring that its
own national security is threatened by its own clandestine tests, thus absolving
itself from its treaty obligations in the most legal manner by invoking paragraph 1(c)
of the article I have read out,

As I said earlier, that is by no means a criticism of the two drafts; in fact,
we doubt seriously that they could be improved upon. I only wish to use them to
illustrate the fact that even in such carefully prepared drafts, which two of the
three nuclear Powers consider provide adequate assurances for them, there are possible
loopholes which could be exploited by any determined violator. But my delegation
feels that there is reason to hope that such great Powers -— which, although they not
only have mastered the secrets of the atom and outer space but have had such tremendous
capabilities for mutual destruction, have nevertheless acted so far very responsibly
and with commendable restraint -~ would not trifle with an agreement such as this if
it were entered into with the reasonable assurance offered by the eight-nation
memorandumn.

It is the view of my delegation that it is not a search for national security
that is preventing the nuclear Powers from reaching an agréement, for the leaders
of the two sides have recognized that the present so-called security is precarious
and that there can be no real security until we stop amassing, and perfecting by
testing, and start eliminating deadly weapons of mass destruction. My delegation
believes indeed that the obstacle to agreement is no longer purely scientific but

largely political. Ls we declared on 12 April here -—-
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"Although science and scientists have been quoted lavishly by both sides,'if
is our view that the issue with which we are concerned is essentially
political; +the aid of science is merely required to give the arguments added
faith."  (ENDC/PV.19, p.16)

What is required on the part of the nuclear Powers is a slight, though in the

circumstances supreme, political act of good will. I hope that they will not be

found wanting in that regard. It is our hope that this Committee will successfully
plead with the nuclear Powers to discover their real interest and that of humanity,
which pleads for the cessatibn of all tests in all environments, as eloquently expressed
in United Nations resolution 1762 4 (XVII).

Is it too much to exvect President Kennedy and Chairmen hrushchev to bestow a
Christmas present upon the world by reaching agreement on banning nuclear weapon tests?
Is it demanding too much of "the two K's" if we call upon ther to use the Cuban
formule to reach agreement on nuclear weapon tests? If they can do this supreme
service to humanity, we shall all join in sponsoring their candidatures for the Nobel

Peace prize for 1963.

The CHAIRMAN, (Burma); In accordance with the decision of this Cormittee

at its previous meeting (ENDC/PV.89, p.26 ), if the representative of Nigeria will
submit a summary of his views it will be included in the report of the Committee to
the General Assembly together with the summaries submitted by the other non-aligned
countries,

We shall now take up the subject of general and complete disarmament, with

specific reference to items 5(b) and 5(c) of our procedure of work (ENDC/1/4dd.3).

Mr., TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russiag):

In connexion with the statement of the representative of Nigeria on the question
of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet delegation would like to make a
few remarks by way of reply. I take i%, bkr. Chairman, that you have no objection.

The representative of Nigeria referred to the recent Pugwash Conference of
scientists from the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Xingdom, He also
spoke about "black boxes" and so on, In this connexion, I should like to make a few
comments and put forward some considerations.

First, it must be noted once again that on the question of the cessation of
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nuclear weapon tests there is a considerable measure of agreement between the Soviet
Union, on the one hand, and the Western Powers, on the other. Now, after many years
of stubborn opposition, the United States and the United Kingdom have finally
acknowledged that control in regard to the cessation of nuclear weapon tests in the
atmosphere, under water and in outer space canh be exercised by national means of
detectbn and that there is no need for the establishment of an internationel control
system and international inspection for sucih control. The differences which now
separate us and prevent us from reaching agreement relate to questions of control

only over - underground nuclear weapon tests. It should be noted, however, that contirol
in regard to underground nuclear tests can also be exercised through the use of
national means of detection, But, the Western Powers remain adamant on this gquestion,
seeing in it a loophole which would enable them in the future to go on testing

nuclear weapons. This is the only way in which we can interpret the persistent
unwillingness of the United States and the United Kingdom to agree to the cessation

of nuclear weapon tests in the underground environment on the basis of the use of
national means of control over such an azgreement. In order to prevent agreement

on this question, the Western Powers continue to insist stubbornly on international
control and compulsory international inspection in regard to underground nuclear
explosions.

The position of the Soviet Union on this question is well Xnown. We have
repeatedly stated that there is no need for international inspection and international
control in regard to underground nuclear cxplosions.

There can be no justification for the position of the Western Powers, which by
theirvpersistent demand for internationzl control and compulsory inspection in regard
to underground nuclear explosions are blocking agreement on the question of
prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests. ¥We believe that the existing differences can
be overcome if we seek for a compromise on a mutually acceptable basis,

We have already pointed out that, in this respect, the conclusions reached by
the Soviet, United States and United Xinpgdom scientists at the Pugwash Conference
in London last September (ENDC/66) are of definite interest: they proposed the use
of unmanned autowatic seismic stations, in order to facilitate agreement on the
question of control over uncerground explosions.

The Soviet delegation has already pointed out that we are prepared to agree that

in a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear weanon tests, including underground
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tests, provision'sﬁould be made for the setting up of automatic seismic stations
both on the'terrftdfy of ﬁhe nuclear Powers themselves and near the frontiers of
the nﬁclear Powers, with the agreement, of course, of the States on'whosé:ferritory
it is pfdbosed to locate such stations.

The Soviet Union is prepared to agree that two or three such stations should
be set up on the territory of States possessing nuclear weapons, including the
territory of the Soviet Union. These stations could be located in the zones that
are most subject to earthquakes. There are three such zones in the Soviet Union -
the Far Eastern zone, the Central Asian zone and the Altai zone. Soviet scientists
consider that the most suitable sites for automatic seismic stations would be near
the town of Yakutsk for the Far Eastern zone, near the town of Kokchetav for the
Central isian Zone and near the town of Bodaibo for the Altai zone. Further, we
base ourselves on the assumption that delivery of the appropriate sealed apparatus
for periodic replacement in the automatic seismic stations in.the USSR from the
international centre and its return to the international centre should be carried out
by Soviet personnel in Soviet aircraft.

The Soviet Union is sincerely striving to reach agreement on a mutually
acceptable basis. If the participation of foreign personnel is required for the
delivery of this apparatus to automatic seismic stations from the international centre
and for its return from the stations to the international centre, the Soviet Union
would be prepared to agree to this.

It is understood that, if necessary, we would take appropriate precautionary
measures in connexion with such trips by foreign personnel.

Therefore, in this new position of the Soviet Union it is a question of control
by means of automatic stations with certain elements of international control; this,
in our view, would provide a zood way out of the situation and make it possible to
reach agreement rapidly on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests for all time
on a mutually acceptable basis, Agreement could, of course, be reached without
delay even now, if the Western Powers would show goodwill and not try to avoid tdking
advantage of the opportunity afforded them by this Soviet proposal.

We believe that this proposal by the Soviet Union introduces & new element into
the negotiations on the cessation of tests and that it will be duly appreciated by
the neutral States and the Western Powers, and then we would be able to bestow upon
mankind, upon all the peoples of the world, the present about which the representative

of Nigeria has just spoken
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I shall'now turn to the question of general and complete disarmament. Today
the Committee is beginning in real earnes* the discussion of specific questions of
general and complete disarmament. At the first meetings of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee after the resumption of its work, a number of representatives showed
definite interest in the proposal submitted on 21 September 1962 at the seventeenth
session of the United Nations General Assembiy on behalf of the Soviet Government
by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Gromyko (4/PV.1127 (provisional), p.38).
This proposal is that until completion of the implementation of the second stage of
general and complete disarmament a strictly limited and agreed number of inter-
continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in the ground-
to-air category could remain at the disposél of the Soviet Union and the United States,

what prompted the Soviet Union to put forward this proposal? What is its point
and significance? There can be no doubt that the main danger to general peace and
to the security of the peoples is the threat of a nuclear war breaking out. The
elimination of this threat is the main ané primary task in the general programme of
disarmament. It is precisely for this reason that States should work out an
agreement which would eliminate in the very first stage of the implementation of the
disarmament programme the possibility of a nuclear conflict breaxing out. duch has
already been said at the meetings of our Committee to the effect that this aim could
be achieved in two ways: either by undertaking neasures in the first stage of
disarmament to destroy the nuclear weapons themsélves, which would be a direct way
of radiéally solving this questionr, or by accomplishing the aim indirectly by
measures for the elimination of the.means of delivery of these weapons.

The arguments in favour of beginning disarmament with the elimination of the
" nuclear weapons themselves are widely supported by many countries. This is not
surprising siﬁce the destruction and prohibition of nuclear wezpons wouid do away
with the material basis for unleashing and carrying on nuclear war, The Soviet
Union has always advocated the elimination of nuclear weapons from the very outset
of the disarmament programme. The Soviet Union is already willing to transfer the
implementation of measures for the elimination of nuclear weapons from the second
to the first stage, dnd several representatives of the non-aligned States have
expressed themselves in favour of this. e should be happy to do this if the United
States, the United Kingdom and other Western Powers would agree with this proposal.
.Unfortunately, the position of the Westefn Powers on this question does not make it

possible for us to count on this.
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'Having encountered stubborn resistance on the part of the ¥estern Powers to
the Soviet proposal that ali nuclear weaﬁéns should be destroyed in the first stage
of disarmament and being an#idus to find a mutually acceptable.basis for negotiations
on genéral and complete disarmament, wé propose in the draft treaty submitted by the
Soviet Govermment to the Eighteen-Nation Committee (ENDC/2/Rev.1) that disarmament
should start not with the elimination of the nuclear weapons themselves but with the
elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, Such a method could also
lead to eliminating as eafly 2s in the first stage the danger of a thermonuc}ear
war breaking out, since nuclear weapons without the means of delivering them to their
taréets would be paralyzed, would, so to speak, be riveted to their storage sites
while awaiting destruction in the second stage.

.It should be noted that if we begin the implementation of general and cormplete
disarmament by elicinating the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, this has also
certain advantages. Modern means designed for delivering nuclear weapons to thgir
‘targets represent a complicated military technique. They include rockets, bombers,
surface and underwater vessels of a specific type and large artillery systems, ’,The
maintenance and use of these means requires complicated equipment, ancillary services
and so on. These special features of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are a factor
which will facilitate to a considerable extent the implementation of controi.

Obviously, the implementation of disarmarent measures must take place in such a
way as not to create any military advantege either for any individual State or for
any group of States. This principle is laid down in the Agreed Principles (ENDC/5).
Accordingly, in the Soviet draft treaty the destruction of the means of delivery of
nuclear weapons is organically linked with the elimination of foreign military bases
on alien territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops therefrom, We have already
pointed out repeatedly the fact, which is well known to all members of the Committee,
that the Soviet Union is compelled, for a ﬁumber of reasons, to base its defence mainly
on the means of delivering nuclear weapons. These means have been, in a sensé, the
Soviet Union's answer to the system of military bases located by the United States
and the NATO military bloc along the borders of the Soviet Union and other socialist
countries. In agreeiny to the eliminztion of its main means of defence, the Soviet
Union is entitled to demand that the other side should take a step which would reduce
the threat to its security. For this purpose the means of delivery and military

bases on foreign territories imust be eliminated.
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LS soon as nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are destroyed, the need for such
bases also disappears. There is not and cannot be any justification for their
retention, and attempts to retain them under various pretexts are bound to give rise
to legitimate suspicions and fears. The Soviet Union is proposing a just and
mutually acceptable solution of the question, which takes intc account the security
interests of both sides and eliminates the danger of nuclear war both for the
socialist countries and for the countries in the NATO bloc,

¥hile fulfilling certain military tasks of an aggressive nature, military bases
on foreign territories are a2t the same time a political weapon in the hands of the
States that possess or contrcl them. The presence of such bases leads, in one way
or another, to interference in the internal affairs of other countries, infringes
their sovereign rights and serves as a means of imposing the will of some States on
others, Foreign military bases are a source of friction in relations betwcen States.
They create a tense and nervous situation in the world, increasing the danger of
gharp conflicts which might set in motion the military machines of the opposing blocs,
which in these days would mean a universal thermonuclear war.

The elimination of foreign military bases would be a great step towards improving
the international situation.

Although the need to begin the implementation of general and complete disarmament
by eliminating the threat of nuclear war was clearly realized at the time when we first
took our seats at the Conference table, this truth has now become even more obvious
in the light of the acute international crisis through which we have recently lived.
Those who are seriously concerned about the fate of the world and are anxiocus to
eliminate the threat of nuclear war and tc preserve the lives of millions and millions
of people as well as vast material and cultural values built up in the course of -
centuries by the work of many generations, should welcome the proposal of the Soviet
Union, which is aimed at the speediest solution of the problem of abolishing the threast
of nuclear war, It was no mere chance that the idea which ran through almost all
the speeches at the General Assembly of the United Nations was the need to make the
most energetic efforts in order to block the way to a nuclear war. In the existing
conditions this can be done by destroying the means of delivery of nuclear weapons
and foreign military bases.,

At one of our meetings, the representative of Poland, Professor Lachs, made a

detailed analysis (ENDC/PV.85, pp.26 et seq.) of the course of the debate on general



£NDC/PV.S0
19

(iix. Tserapkin, USSR)

and complete disarmament in the United Wations General Assembly. Ie guoted extremely
interesting figpures which show clearly and convincingly thet -at the dresent time many
States consider it necessary to rid the world of foreign militery bases as quickly

as possible and that this is an essential and urgent task. In this respect the
speeches of many representatives at the United Nations General Assembly are extremely
significant and instructive., They reflect the demand of the peoples that foreign
military bases should be eliminated at the same time as nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles, At the present time an awareness of the danger associated with the policy
of setting up foreign military bases is beginning to make headway even in those
circles that quite recently justified in every possible way the retention of foreign
militery bases on alien territories.,

The proposal of the Soviet Union, aimed at ridding the world of the danger of
nuclear war in the very first stages of disarmament, hes also been evaluated in a.
positive menner by a number of the members of our Committee. Nevertiteless it has:
not yet been possible to reach agreement on this vitally important question. The
reason for this situation lies in the fact tihat the Jestern Powers represented on
this Committee are trying to prevent the solution of this question. Thile it is
true thet they heve not disputed the reasonabtleness of the Soviet prdposal, they-
have nevertheless asserted that the implementation of our proposal is impossible for
o aumber of reasons.

fnat were the main objections put forward by the Jestern Powers to the Soviet
proposal for the complete elimination of nuclear weapon delivery velicles in the
first stage of disarmament?

Thelr first objection boiled down to the assertion that the implementation of
the Soviet proposals would disturb the military balance between Zest and Jest. It
was said that the socialist countries, having numerical superiority in armed forces
and conventional armements, would obtain.a militery advantage. In particular, the
Canadien representative, General Burns, in opposing our proposal, stated at the
meebving of 22 August: -

",., there is the question of the strategical imbelance which would

occur in Jdurope. if the nuclear weapon vehicles were abolished and the .

possibility of using the nuclear weapon in defence were entirely removed"

(H1DC/PV.73/p2.10 and 11),
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We do not wish to comment now on General Burns'! remarks concerning the use of
atomic weapons in Zurope, although they deserve some comment. We shall dwell only
on the assertion that the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would
create an imbalance in conventional armed forces and armaments. It must be said
that the talk about the numerical superiority of the socialist courtries in comparison
with the W¥estern bloc in conventional armements anc armed forces is not new. This
is used to justify an increase in military budgets, the accumulation of nuclear weapons
and the ceaseless acceleration of the arms race. However, such assertions are a
purely propagandistic device used for particular political purposes and bearing no
relation to the actual state of affairs. Such arguments are put forward in order
to confuse world public opinion and those who put them forward do not themselves

believe what they are saying. In an article published in the extremely well informed

United States journal "U.S. News and World Report" on 3 December 1962 there are some
calculations regarding the total numbers of the armed forces of the socialist
countries and the western bloc. What are the conclusions arrived at by this journal?
According to its estimate the socialist countries have 7,700,000 men under arms and
the western bloc 8,000,000. Therefore, even according to American clearly biased
souraes, the present balance of armed forces between Zast and West is roughly equal.
However, this does not prevent the renresentatives of the western Powers at the
disarrcament negotiations from proclaiming day in and day out the weakness of the ¥est
in conventional armamenfs and armed forces.,

4s regards the situation that would develop in the course of disarmament, it
is precisely in order to prevent imbalznce, precisely to ensure balance in the course
of disarmament that we propose the establishment of definite levels of armed forces
for each stage of disarmenent. Therefore, the objections of the westérn Powers to
our proposal on the ground that its implementation would create some imbalance in
forces are unfounded. Nevertheless such objections are being put forward by the
western Powers,

It is also argued that some party to the treaty wight conceal delivery vehicles
and later use then for its military and political purposes, At the meeiing on
10 August, (ENDC/PV.68, p.44), the United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber,
described this as the main difficulty which prevents the western Powers from accepting
the Soviet proposal for the elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. One

can hardly take seriously the fears cf the western Powers about the possibility of



ANLG /PV.90
21

(dr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

concealing nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. We have already drawn attention to the
technical characteristics of the.means of delivering nuclear weapons - their large
size, intricate guidance systems and so on. In addition it can be pointed out that
the production of delivery vehicles requires a highly organized industrial base.
MHodern bombers, intercontinental missiles and, especially, the plants for their
.production are not needles that could easily be hidden in hay stacks, = Therefore
the position of a country that wished to conceal cdelivery vehicles would be far more
difficuit than that of the international controllers entrusted with the task of
verifying the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, In this e¢onnexion,
it can be recalled that the Soviet draft treaty provides for a wide range of control
measures over all delivery vehicles and the industry producing them. The control
that we propose covers practically everything relating to nmuclear wegpon delivery
vehicles: -aerodromes, ports and launching pads, without which it is irmossible to
use a single one of the means of this type at present known.

Therefore this objection of the western Powers .is also, in our view, unconvincing.
Nevertheless it is put forward.

It has also been said that in circumvention of an agreement on the elimination
of all delivery vehicles in the first stage there might be improvisation and the
use of various forms of transport as delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons. 4t
first the western representatives spoke about this to the point of absurdity. They
even listed fishing boats as improvised means of delivery. But later, having
realiked the absurdity of these arguments, they began to put forward civil aircraft
as more probable improvised means. Thus, Mr. Godber declared at the meeting of
31 August, and I quote:

"Furthermore, I would say thdat the bulk of Russian military transport

aircraft, as well as many of the Soviet Union's civil airliners which

are adaptations of their bombers, could be used to deliver nuclear

weapons." (ENDC/PV,77, pp. 17 and 18)

It is, of course, possible to imagine various, even highly improbable situations

at will. However, if we look at the matter seriously, and examine the Soviet
proposal on disarmament attentively it is not difficult to see that it precludes all
practical possibility of actions of the kind depicted by Mr. Godber. As a result
of implementation of the- first stage of disarmament in aecordance with the draft

treaty proposed by the Soviet Union, plants for the production of nuclear weapon
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delivery vehicles will be liquidated, as will all installations connected with the
servicing of these means of delivery. In a word, the material and technical base.
will be completely eliminated and this, taken in conjunction with control in =ccordance
with the Soviet plan, will eliminate the possibility of creating any type of means of
delivery of nuclear weacpons, including, of course, improvised means.

Therefore, this conclusion of the western Powers on the Soviet proposals is also
unfounded. Nevertheless it is put forward.

The Soviet Union is smxious to reach agreement on general anc complete
disarmaisent- as quickly zs possible. Z1though we consider that the western objections
to the Soviet proposal for the elirpination of all reans of delivery in the first stage
are without foundation, we are prepared to meet them half way. This desire to
contribute to successful progress in the preparation of a2 treaty on general and
complete disarmament prompted the Soviet Government to submit to the General iLssembly
a new proposal under which the United States and the Soviet Union would retain at their
disposal until the end of the second stage of general and complete disarmament a
strictly limited and agreed number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles
and anti-aircraft missiles in the ground-to-air category. scecordingly, the relevant
changes were made in our draft treaty.

Thus, paragraph 1 of irticle 5 submitted by us for the consideration of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee reads:

"], /411 rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre

and range, whether strategic, operational or tzctical, and pilotless aircraft

of all types shall be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed, except

for an agreed and strictly limited number of intercontinental missile§,

anti—-missile missiles and anti-rircraft missiles in the "ground-to-air"

category, to be retained by the Union of Soviet Socizlist Zepublies and the

United States of america, exclusively in their own territory, until the end

of the second stage. £ strictly limited number of rockets to be converted

to peaceful uses under the provisions of article 15 of the present Treaty

shall also be retained."  (&NDC/2/Rev.l, ©.5)

“We have also added to the section of the Treaty relating to the second stage
of disarmament an article laying down the procedure for the destruction of the

nissiles remaining in the Soviet Union and the United States after the need for
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them has disappeared. This is article 23a, the relevant paragraph of which we also
deem it necessary to read out here in the Committee:

"l. All intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft
missiles in the '"ground-to-air" category, retained by the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States of imerica under paragraph 1o
article 5 shall be destroyed, together with their launching installations
and guidance systems." (ibid, p.18)

It is obvious that, in such a situation, no State would be in a position to
count on being able with success and impunity to use concealed means of delivery
for its military and political purposes. This being so, why engage in such a
dangerous venture and place oneself in the position of a violator of the Treaty with
all the very dangerous and serious consequences that would ensue?

Thus, the retention by the United States of an agreed number of intercontinental
nissiles during the second stage would do away with the objections raised by the
western Powers to the Soviet proposal for elimination of nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles in the first stage of disarmament. Of course, an agreed number of such
missiles would also be retained by the Soviet Union.

- What I have said in the foregoing fully applies also to the talk about the
danger of so-called improvisation of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons to
which the western representatives have referred.

4t the end of the second stage, when nuclear weapons will be completely .eliminated,
the missiles remaining at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States will
also be eliminated, since all need for them will have disappeared,

We are heartened by the fact that the new Soviet proposal has been received with
interest by many States and that the members of our Committee have expressed their
readiness to consider it carefully. Speaking in the Eighteen-Nation Comnmittee on
30 November the representative of India, Mr, Lall, said that:

Meeeeesess the suggestion was widely welcomed at the General Assembly
by countries from all over the world. It was referred to as a suggestion

which might open the door for negotiation on this issue." (ENDC/PV.85, p.2l)

Mr. Lall was referring to the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons
in the first stage of disarmament. We would also recall that a certain interest was
also shown in our proposal by the western nuclear Powers = the United States and the

United Xingdom - on which depends, essentially, the achievement of an agreed solution
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to the.duestion of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. lioreover,
we consider that consideration of our proposal in the Eighteen-Nation Committee will
result in a business-like discussion, which will help to advance the negotictions
and will speed up agreement on the text of & treaty. For our part we are prepared
to do everything in our jower to help this process forward.

In preparing its proposal the Soviet Government was guided by the desire to
create the most favourazble possibilities for the speediest achievement of agreement
with the western Powers on this question, The texts of the corrections and additions
to our draft treaty speal for themselves. They give 2 complete and clear idea of
the meaning and significance of our proposal., |

Lt previous meetings certain questions were asked by the western representatives.,
We get the impression that these questions are due to the fact that the western
delegations have not pronerly understood the purvort of our proposal.

For instance, the cuestion was put as to what types of missiles, in our opinion,
could remain at the disposal of the Soviev Union and the United States. It was said
that an answer to this question would heln the western Powers to determine their
attitude to our proposal. In this connexion I should like to draw the attention of
the representatives of the western Powers to the fact that Article 5 enumerates all
types of rockets which we consider cculd bz retained by the Soviet Union and the
United States during the second stage, namely: inter-continentsl missiles which, as
is known, are 2 separate type of rockets; further, anti-missile missiles and finally,
anti-aireraft defence missiles of the '"ground-to-air" category. 4is far as we are
aware, this classification of types of missiles has been accepted, not only in the
Soviet Union, but also in the United States, It is thercefore quite clear as to what
types of missiles specifically can be retained.

Another question wos asked, namely, where the missiles retained by the Soviet
Union and by the United States would be located? Here again a quite definite and
clear answer to this question is ziven in the fext of the Soviet proposal, These
missiles should be located respectively only on the territory of the Soviet Union and
only on the territory proper of the United States, and nowhere else. This definition
of the sphere of location of the missiles retained by the Soviet Union and by the United
States is quite sufficient for the purpoée of taking a decision in principle. Zxact
geographical co-ordinates of the sites where any particular missiles would be located

are irrelevant to the western Powers! determination of their attitude.
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We were also asked the question as to the number of missiles we envisage should
be retained by the Soviet Union and by the United States. First of all, I must say
that in our proposal a definite principle is laid down, namely, that the missiles
retained by the Soviet Union and by the United States are intended exclusively for
those purposes which have been already mentioned, and not at all in order to retain
for these States the possibility of waging a nuclear war. There must be no retreat
from the main, decisive task of our time, namely, the elimination of the threat of a
nuclear war from the very inception of disarmament.

Any departure from this idea would be tantamount to agreeing to let the world
rermain permanently under the threat of a nuclear war. After all, the unacceptability
of the United States proposal for a percentage reduction of the means of delivering
nuclear missiles is explained by the fact that this proposal retains wide possibilities
of starting and waging a nuclear war right up to the end of disarmament. e cannot
adopt a position which would tolerate a nuclear war and would sanction it by an
international agreement. Our proposal therefore stipulates that the agreed number
of missiles retained by the Soviet Union and by the United States must be strictly
limited. We do not at all envisage that the Soviet Union and the United States
would retain many hundreds of inter-continental missiles capable of carrying nuclear
war-heads. The quantity - and I stress this - must be strictly limited and in strict
accordance with the purposes for which they are retained, namely, as a means of
defence in the event that someone should decide to violate the treaty and conceal
missiles or military aircraft, as some western statesmen seem to fear.

We deem it necessary to stress once again that our proposal has been put forward
with a view to negotiating = treaty with the western Powers, and it is precisely for
this reason that in spezking of a strictly limited number of missiles to be retained
by the Soviet Union and the United States, we have pointed out that this must be an
agreed number. e are prepered 1o discuss the question of the precise number of
missiles with the western Powers after we have found a common platform with then,
after we have received a2 favourable reply from the other side to our proposal. Only
then will there be any point in having business-like concrete discussion of the
question of the number of missiles that should be retained by the Soviet Union and
by the United States.

The question of conirol was also raised in connexion with our proposal.
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The position of the Soviet Union regarding control over disarmament is well
known. 411 measures provided for in the draft treaty submitted by the Soviet
Government would be carried out under strict international control. e should like
to draw the attention of members of the Committee to article 5 of our draft treaty.
¥e have already quoted the text of paragraph 1 of this article in full (supra. p. 22 );
this provides for the destruction of rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons
with the exception of a strictly agreed number of missiles of a definite type which
would be retained by the USSE and the United States during the second stage.
Paragraph 3 of article 5 stipulates that inspectors of the International Disarmament
Organization shall verify the implementation of the measures referred to in zaragravh 1.

At present, when we are still without the agreement of the western Powers to
accept this Soviet proposal in principle, it would be premature to divert the
attention of the Committee to the consideration of the various details which might
arise in connexion with our proposal. #hat point would there be in having a
discussion on individual details, on individual particular questions, if we have no
common agreed platform? The main thing at present is to get 2 clear reply from our
Western partners as to whether they are prepared ‘o z2ccept the proposals put forward
by the Soviet Union in a spirit of goodwill inspired by the desire to reach agreement
as quickly as possible on the most important issues of the disarmament problem.

We are now waiting for the western Powers to define their attitude to this
Soviet proposal which, as the representative of India, Mr. Lall, has rightly pointed
out (ENDC/PV.85, p.22), opens the door to solving the problem of the elimination of
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage.v

4t the first meeting of the Eighteen~Nation Committee after the recess, namely
on 26 November (ENDC/PV.83), both the representative of the United States, d¥r. Dean,
and the representative of the United Xingdom, Mr. Godber, in referring to the
proposal of the Soviet Union submitted by the liinister for Foreign Affairs of the
Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, at the General Assembly on 21 September (4/PV.1127
(provisional), p.38) stressed that they were ready to help towards overcoming the
obstacles standing in the way of agreement on the rain issues of disarmament. dar .
Dean expressed the idea that he would like to show "flexibility based on a desire
for mutual understanding" (ENDC/PV.83, ».13).

The Soviet Union has taken a significant step towards meeting western Powers.

It is now for the western Powers to spealt; it now depends on them whether we shall
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be éble to reach agreement on an important question. of general and_gomplete disarmament,
namely, on the question of eliminating the danger of a nuclear war through the
destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles..

The picture is now so clear, the situation so obvious, that all that is required
of the western Powers is to show goodwill. We hope that they will soon give a
positive reply to our proposal. If we receive such a reply, wide possibilities will
open up for reaching agreement on the basic measures of the first stage of disarmament
and on all the details connected with the implementation of our proposal, namely, the
retention by the Soviet Union and by the United States, during the second stage, of
an agreed and strictly limited number of inter-continental missiles, anti-missile
missiles and anti-aircraft defence missiles,

The General Assembly's resolution 1767 (XVII) on general and complete disarmament
(ENDC/64), in favour of which, I may recall, the Soviet Union, the United Siates and
the United Kingdom voted, calls on us to negotiate in a spirit of constructive
compromnise. The Soviet Union has agreed to a compromise and has, so to speak,
fulfilled its part of the task. ¥hat still rewains unfulfilled is that part of the
task which lies on the United States and the United ¥ingdom. The Soviet Union is
acting in the spirit prescribed by the resolution of the General Aissembly. I should
like to conclude my statement by expressing the hope that the same spirit of
compromise will be shown by our western colleagues, the representatives of the United
States and the United Kiungdom, which would enable us to reach rapid agreement on this

very important part of the problem of disarmament.

Mr. STELLE (United States of imerica): My delegation intends to speak today
on the topic which the co-Chairman had recommended should be discussed in the plenary
rmeeting, but before doing so, with your permission, Kr. Chairman, I should like to
comuent briefly on what our Soviet colleague has had to say with respect to a test
ban treaty and, specifically, with respect to "black boxes".

I noted with interest iir. Tsarapkin's statement today about "black boxes". That
was not because what he had to say about them was new: Soviet statements about the
number and location and the type of personnel that would be needed to introduce and
remove the "black boxes™ —-— which Mr., Tsarapkin may recall were made to ué rrivately
some time ago —~- have been discussed in the co-Chairman's meetings here in Geneva

and have been alluded to in general terms in the test ban Sub Committeec. Nevertheless
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I noted lir. Tsarapkin's statewment with interest because the fact that he has wmade it
publicly -- I say "publicly", and I assume that lr, Tsarapkin would now like Ikr. Foschi':
to give back to the Press what he withdrew from ii on Friday -—- in a plenary meeting
is an indication, I hope, that the Soviet delegation is now ready to negotiate further
and in more precise terms about the number, location, specification and capabilities
of the automatic unmanned seismic stations,

I sincerely hope thal this public statement does not mean that the Soviet
Government has now reached the end of what it is willing to discuss on "black boxes".
I hope also that iir. Tsarapikin's sitatement today means that the Soviet Union has now
given up its completely inaccurste claim that the western Powers have rejected the
idea of "black boxes". We never rejected the idea of "black boxes"; we have
expressed interest in them and we have said that we want to discuss them and explore
the idea., What we have rejected is the attempt of the Soviet Union to say that an
acceptance in principle or an acceptance of the idéa of "black boxes" by the western
delegations means that the West will have given up any idea of manned stations with
high~calibre equipment and of the necessity for on-site inspections. |

#henever we have said that we should be quite willing to explore how "black
boxes" might be used as a supplement to a2 system of manned detection stations, and
how they might be used possibly to reduce the number of on-site inspections required,
Mr. Tsarapkin has claimed that because we would not give up the necessity for on-site
inspection or the desirability of manned inspection stations, we were rejecting the
idea of "black boxes". I now hope the Soviet delegation is ready to go ahead,
publicly or privately, with further exploration of this idea in specific terms.

I hope also that the fact that the Soviet Union is now willing to accept the
idea of having these automavic stations introduced, checked and removed by internationzl
personnel means that the safeguards which the Western Powers have suggested should
be imposed on on~site inspection teams, such as their transport in Soviet aeroplanes,
the covering of windows, the attendance of Soviet observers, and so on, will -- since
the Soviet Union now finds them acceptsble in terms of its security in counnexion wiin
the "black boxes" -- be acceptable to it also with regard to on-site inspection. I
do hope this means that we may have, or hope for, a change from the opposition of
the Soviet Union to on-site inspection by international personnel.

If I mey now turn to the tonic of the day, in his initial statement as

representative of the Soviet Union at the opening meeting of our resumed session herec
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on 26 November (ENDC/PV.83, 2.17 et-seg.), and agaoin today, ¥r. Tsarapkin reminced
us of the fact that, in the course of the seventeenth session of the ‘United Navions:
General Ascembly, the Soviet Union had put forward certain changes in its drafd
treaty regarding the retention by the Soviet Union and the United States of a
strictly limited number of missiles or rockets. iccordingly, the Soviet represenv-
aive proposed that we come back to consideration of point 5 (b) of document ENDC/52
regarding measures of disarmement covering nuclear weapons delivery vebhicles and
strive, as provided for in the recommendations on procedure adopted by the Conference
(3NDC/52, p.1l), to overcome any difficulties or differences of views. Mr. Tsarapkin
expressed hope that s#n understending on this question would prove to be within our
reach. In the same statement, ne caid: "In this regard the Soviet Union has o

flexible attitude" (ENDC/PV.83, ».12)

The United States delegation welcomes the proposal of the Soviet Union to
contirue consideration here in the plenary Committee of the question of armaments.
This problem has been among the most acute of all those confronting our negotiesitinns,
Any new approach deserves careful explanation, clarification and expldfaticn in
depth. The United States expects to participate actively in this aspect of our work,
both in the plenary meetings and in telks with our Soviet co-Chairman.

In our discussions, the United States delegation will necessarily be addrensiarg
itself to both item 5 (b) of our agenda, which relates to nuclear delivery vehiclez,
and item 5(c) which relates to conventional armaments. That is necessary for two
reasons.

In the first place, the United States approach deals with armaments in 211
categories and types ~- except for certain classes of very small arms -- in an
identical manmer. - The United States approach is to freeze at o given moment in time
the existing military situation as it has evolved in response to each country's own
essessment of its military reguirements and then progressively to shrink it to zero
by a process beginning with an across—the-board reduction of 30 per cent in siage I
(ENDC/30 and Corr.l and 4dd.l and 2).

In the second place, it is not possible in our view to discuss nuclear axnd
conventional armaments  separately in the absence of a clear definition of what
types of armaments fall in ithe two groups. The large number of weapons possessing
what is called "dual capability" in both the nuclear and in the conventionel fields

roses important problems in this coannexion. Moreover, many conventional armemenis
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not explicitly designed for "dual capability" could undoubtedly be modified quite
readily to acquire a nuclear capability which further complicates attempts at
definition.

It is against this background and in the light of our convictions on these
ratters that the United Stetes wust examine and consider the latest proposal of the
Soviet Union. Lecordingly, in my statement today I shall undertaske two interrelated
tasks., First, I shall indicate in a broad and preliminary way some of the general
" areas in which clarifications of the Soviet proposal would be most useful in
assisting our consideration of the proroszal. Second, I shall recapitulate the
rmost relevant features of the United States position and the approach to the questions
embraced in items 5b and 5S¢ of our agenda.

In that connexion I shzll present for consideration, together with certain
preliminary explanations, treaty languzge concerning the reduction of armements in
stage I.

Turning first to the amendment most recently introduced by the Soviet Union
(ENDC/2/iev.1), I think it is important to stress the method and the spirit in which,
in our view, both that proposal and corresponding United States prorosals can be wost
objectively examined. In that regard 1 hoje that questions of what is or waat is
not a principle, what wust or what must not be accepted before clarifications are
offered, or what exactly must be clarified and at what level of detail, will not
become matters for polemics to Such a degree that these arguments tend to obscure,
embitter or serve as a substitute for cuiet and serious consideration of the
enormously important and enormously complex problem of armaments reduction. The
working procedures of our Conference (ENDC/1/sdd.3), as adopted on 24 July last and
reaffirmed by common agreement upon our resumption here last month, are I think well
adapted to our constructive purpose. In accordance with them, I propose that after
all of us here have had the benefit of o general initial expression of views, we
proceed promptly ~- without too much repetitious debate —- to solicit any suggestions
other delegations may wish to offer in the form of treaty languagé, and to refer all
of these various suggestions to the co-Chairmen for thoughtful consideration and
subsequent report.

In the interest of minimizing possibilities for unproductive debate, 2t this
stage the United States delegation expectis to go about the task of exchanging views

and seeking clarification in specific terms primarily in discussion between the
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co~Chairmen.  Accordingly I shall seek at this point to sketch only in general
terms the broad:areas;ip which a careful review seems to us to be required. in
doipg- this I am neither presenting kr. Tsarapkin with a questionnaire nor am I
insisting that he address himself here and now to the topics which seem important
to us. -
;. -The key sentence which appears to summarize the 3oviet suggestion appears to us
to be the following: |
"All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre and

range, whether strategic, operational or tactical, and pilotless aircraft .

. of all types shall be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed, except
for an agreed and sirictly limited number of intercontinental missiles, anti-h
missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in the 'ground-to-air! categqry,.
to be retained by the Union of Soviet Socialist Aepublics and the United Stafes
of America, exclusively in their own territory, until the emd of the second

~ stage."  (ENDC/2/Rev.l, .5)

First of all, of course, if we are to measure and assess the gap between the
Soviet position and our own, we need to know how far and in what respecfs it departs
from the 30 per cent across-the-board apwroach which the United States considérg t6
be the most suitable and realistic basis for reductions. Despite its oppési{idh at
the beginning of our Conference, the Soviet Unioh has now acceptéd_this apﬁrbach.for
many categories of armaments. It still wishes to depart from +this abpréach, B
- however, by demanding a much larger reduction in strategic delivery vehiclés, which
constitute a most important category to the VWest.

The percentage of reduetion which the Soviet Union now proposes in those
categories appears to be something more than 30 per cent, and something less than
100 per cent. We need to know what it is. '

And, of course, if the Soviet proposal on retaining an agreed and stricﬁly
limited number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft
missiles in the ground-to-air category until the end of stage II implies a cut in
United States intercontinental strategic vehicles, such as ICBM's and long range
bombers, by a greater percentage -than for the Soviet Union, the problem is more
complex. We shall need to know the extent and justification of any such pfbposed
disparity. | |

That, then, is the first dimension of the problem which we must examine: how
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ruch and in what respects does the Soviet proposal differ from the United States
proposal for a 30 per cent across—the-board reduction? What, in short, is the
dimension of‘the gap to be bridgecd? That might be called the dimension of width,
That, in our view, cannot be classified as a matter of detail, or as one unworthy of
consideration in reaching understanding on an approach to arms reduction.

4 second dimension of the problem before us is that of translation of the Soviet
proposal into numbers and categories. That might be called the dimension of depth.
The United States has set forth in its treaty outline certain groupings or categories
of armaments (ENDC/3C, p2. ¢ and 5) to clarify its provposal. It has sought to
simplify the problem by references to troad and uniform percentoges rather than to
enter into negotiations on specific numbers involved or on the composition of remaining
forces.

The Soviet proposal, hLowever, addresses itself to numbers, and to retained
levels, and introduces sharp differentistions between the treaiment of various
armaments, in assessmenv of the militery import of those quantities and distinctions
would seem to require from our Soviet colleagues at least some general indications of
the ranges of numbers and of the categories of armaments they are tazlkinz about.

That dimension of the problem is pariiculerly in need of clarification in view, as I
have mentioned earlier, of the lack, so far, of = common understanding about the
distinctions envisaged by the Soviet Union even beuween nuclear and conventional
armaments. In short, some armaments are to be reduced by 30 per cent, some by

16C per cent, and some by o percentage or amount in beiween. #e need, quite frankly,
to know which is which.

4 third dimension of the task of seeking a reconciliation of the ¥Western approach
and that of our Soviet colleague involves the question of verification. e do not,
of course, expect that our 3oviet coileague will tcoble this week a verification annex
developing his ideas on this point in deiail. Verification is of course an important
aspect of all the provosals we have discussed or shall discuss, but in this particular
case it is singularly important in assessing the importance and significance of the
proposal itself.

For, in the past, we have been told by the Soviet representatives that total
elimination required 2 ninimus of verification. Control, they have said, was easy;
the existence of one nuclear delivery vehicle would constitute clear proof of

violation. Accordingly, the control that the Soviet Union has proposed has been



ENDC/PV.90
33

(Mr. Stelle, United States)

generally of the type we have characterized broadly as inspectioh of bonfires. But
if the Soviet Union now proposes a different approach to the largest and most
destructive form of armarments, one based on a precise, agreed, retained level, does
it propose a correspondingly different approach to verification of fulfilment of the
measure? Does it still maintain its prev1ous views forbidding verification of
retained levels? Quite apart, tﬁerefore, from details and modalities, an indication
of the Soviet Union's gttitudes on that quéstion would contribute importantly to aﬁ
assessment of the potential ond implications of its new proposal. That, then, might
be called the dimension of verificdtion or control.

Those are some of tne pajor areas into which we should like to direct our
attention in forthcomlng discussions with our co-Chairman. 0f course, the Soviet
proposal also raises the questlon of locatlon of the armaments in question. Although
I do not intend to initiate a discussion of that problem at this point on our ﬁgenda,
I wish to reiterate the United States position that the elimination of so-called
foreign bases propdéed by the Soviet Union for the first stage would create grave
1mba1ances and Jeopardlze most seriously the securlty of the Unlted States and its
allles, and is therefore unacceptable.

I have made these comments on the Soviet change of position on nuclear delivery
vehlcles not in order to engage in polemics, or delve into details, but in the hope
that clarlflcatlon and elaboration of the Soviet proposal by the Soviet delegatlon
will help us in our efforts to resolve the existing major differences on this most
important question of reduction 6f arﬂaréhts. 7Te have, of course,‘noted that at
our plenary meeting on 26 November, and again today, kr. Tsarapkin emgha51zed that:

“.... the Soviet proposal is in no case 2 departure from the Soviet Union's |

fundamental approach to the question of the sequence and order in which

measures for.general and éomplete disarmament should be implemented .{..;“

(ENDC/PV.83, ».22)

In other words, says Mr. Tsarapkin, the Soviet Union still adheres to the position
that the liquidation of nuclear weapon deiivery'vehicles should be carried out in-
stagé i of disarmament. He appeared to repeat that idea this morning.

These words are not very encouraging. Nevertheless, we hope that in the-
process of clarifying and elaborating its new proposal the Soviet delegation
will be able to indicate that the Soviet Union is now willing to abandon its

unrealistic and inequitable concept of carrying out total, or almost total, disarmament
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in stage I with respect to one particular class of armaments, which cannot even be
eesily defined, and is prencred to move in the direction of progressive across-the-
board reduction of all classes of armament through the different stages of ihe
disarmament process.

My delegation welcomed the Soviet decision last July (ENDC/48) to adopt the
method of gradual percentage reduction for many categories of armaments, and it would
not be unreasonable to hope that the new Soviet proposal concerning nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles is an indication that the Soviet Union has drawn the logical
conclusion and may be preparec¢ to extend this general method to cover all major
armaments.

A8 to the United Statves, its position on the question of reduction of armaments
is well known. the United States has believed and continues to believe that the
method of progressive across—the~board reductions of armaments is the most realistic
one, and is sound and feesible,. The reasons for our continuing advocacy of this
method, as set forth in our uwroposals, are the following:

First, such a method provides for o continuing and orderly progression, through
all the stages of the discrmament process, of disarmament measures until the goal
of general and complete disarmament in o peaceful world has been reached.

Second, the United States proposals provide for a realistic allocation of
disarmament measures among the different stages and would not cause the over-burdening
of any of the stages.

Third, the United Gtates proposals make feasible control over disarmament
measures in stage I, when the disarmament organization would be in its initial stage
of operation, and when all-inclusive control arrangements would be impracticable,
and, as it has szid on many occasions, unacceptable to the Soviet Union. The control
arrangements under the United States proposals for the first stage would be sufficient

3

to provide reasonable assurance against possible violations. They would not
necessitate undue disclosures of national security information and would thus avoid
any prejudice to the security of some Siates which are particularly concerned about
this problem.

Fourth, the United 3tates propcsals do not introduce in a short period radical
rmeasures which are inconsistent with the political realities in the world of today.
On the contrary, they open tie way and lead towards disarmament in a way which tekes
full account of the existing political relationshins, which, just as the armaments

situation, cannot be exvecved %Yo change overnight.
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Fifth,wthe neasures provided for in the first stage under the United States
prdposals would stop the arms race by significantly reducing the levels of armaments
and éfmed forces, by.éaking it impossible for States to develop significant new
Weapons and By introducing rigid control over further production of existing
armaments.
l Sixth, the United States proposals maintain the existing pattern of inter-
relationship of the armed forces of States by not calling for significant changes
in the "mix" of armaments of each State during the disarmament process. Consequently,
those proposals avoid oroblems of creating strategic imbalance and the very complex
and difficult issues which would arise if the composition of forces had to be
negotiated in detail.
in'accordance with this zpproach of graduai across—the-board reductions of
armdments, the United States draft treaty outline provides in stage I for a 30.§er
cent reduction by specified parties of all of their major armaments, including
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, existiné at an agreed date and listed in an
appropriate declaration to be submitted to the international disarmament organization.
The reductions would be accomplished in three steps, each consisting of one year.
Bach step would be divided into two parts, During the first part, armaments
subject to reduction within that step would be deposited with the international
disarmament organization, while during the second part the armaments so deposited
would be destroyed or converted to peaceful use. These reductions would'ﬁe subject
to agreed verification arrangements by the interﬁational disarmament oféahizdfion,
including arrangements providing assurance that the agreed levels on retaihea
armaments were not being exceeded. ' .';
The reason why Wé.have included in stage I reduction of only major armaments
is that we did not wish to overburden the international disarmament orgaﬁizatioﬂ
with excessive tasks at the outset of its operatién. Nor did we want to include
in tﬁe very first stage of disarmament such measures as would require very extensive
verification arrangements. However, as we have said on earlier occasions, we would
be prepared to consider inclusion of 2ll types of armaments in stage I reductions if
the Soviet Union should insist upon it and would accept the necessary additional
measures of verification required. | ' A
In order to ensure thaet States could not compensate for the armaments reduced

by producing new, and periaps even more sophisticated, weapons during the process of
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disarmament, the United States has proposed strict limitations on the production and
testing of armaments. iccording to these restrictions, none of the parties could
exceed, through new production, the levels of armaments resulting from a 30 per cenf
recduction of each type of armament existinz at the beginning of stage I. In addition,
the parties to the treaty would limit their »roduction of parts and assemblies usable
in any type of armaement subject to reduction. The parties would also be prohibited,
after the beginning of stage I, from expanding their production facilities related to
the armaments subject to reduction, and from constructing or eguipping new facilities
for the production of any type of armament which they had not produced before the
beginning of stage I.

Finally, the United States proposals »rovide for prohibition of the testing or
production of new types of armaments, as well as for = limitation of flight testing
of missiles. 411 these measures would of course be subject to agreed verification
arrangements by the international disarmament organization.

ity delegation is <aking this opportunity to submit to the Committee treaty
language concerning the reduction of armaments in stage I (ENDC/69). These provisions,
for the most part, =anmplify and make more precise the clauses in section 4 of stage I
of the United Staztes outline treaty which I have just reviewed. In addition, our
draft treaty language makes clear the amendments which we introduced on 6 Lugust
last (ENDC/30/idd.l) concerning production of armaments. I should also point out
that we have benefited considerably from the comments and suggestions made by other
delegations in the course of our earlier discussions, and these corments and
suggestions have influenced the drafting of our treaty language.

In connexion with our dreft treaty languasge, which we are now submitting,

I should like at this time only to point out a few of the features of which I think -
members of the Committee should take particular note.

First, in peragraph 1 - "Zeduction of irmaments" - there is no longer contained
a lengthy, illustrative list of categories and tynes of armaments, such as the list
which was contained in our outline treaty (ENDC/30, pp. 4 and 5). The annex on
stage I armaments reductions will contein the comprehensive list of types of
armaments of each country that will be subject to reduction. Since reductions of
particular types, and allowec production within those types, will take place on the
basis of the lists set forth in the annex, it will be necessary for countries
undertaking reductions in stage I to develop an agreed list of the types of

armanents which would be suvject to reduction and production limitztions.
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~Secord, I should like to call the Committee's attention to the basic provision
on production limitations contained in paragraph 3 a, on page 2 of Document ENDC/69.
In this paragraph it is made clear that there will be only an agreed amount of
production of armaments within the various types of armaments subject to reduction.
Whenever an armament is produced within the agreed allowance, an additional armamrent
of the same type would have to be destrcyed. This language reflects the amendments
ir our treaty outline which we made on 6 iugust 1962 (ENDC/30/4dd.l1). -

Third, there is another point which should be noted about our paragraph 3a.
Thero would be an agreed production limitation for every State party to the treaty,
even if it were not s State required to reduce armaments in stage I. There would
again be a requirement that an armament of the same type be destroyed for each
arracent produced. This is required under our draft so that no State, whether or
not its armaments are subject to reduction in stage I, could increase the level of
itz armaments during that stage.

Fourth, I should like to call the Committee's attention to paragraph 38 of our
treaty articie. - In this clause we provide:

"No Party shall, from the beginning of stage I, test or produce
any type of armament which it has not tested and produced prior to

the beginning of stage I." (ENDC/69, p.3)

A great deal of concern has been expreSSed:around this table about the insecurity

end iastability which might be dréated'by competition to develop new types of weapons.
We believe that this clause should be an effective dampener on any such competition.
If a party had not tested and produced a type of armament prior to the beginning of
~*age I, it could not test or produce that armament after the beginning of stage I.

#e think that this clause which I have just quoted represents the most practical way
in which we can deal with this problem.

In conclusion, I wish to state that we believe that the treaty language we have
nowy cubmitted should advance the work of ocur Conference, since it puts into clearer
and more precise terms concepts and procedures for the reduction of armaments, for
the method of reduction, for limitations on procduction and for limitations on the
testing of new weapons. . |

We suggest that, in accordance with our established plan of work and established
practice, this draft article and articles 5, 6, 7, 8 and 12 of the Soviet Union's

draft treaty (INDC/2/Rev.l), together with any amendments or suggestions that other
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delegations may make, be referred to the co—Chairmen for further consideration. If
plenary discussions of this agenda itein are completed this week —-- and of course

without prejudice to cny delegation's desire to speak on this item on our agenda --
we also suggest that any delegation wishing to submit amendments or suggestions do

so not later than Friday, 14 December.

Sir Michael WRIGHT (United Xingdom): It is my intention this rorning to

make some remarks on behalf of ny govermment on items 5 b and ¢ of our agreed agenda
on general and complete disarmament (INDC/1/4dd.3), but before doing so I should like
to make some brief comments in exercise of the right of reply on the statements we
have heard this morning on the subject of a nuclear test ban.

First, I am glad to welcome the representative of Nigeris back to our Conference.
I listened with interest to his intervention. Next I lisvened also with interest
to the remarks of the representative of the Soviet Union, and I should like to make
a short preliminary ooservation upon ther.

In the first place, my colleagues around this table are aware, because they are
familiar with the proceedings of the nuclear test ban Sub-Cormmittee, that the United
Kingdom and the United States have been anxious ever since the presentation of the
eight-Nation memorandur (ZNDC/28) to enter into rezl and substantive negotiation
upon it. We recognized of course thatv there was a difference of view between
ourselves and the Soviet Union over on-site inspection and.over the meaning of the
memorandum in this respect. hecordingly we proposed and we still propbse to adopt
the same procedure as the Conference agreed upoh concerning general and complete
disarmament: namely, %o take the proposals or topics one by one and seek the widest
aree of agreement upon them, leaving over for further consideration at a seccnd or
third reading those points on which we may not be able to agree immediately. That
was the sort of procedure which the representative of Nigeria, if I understood him
rightly, commenced to us this morning, and I agree with him. 7e, the United Kingdom
and the United States, have never sz2id, and we do not say now that we cannot enter
into negotiation until our own view of the points on which we disagree with the Soviet
Union is accepted by the other side in advance. We have never said that ond we do
not say it now, Unfortunately, that is exactly the attitude that on a nusmber of
occasions the Soviet Union has adopted.

Today I was glad to hear mr. Tsaropkin revert to the question of "black boxes®
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and, if I understovod iz rightly, to Lear hinm resgiond to the invitation that 1

A

extended at our eighiy~seveniti ;lenwry meeting to discuss this cuestion furiher
with us. “his is wiie?t I s=2ic on that occasion:

"Iin this ratter o2lsc ny delegation 15 seeking for common ground and not

ar

iscgreeaent. 3y 21l means let us discuss iihe possidle
use of 'ti~eiz boxes! znG see whellher 17 may nels to norrow the Fad
between the two sides zond to reduce the reguirements both for the use
of convenuional deteciion stations 2nd even, verhops for the number of
on-site insgeciions, The United iingdor: is ready ond inceed anxious

to take further 2art in discussion with the Soviet Union of this wroposal.

o

T should lixe, wnerefore, formzlly to prozose thxt a meeting be convened of
competent exserts from the west, from the Soviet Union aond, if desired,
from other countries which have suca experts to examine where and how far

the use of 'blacik boxes' could be helnful in improving means of detection

and identification. If there is 2 hope of meking progress in this way,
do not let us throw it zway. iven withouv 2 meeting of exgerts, we ~re

prepared to o into tais matter wit: the rerresentative of the Soviet Union

v

as thoroughly os we can do withoubt experts to help us." (IBC/PV.87,2:.12 2nd 133,

48 1n the czse of %the eight-Nztion wmemorandur:, so in the case of "hloci boxes";
we are willing, and indeed cnxious, to ex:lore tze m.iter furtier with the Coviet
&) ? Y
Union without ony haimperin. conditions on our sice, Jde ourselves Co nod believe
> O ’
frow: our prelininery situdies, vhav "black boxes" could afforld = complete substitute
for a measure of on-site insecticn, Tae scientists, Soviet and United Zuotes
= b b

who pu® the "blocii boxes" icea forword in the first ploce ot the rugwash conference

expressed the seme view, onG we hove thought 1t only right to let our coliezgues

on the Committese know 4iot <this is ©wle view that we nh2ve formed from our Hrelininary
studies. I wani to regead to our colleagues, zowever, that we co not mke the
acceptance of tais view = condition for negotiantion zbout "black boxes'.

The Soviet represeniavive, I uncerstand, believes that "black boxes" may be of
greater value than we 2ave so far been led by zdvice to thini. I only hope that he,
in his turn, is not mairing it 2 condition that otihers should accept that point of
view before we embarit upon 2 further eizloration of the question of "black boxes",
because such 2 concdition would leal us nownere. Unless I kear from the Soviet
representative to tae conirary I shell ossune toat he is nov seeking to make any

such condition.
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Havinz soid that, 1 skould lixe, in the lizht of his sia

4.

vemient todoy, o renew
the formel prososal waich I made on S leceuber (ivid, .13}, the srovos~i That o
nmeeting te convened of connetent exgerts from the west, from the Joviet Union and,
if desired from cther couniries wiaich aove such eiperts, te eiazine wnsre aind how

far the use of"bloelz boxes™ could Te 2elpful in izDroving ane of dGateciion znd

220 srososal formally in @

1, il -

identification. i reneow 3 he ligat of wr, Tsarasikin's
statenent todoy, but I would zalso rvesext that if thot suzggesiion does nod counmend
itself we ~zez 5%ill Tredzred to jo into this matter with the representeative of the
Soviet Union as thzorou_ ialy os we con witlouv exjerts.

For the rest, I siould like to reserve ny Turiher comments on kr. Tsarajsxin's
staterment until I have 22 time to consider it carefully in the record. I should
not like even inzdvervtentiy to say onything which might nip in the bud 2ny prospect
of making wrogress. There is to be & furither meeting of the nuclear Sun~Committee
tomorrow, and thst will ive the three nuclear cdelezations the chance of exploring
the matter further.

NWow let me turn to the cuesvion of items % = and 5 ¢ of our 2. Tree

S
seneral and comjlete cGisarmament,

Te have heard tolzy Uwo interesting shatemenits by the representatives of the

Unitec States =nd the Zoviet Union znd I skall of course study their remcris with

the close zttention taey ceserve, I shall z2lso study carvefully 7The docuzent which
ir. Stelle has kindly cizeulzied Vo thae Comrmmittee x5 » Conference docuzens (SNDC/6%).

.

I =z sure we ol howe Uhav tails cCocuzent will hels our two co-Chzirren in vhe

cifficult wusix of draiting the mexy zrvicle, article V, of our irexty on [enerzl

ena coiplete

I think we axe 211 zreed thav in our negovisisions on Jeneral 2nd cozsleve

o

discussions on 1vexrs 5 3 2nd 5 ¢ connot be entirely divorced iIr

diszrmeaizent our

each otner., ;s tae resresentative of indiaz Zointed out in zis s3zeech U our
eighty-fifia wceeting, = szesch to which I listened with particular interest, our
tasik here iz surely nod ornly to put an end o nuclecr weapons buv also vo extend
¢isarzament to conventionzl wewsons zs well. £s kr. Lall saids

Meeovs. urgend thougk tze need for nuclear diszsrmarent is, it is

also essentizl that cdue attention be uaid to dis

Fa

raament in its

o

fullest sense.”  (IIDC/PV.85, -.20)

I wish to emzhnasize wvhis 2oint because it has Ceen suggested recently in this

Committee that the world is richer --—~ if that is the rignt word ~-— Ty one exserience
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EN

during the last few nonihs. I submiv that we should do well to remember that the
world is in fact richer -— if that is the word ~- by not one bul two exseriences
during theat period. iloreover, I do not want ithe Cormittee to draw any wrong
conclusions from tiae faoet that I prosose tuis morning to concentrate on the »roblem
of the elimination of nuclezr delivery vehicles rather thar on conventionzl

disarmament.

Te have of course zlready discussed wine problem of tie elizinavion oI nuclear
delivery vehicies at some length curiaz vhe firsv session of this Conference, and
we studied it in evepr reater deteil during our second session before we went into
recess in September.

I thinx thzt the vilue of our earlier discussions in cetail =nd ir dejsith of

this probler has been ~inly demonsirated by the fact that since those discussions

the Soviet Governnent Lizs cecided Yo modify its position in regard to the elimination

of nuclear delivery velicles. It is therefore apuroprizte znd timely kot we should

e

]

renew such discussions ot zn early stage, and 1 2ope that they will be equally fruitful.
de are dealinj here wivi one of vhe ost difficult and sensitive, serhaps the
most difficult and sensivive, parts of our teslz, and I an sure that once we reach
agreerzent on nuclear wes:on systems, the weapons which underpin ithe security of the
major Powers, we shall find zsgreement in other fields relatively easier. Consideration
of the new Joviet 2roposal (ZWDC/2/lev.l, wn. 5~T7) offers an excellent opportunity
for real discussion, discussion wixlch will permit us to work together to solve this
extremely complicated cné vechnical trobler. i nope my contributions to this
discussion will te uncderstood in this Xight.
wy colleagues will reczil that iite mocdification of the Joviet tosition was first
announced at the General .sserily on 21 Septenber last by the Soviet Foreign kinister,

r. Gromyko. 1 do mot vixink I neecd cuote his reumarks on that occasion since they
are familiar to 211 of us; Iir. Tsara’iin regeated then this morning, cnd they can be
found in the provisionsl verbstis record (. /2V.1127 (provisionszl 3,38‘. i

F 'y /
colleagues will also reczll 4hzt, 2s ir. Gromykxo Tronised, the Soviet Governent
b Py H

L X

subsequently tabled = revised drafd ezty on germerzl and cormsleve disarmarent as 2z
First Committee documend (./C.1/86') cCa’ad 24 leptember. “his revised draft treaty

has elso been circulzted 25 2 Conference document (INDC/2/ev.l) dated 25 ilovember,
The new Soviet positien regarding nuclezr delivery vehicles originally announced

by kr. Gromyko is refiecied in amencrents to articles 5 and 23 of the revised Soviet
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=,

draft treaty and in s new article, zrvicle 23a Incidentally, I notice that article
4 has not bteen amended vo Uaike account of i.r. Grozyko's proposal., Logically such

an awendment would seenr Yo de required and no doubt our Soviet colleazue will ue

rutting this forward in due course.

Since copies of the revised Sovied draft “resty are availzasle to nere
I do not need to tzazz un vie Commitvtee's tie “oday Ly examining the texis of the
articles to whic: I aave refizired. 1y colleapues will z3lso recall tizt . oorin

subsecuently referred %o iz wvodificavion of nis Fovernment's sosition during his

speech to the Firs-

o

Comxmiviee on & Moverser (../C.1/PV.1267, 2.12-15). ileedless
to say 1 listened o 2is renznras on Haly occw.sion vith the close atteniion thiat they
deserved. But on itie witole is sypeech was of = general chaorocter and ke lzrzely
confined himself %o redesnting ibr. Gromyoo's original proposal.

g%
r. Tsarazkin =2nd soiie of his eastern colieagues have sougat ©o znticipate our

criticizing the new Cloviet :roposal =s being too vague Dy saying thaot it constitutes
2 principle to waich the Test must agree Lefore the Committee jets down to detailed
discussion, For my z2rv, [ would prefer to regard the modification in the Soviet
wosition 2s rejzrds nucliear delivery vexicles =s 2 Troposal <owards the solutvion of
a probtler: on which we are 211 agreed in wrinciples -- I tegeat, = >robler on which
we are all =zgreed in srincizle, nzmely, the need to negotiate o itreaty for general
and complete disarmarent -riich, among othar things, contains jrovision for the
eliminzation of =211 wmeans of delivery of weajsons c¢f mass destruction, In this
instance the vevised Joviet draft Urezty contzins some detsiled inforirziion --
certainly more ¥han in ovliexr Lovielu [rorosals ~- nd tnis I welcoue. Lewer in Ty
speech todzy I will cexl wiis some of those teciinical issues ox riich my <elezztion
czn, 1 think, laae 2 userul coniribuiion Dosed on dur own eleriance.

pa ;

Turning to Ve subsusnce of the aew Jovied protosal, I 2n sure that wost of us

Zo-

would entirely = :vee wilil =.e stateren? made by vae resresenivative cof the United

Arab Republic during Zis s.eech to vhe Fivsv Coxmitiee on 5 ovenber, {7, IISSSG
uzgested tiat 137 was Serkons too ezrly to 2azss final gucgeieni on this =wrocoszl
before muc2 needed clzri“lc”tvon znC crecision 2l bDeen esizblished. .8 a¢ said:

e

"Discussion of this I.lest cdevelojizent wiltz a2 view to assessin; ids fullier

mezning and consecuences merits Uie Jemeve Coznference's uimost sitentvion,
2nd will 2o doubl ocecupy = great sart of the forthcoming resumed celibera-—

tions." (./C.1/PV.1225, £.28)




Z1DC/PV. 20
43

(Sir iichael right, United Jingdom)

The representatives of the United irad .Lepublic (INDC/2V.84, pp.33 znd 34) and
of India (ZNDC/PV.85, 72.20 and 21) rafe the same point in their statementis on
28 and 30 November ressecvively, znd I entirely associate myself with their remarks
in tais connexion. 1y request for furither detzil and elaboration is, I think, also
supported by the representative of Bulgaria, who complained on 30 November that the
Yestern Powers hed not so for asked for detailed clarification (ENDC/PV.85/3.40).
I am slways happy when tle re;resentotive of Bulgaria and myself find ourselves in
agreement, I hope, therefore, that wuy Soviet colleazue will now come forward with
further contributions Vo our celiberztions in vhils regard.

Let me say nere znd now that I welcome the indications of new thinuing bSeniné
the new Soviet proposzl, since it zpfears to Te based on z recoznition by the Soviet
Governinent of the difficul<ies raised by i%ts earlier proposals to elimincie thae

Y

danger of nuclear war for 211 +tize merely by sllegedly eliiinating nuclear celivery

vehicles. I tzke i3 thzv this proposal means, in effect, thol the Soviet Governmens

is now offering an aliernciive to the sugzestion puv forward by Lr. fuznetsov on

o

9 October (BNLC/2V.81, 2.9} ihat 21l nuclear warheacds should te destroyec in tie
first staze of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. i realize tiat the
Soviet Governuent haas nou zltogetier zbsndoned tnis suggestion, but it does seem to
me that it is now tzinzing sotievhat more realistieslly about these ratiers than
before. iy delegaticn cexrlainly rezzrcs its new prozosal as a step in the right
direction, since it implies that Dotk Zast and Test should retzin & nuclear umbrella,
as yet, of course, undefined, for =zt least two out of the three stages of the
disarmarn:ent process,

I have not, of course, forgotten kir. Lorin's warninzg to us in the First Committee
on 6 November thatd:

"It would be quite wrong to see in this step taat we have taken a

mechanical conceccion made by the Soviet Union in order 1o bring

the poéition of the Soviet Union closer to thzt of the United Gtates..."

(L/C.1/PV.1257, ©.13-15)

Eowever, I for one 2 redared 1o rezard tae new Joviet nro.oszl a2s a cotenvizl means

of working towards Dridging wie gar beiween the former Sovied uosition znd the position
which the Jest zzs adozlted 2t this Conference. .8 you Znow, we have always aorgued

hat a disarwame LiTeenend 1 nlizely +to e aczieved s iv i rorsbe
that dis nv s unl to G chieved unless incoryorzies

-3

provision for the retentvion Ly both sides of, v zny rate, some nuclear czpability
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sufficient to prxovide security for both sides during the greater pari of lhe
disarmarent procéss.

On 26 November lir, Tsarapkin referred to the new Soviet proposal, which "clearly
goes towards meeting the point of view of the western Powers in regard to what is

called 2 nuclear 'protective umbrella' ". (ENDC/PV.83, p.21) I think that is a

very good description of the western position in +this matter, namely, thzt disarwament
must be carried out under the protection of the respective miuclear umbrellas until
such time as alternative and effective security arrengements can be established ror all,
4s the representative of Romania pointed out on 28 November:
"General and cormlete disarmement will become possible only if we take
into account to en equal extent the right of 211 States to ensure their

security.” (ENDC/PV.84, 7.8)

X

7e are now all agreed, it seems to me, that we must heve the firsi two stages
of the disarmarent process under the protection of the nuclear umbrella, 1LYy cwa
view and the view of my own delegation is that, while we welcome this change in the
Soviet attitude so far =s it goes, we would invite the Soviet Union to go further.

It seews vo us that in so far as this proposal is relevant it would be woxe fittecd
to the transition frox the second stage to the third stage. Ls we undersiand the
Soviet position, the Soviet Union is not contemplating the full-scale builé-up of
the peace-keeping force before the third stage of the disarmament process =zt the
earliest. Therefore it would be logical that the Soviet proposal should be related
to the third stage rather than to the second stage.

He have often poinied out that so far as +he West is concerned we cannot eliminate
the present sources of our security, however unsatisfactory and dangerous the:r may
appear to be, before establishing 2nother equally effective and less dangerous source
of security. In our view that new source would have to be = peace-keeping force
of sufficient power and under satisfactory political control to deter an =zggressor.
Until such a force is established it is clearly unrealistic to expect either side to
dismantle its Dresent security arrangements. I think my Soviet colleague would
agree with thav general roposition.

48 I have said; I recognize that the Soviet proposal could be of hell %o our

work here. I entirely agree, for exemple, with lir, Dean's statement on 6 November

$

in the First Committee that the Soviet trozosal might be a good omen and might
forecast an attexmpt %o restore credibility to the Soviet draft treaty on general anc

complete disarmanment. 4S8 lir, Dean pointed out:
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"If the gap whica divides us comes down to the question of the percentage
of quantitetive arms reduction in ezch staze, we shall Lave & question

with whick we cen coize to grips.' (4/C.1/PV,1267, p.53-55)

However, as I said earlier, 1t is clearly too.soon to say whether the new Soviet
proposal in its present foru will in fact contribute to our discussions here.
Naturally I hope it will, and I should therefore lixe to stress that my following
remarks are put forward in an entirely constructive spirit. They are primarily
intended to draw the attention of my Soviet colleague to some of the implications of
the proposal he is now making. I hope that I have already mede it abundant}y clear
that we are not yet azble to assess the full significance of the Soviet proposal as
it now stands,

One: as =2 representative of one of the nuclear Powers represented et this
Conference I should werhaps remind the Cormittee that my country has not been included
in the Soviet proposzl. i do not propose to say any more than that at the present
time, but clearly that is & Toint whichk ny delegation has to bear in mind and on which
we have to reserve our position.

Two: 1 note that iv eppears that under its new proposal the Soviet Govermuent
is suggesting taa? only land-based intercontinental missiles should be retained until
the end of stage II. Thet is, the Soviet Government is meking here a proposal of
detail. I must hope that our Soviet colleague will come forward in due course and
give us his Governneni's reasons for zpparently selecting this particular weapon
system and for setting aside submarine and zircraft-mounted missiles., 3oth those
latter types of missile »lzatforms would appear to have substantial advantages for
both sideé from the most importént ~— indeed vital -— point of view of invulmperability,
advantages which I do not think should be entirely overlooked.

Three: I note with interest the proposed retention by both sides of certain
surface-to-air missiles, Clearly, as a defence 23ainst irprovised delivery vehicles,
such as civil eaircrafi, such missiles could well be essential. I myself zm glad to
note that the Joviet Government is now taking = more realistic view in this matter
and that the arguments which we put forward in the earlier stages of the Conference
are not quite so "artificial" gs lir. Tsarapkin suggested on 26 November that they
were. (ENDC/Pv.33, p.21). »% this morning's meeting the representative of the Soviet
Union again attacked our concern with improvised delivery vehicles, so I ax lefi in

L

some doubt now zbout wha' ris vosition reazlly is. 4Lt one svage he apparently
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-suggested that all civil zirliners should be desiroyed also, as being capable of
delivering nuclear warheads (sugra,g%éﬂ:QZ). I shzll look at that passage in the
verbatim record with particular care, 2nd make z point of taking the matter further
in the near future. It is, of course, a matter of 2 good deal of consequence,

Four: it is generally recognized that two main factors enter into the strategic
balance as it now stands: nuclear weapons and conventional forces. The eastern bloc
has a superiority in conventional strength, due not only to its larger numbers of

heavy weapons but also to interior lines, to sheed of reinforcement and further

moblllzatlon, to monolithic command and so on. These we have to some extent already
discussed, This sujeviority is counterbalanced by bne nuclezr weapons in the Lossession
of the weast. If the easiern bloc is o expect the Test to reduce its nuclear weapons

2,

to an agreed low Xevel, does the Coviet Union 2ropose thet the Iast should at tae

same time reduce its conveniionzl sitrensih so as to assure an effeciive conventional

balance also? Ctherwise z new balance, unfavouradle to the 7Test, would be arrived i,
Five: +then there is the question of verificatvion. “he Soviel projoszi is for

a strictly liwmited number of nuclear celivery veiicles to be revained by botlh sides.

The wording sere is somewinsd zmbiguous, The grovosal is nov szecificelly for an

equal number of venzicles or for vehicles of an ecual nuclear capacity, as I understand

it, but I take it %o mean izt the celerrent cmxﬂc13y on bota sices woulld be the same.

again I preswe thav the numbers the Loviet Union has in mind are smgll. That being
so, verification —-— wiich we have 2lways zointed cuv 1s an essential aspect in the

disarmarent proceés.and iz, after 211, <ie ulatfor: on which confidence must be’
established and must grow as the dissrmament process proceeds -—~— must assume a vital
importance if this nrodosal of the Soviet Union is to become = matter of serious
nezotiation.

I say this with greatv seriousness ©to our loviet colleazue and I do so Decause
of the previous attitude which his delegation has adopted towards verification. Thile
subscribing to the view 3Zuv forward so clearly by Lir. Gromyko in one of our eariiest
meetings (ZNDC/PV.2, ©.11) -- that t2e Joviet Union will no% wrust the Test and does

not expect the Jest to <rust it -~ neverilicless thae Soviet resresentstives av this

Conference have repesvedly clairmed U vre only verification Vo which they will

azree until the very izst slzze of cdisermament is o verificaticn of actusl cdestruction

s

it - . (A 3, &

of weatons, “he Soviet represeniaiives have receatedly told us that they will acceys
verification of destruciion but not of weavons Temsining, waich they describe as
control over armaments.



(3ir Michael Vright, United Zingdom)

Zs other representatives are well aware, we in the West have said that this is
not sufficient and that there ust be some iteans of verifying that agreed levels
are not exceeded and that there shall be no weapons hidden under the jaciet. By
its very proposcl here the Soviet Union has, it seems to us, high~lighted the
unrealistic nature of its own verificziion so far. If there z2re to be strictly
limited numbers retained, then it is obvious tiast “here must be zdequate satisfaction
on both sides to ensure “tiat such underizkings scre honoured. “his must —ean some
process whereby the other side can zassure itself thot the numbers retained do conforz
to the undertakings given anc that there shall not be numbers of other nuclear
delivery vehicles hidcen awzy in the verritory of the other side.

That, as ity coliezzues #xnow, is not o problem created by the Jest, zl3though we
have always recognized +thae cifficulties inherent in verificstion in the various sta:es
of'diéarmament, bearing in mind the Toviet Dreoccupation with espionage. That
pérticular orovlex orises directly out of the Soviet Union's own éroposal, znd I do
sériously ask oﬁr Soviet colleague ©o exzlain to us lLow he proposes that the ﬁecessary
verification reasures sh:ll be carried out to ensure that uncertakings given in
respect of this importarnt sroposal are in faect being honoured.

In the past the ¥est has tried to meet sore of the more general Soviet fears in
this field by its proposal for zonal inspection. “his has been re?udiated by the
Soviet Union, out we are s¥ill waiting for the Soviel proposals to solve the problem

in the general field.

I would now ask our Soviet colleajues to explain to us -- and I ask this in no
unfriendly sense —~ what vheir verificaltion »rozosals are in regard to tiheir new

suggestions in this field.

These are the prelininary rerarks which iy delegation wishes to make this morning
on this complex aznd fundarmental problem. I a1 sure that we shall 211 mve ruch rore
to say on this subject znd 1 shell naturally wante Vo study wivh warticulsr care the
remarks our Soviet cbﬂeague mede thic ornin; .

I should lile o conclude by exnressin; the hope that this discussion will
continue in a constructive wacner, in o oanner which will help us a2ll to zet to grips

with the problem and ultinztely to solve it dogevher,

k

The CHalinl (Suzie): It is now thirteen wminutes past one o'clociz and,

-

according to the agreed rocedural arranzements, we n1ave coe to the tize of day

when we should adjourn. Te have still one more speaker, the rejrresentative of
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Czechoslovakiz, and 2e hzs ajreed t¢ Josvoone :is statement until our next meeting

Q
at which, of courcse, 2 will be our first spealler.

L L

I wish to infori: the Cozmitiee +l2t we lave now received vhe surmary of the

B

position of the delezabion of Wigeria (iddendum 2 to ZWDC/63/.d4c¢.1l)} for inclusion
in the report to the Zenerzl .iLssendly. if there 1s no objecvion, this svatenent
will be inclucded as adcencun III to the report.

The co-Chairmen reconend thav our next meedting on Jednesdazy snould be devoted

to general and complete disarvmament; if there is no otjection I shall regard this
as approved.
it was so decided.
Wr. CAVLM 200I (It y) (translation frowm French): JSefore we adjourn I

4

should likze to sitress tiat we heve before us a formal »roposal by the Unived Yingdom

delegation for the convening of a groud of experts to study in particulsr the question

of "blacx boxes" (sunrz, ».40). I Zogte this nroposal will be tazken into consideration

by the Sub—-Comnittee for = Treaty on tae Cessation of Muclezr Teapon Tests which 1
believe is to meet tonorrow.

gg;wp“AuLJ (United Ctates of imericz): In connexion vwith the summary:
presented by the reinresenvative of Ilijeria, I understood tie Chairman to say that
it would be included 2¢ acddendur: III to +the xedort. Tould 1% not be vechinicslly
possible to include iV in =addencur. 11, since Uhere is a mertion of alddencdusm II in

the covering letter anc no wenvion of ndcdendum IIT1Y zvoid revision of th

covering letver,

The CH Tl (Burma): 1 ez told that it could be Gone.

Br. . 0,BallCV (Bulgaria) (translation irom French): I zather froi: what

the Chairman saic that tiie Higerian reiresentative's actual speech will De included,

It will not therefore Le o summary but simply the whole of the speech. Tould it not

-

be better to inciude ihils siatement ir :dédenduw: 1 which cocprises the records of all

the meetings =% which we heve discussed the cussiion of a nuclear testis ban?

“he CAelliwll (Surnma): I s2id 2 summery of the position of the delegation

5

of Nigeria, but doth swmary =nd sigteent will be included.
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With regard to the cquestion raised by the delegation of Italy, all the members
of the Sub-Comiittee are present here and I am sure they will take this matter into
consideration when they hold taeir next discussion.

The Conference decided to issue Vthe following cormunique:

"The Conference of the Zighteen~-Nation Committee on Disarmamenv today
held its ninetieth plenary meeting at the Pzlais des Nations, Geneva, under
the chairmenship of U Tun Shein, representative of Burma.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Nigeria, the Soviet
Union, the United Stetes, the United ¥ingdom and Italy.

"The next plensry meeting of the Conference will be held on Wednesday,

12 December 1962 2t 1C.3C a.n."

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m.






