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The CHATRMAN {Sweden): " T‘declare opén the one-hundredth plenary meeting

of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee’ on Disarmament(

Mr, FOSTER (United States of hmerica): | I have asked to speak today because
T want to make a"frank appraisal ‘of -where we stand on what we ccns1der the most
important isnue at present before uss “a nuclear- test ban treaty. - 4s you have
indicated, -Madam' Chairman, this is oub oné-hundredth plenary ﬁieetlng9 it is
therefore an appTODrldte sccasion to take ‘stock.
We -have now-heard the views of a number of the members of this Conference.
This meams+-that we have .a group of speeches .on which to Judge past progress and on -
which to estimate the course of future action.” We shall today hear further
statements whieh,will also be helpful towards that end. - However,- what I_f;hd as a
result of our past one and a half weeks of work is Aisappointing. Tt is.-true that
we -appear:.to’ be closem.t-gether than we have been at least since Novembér 196,  We
are at the. same time, however, in danger of having a perhaps more Aifeicdlt gulf to
bziﬂ,egs_for, as our positioxs in some regards have come closer, the gulfsbetweeh »
thom: seems- to: have deepened. 45 a mesult, the last step across this gulf appears
difficult. to.take,. : Taking this last step to agreement requires the good w1ll and
f(rt of_ hoth sides, It is something than can only be done’ together. R
_ Tohay 1t is negessary for me to leave here for Washington. to keep a long-standlng
engagement However, T. expec» to return to this- Conference early next week. Before
. leaving -I.wish quite simply but earnestly ‘to reaffirm the desire of the Unlted States
for an effective nuclear- test ban treaty. Let there be no mistake about 1t the
United States is ‘in Geneva. to. negotiate such. a treaty, ‘Wé are wllllng“and we intend
tv ergage in glvewandatake negotiatiozs on all major issues which must be agreed upon
,1f we are to reach -agreement; on a nuclear test ban, . . ' " BEES
_ as an- earnest of its. good intentions the Unlted States has already done the
foll.wing, thlngs Flrut' st suggested and’ part1c1pated 1n prlvate 01lateral and
_trllateral talks in’ New York and Washington in an attempt to work out the remalnlng “
orifvr ences, between the. tWO s1des seCOnd, it made ‘clear its p051tlon on the ,
remaln_ng 1ssues o e, settled. regarféing on-site 1nspectlon and an’ effectlve detectlon
qetv~rk — 1ssues which. 1t believes must e’ generally agreed at this stage of our
Angtlatlﬁnsg thlrd\ 1t lndlcated 1n ‘private talks- fts flex1b111ty and 1ts w1111ngness
to consider such p051tlons as the Sov1et Unlo“ mlght put forth on key 1ssues of the  °

,,,,,

De”OulathHS.
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ks spe01flc tokens of: good intent in these negotlatlons, the United States and
the United. Kingdom haves T ¥ '

(a) ~reduced suostantlally their requirements on an annual quota of on-site
1n5pectlons, o . ' '

(b) agreed to .remove thelr,previous requlrement that natlonallynmanned control
posts should be subject to international superv151on and control L

( c) -agreed, .provided the Soviet Union will supply data concerning thé-
capebility of its own nationsl stations and will reaffirm its agreeﬂent of last =
- summer to build new national stations where these are needed, to consider reducing
to seven the number of automatic stations they believe will be needed on deiet
territory; .. | | o o

(d) agreed Lo accept reasonable figures on the extent of the area subgect to
inspections and lastly _ ‘ ’ :

(e) -1n&icated their willingness to reach an accommodatica with. the‘éoviet
Unlon regarding particularly sensitive militdry installations which might be located
in an area to-be inspected.

~These moves are not those of a State intent on avoiding a nuclear test ban s0
that- it may contlnue underground nuclear tests, The initiatives offered by the )
United States and the United Kingdom, and the note of flex1b111ty with which they have
enterea thls round of discussions, should convince the delegatlons here that we wish
to negotlate a treaty in good faith. Thus far our initiatives have met W1th no
response from the Soviet Union. I reluctantly conclude that the Soviet Unlon, rather
than the Unlted States and the United Kingdom, is intent on av01d1ng agreement

Nevertheless, in an important and incisive series of questions raiséd in a
statemerrt made on 18 February by the United irab ‘Republic representative u '
GﬂﬂIyGV}Q;bp,9 gﬁ_ggg.) a real contribution was made towards furthering our wcrk°
Ls part of our stocktaking I wish today to .comment on sonme of*histquesticns.'l We hope
other <¢elegations round this table alsp will be prepared to give their compents
on those questions. , .‘ )

One questlon concerned the progress mede .during prior test-ban talks towards an
understand;ng on certain technical, issues. . 48-1 pointed out in my statement at our
last plenary meetlng, con31derable progress was made in test-ban discussions untll
November 1961 on a number of technical. and polltlco—techﬁlCal issues which must be

-Solved if we are to agree .on an effectivennuclear test- han treaty draft. True, there



1

ENDG/PV. 100
LAk

(Mr,_Foster, United States)

were certaln notable exceptlons on, whlch ‘the Soviet; Union and. the: Western Péwers had Q
no+ reache’ agreement . However, any apparent measure .of - agreement was. overturned by
the Soviet Unloh oroposals on 28 November:1961 (GEN/DNT/122) . .

If the Soviet Unlon were to agree-to advance-its p031tlon from where we were: in"
Novembex 1961 ~the conclusion of the representatlve -of the United irab. Republlc that
the ullflcultles .aheas are smaller than one would think would be- truc, ‘ However, ‘the
Sov1et Unlon now rcfuses ‘to. discuss anythlng but its own. proposals for numbers of "
on~~”te 1nspectlons and automatic seismic stations, numbers to ‘which it. 1n31sts the
West mus+ agree hefore anything else is done.,

nnother question which the representative of the United’ hrab Republlc posed

1tojved several 1tems._ First he asked: o f 4 v »

"Is not the acceptance of two or three inSpectlons per year. tantamount to .-

- d *c+1ng that they .can be made. consistent with. a State's naticnal gecurity
and thct they need not necessarily represent harmful interference?n

(LHDC/PV 99, 0.12)

Yo thlg *1estlon we reply "Yes", since we believe.that acceptance of on-site.inspection
is cons stent with a State's national security and that 1nspectlon, pgg;gg, does not:
recresent "hermful interference!. ' '

Tae represeh tative oi the United Arab Republic then asked whether it WOuld not
'tcwe po sible to accept a larger number of V1s1ts under the same securlty arrangements,
tblS 1vestlon alSO we reply in the afflrmatlve, since we helleve that there is no

ii}:mns3c securlty dlsarvantage associated with on-site 1nspectlons, because we. are-
1+ng to agree on prooerlyasafeguarded -arrangements, ' ] _
A Nevt thc queetﬂon was asked whether the acceptance of the pr1n01p1e of 1nspectlon
Di.OIJV a Jrac,Lon of Lnld ntlfled events does not. tac1tly admlt that acceptance of a
etalner fractlon should not very much affeCu the general picture of the deterrent ‘

effec+ ‘of *n-51te 1nspectlon.;; Wlthln reason we can agree that this' questlon too

mlrf'av ue answered 1n the afflrmatlve. ’ But there 1s a fraction below Wthh At wills

queCt 1eterrence, and. unfcrtunately the Soviet p081t10n is below that fractlon, as are’
ze uOVth numberu,,‘_ . o

Ls a part of the seccnd series rf questlons, we ‘were asked also whether acceptance

i the nrldclmle of on~s1te 1nSpectlon Was not really a1l that the West needed, oecause

cnly a small anber of . 1nSpectlons would crov13e an adequate deterrent To this we
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can\reply”that“wénféelFthat:theﬂéightﬁbr'tenZdnehite'inSﬁeétioné which we have asked -
for-hreuihdeed‘awsmall»numbefZand?éhould"prbvidé dn’ adequate deterrent, It is true
that for the past several. months preceding the exchange of letters between ‘
Chairman Khrushchev atd President K"onnedy"the Unitéd: States and thé United Kingdom
asked the: Seviet. Union on:-many odcasions to accept once again-the Dr1n01ple of on-site
inspection.and thereby re-establish’a” common basis for our” negotiations.” - 0On’ many )
occasions. we indicated alse'that ve believed that acceptance’in principle of én-site
inspection would- open the way to: an:agteemént on an end to all nuclear tests.

We believed for several reasons that, .if thé principle of on-site inspection were
- accepted:by the Soviet Union, negotiattons ‘coiild bé concluded. ~ First, the Soviet
" Union had opposed on-site inspection because, it:claimed, - such inSpeétion facilitated
espionage: . ‘Once it accepted again the prihciple of on-site inspection, however, we
concluded that the question of humbers within ressonzble limits which the West had
propose? would make little differénce to the Soviet Union,.éiﬁce the argument about
espionage was not principally concerned with the number of inspections. 3Sedénd1y,
we also. felt 'that the}quesfion of the modalitiés under which inspections should be
carried out would presént little problem if the-Soviet Unidn honestly agreed to the
principle of on-site inspection. Our own positioms on those issues provide a
mutually-acceptable basis for-agreement, particulerly in the light of past Soviet
_ positionsy which in many cases wéfe identical to oui own, |

- The United Arab Republic représentative’s third series of questlons wds concerned
w1th a quotation from Chairmsn Khrushchev's letter (ENDC/73) of 19 Decermber 1962; in
which the.Sov1et leader indicated his willinghess to- accept-two or three on-site |
inspections a year if that were necessary.. The United Arab Repubiic représentétive
then-asked: :"When should on-site inspection be'heécessary in -préct'ice‘v"' (ENDC/PV.99,p.14
That question is, of course,- one to* which the: Uulted States has beén trylng to- ellclt
a Soviet response since thé:beginning of- the meetings’ in New York ‘and Washlngton.
Unfortunately we have. been:unable to'determing Soviet views: on when-on~31te'1nspectidﬁ‘
might be-necesgary.in préactice.. . Ondhis. Guettion the United States and the United =
Kingdom have made clear their position in some detail to the representative of the
Sov1et Union, := I should like to set.its 0ut>for the Committee once ‘dgain today.

. The Unlted States and the.United.Kingdem believe that national detectien networks
ass1sted‘by automaquwsglsm;c_spgplong w;}l,detegt‘andﬁloqateﬁannually a number of . -
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seismic events whose origin, cannot be;determlned from seismic readlngs alone. "
Located events widl -be those whose: signals; have, the characterlstlcs of waves from,'

'earthquakes or explosions, are consistent :in time-:and are recorded at ‘a sufflclent':

number of detection stations to establish the approx1mate p031tlon and time of the

selsmlc event Secondly, we 1nd1cated that some’ events mlght be- dlscarded from

”that groUp of located events on the basis of:certain characteristics which' can “be 3

determlned from selsmic. records. Flnally, events Wthh h ve been located _and: whlch

,-have not been dlscarded through the employment of agreed crlterla, which T have’ Just

descrlbed Would be 1nSpected if selected by the other side, No mllltary phrpose j“
lies behlnd our suggestlon that the other side should choose the events ellglble for

;1nspect10n“ we have indeed already made it clear that we are w1111ng to conClude

arrangements %o exclude sensitive areas, . C o Ty
- That, system of inspection was 1mplled if not clearly supported by the Saviet
Uninn when ' 1n 1960 it officially proposed the use of inspection. quotas (GEN/DNT/PV 234).

We. do.not- know now whether the Soviet Unlon stlll supports that point of view or

‘whether it. has another proposal: to make on the subject, We .await Soviet comments’

and proposals on thls  important problem of determining when 1nSpectlons will be .

necessary in practlce. e : -

e Flnarly, I have noted that the representative of the United Lrab Republic
proposed'in'his statement several proceduresiwhichvwe:might comsider employing in’ -
~ur further work towards a nuclear test ban treaty, - .My delegation has carefully
examined those. proposals. . In our judgement any. of the three proposals would be a -
snitable-means for ensuring fnture progress.:; We are prepared to accept any one of-

them. 1n~order that our: work may mowve- ahead speedily and not, as’ the Soviet

.representatlve professes to.fear, become oogged down in endless technical detall

Acceptance by the Soviet representative of any one of those procedures would be &

heartenlngAs;gnlto7the{00nference,;* I urge the Soviet representatlve to glve

~careful considerat;on to those proposals and to-ask -his Government :to do- the-same;'

In addition, I ask that hé provide us with answers to the suestions which the United -

-Arab'Repnbllcfrepresentative;has'sotcarefnlly and;thoughtfully formilated. R

mv'hope”that-in this'way we may be: able'to discover a'wider area‘of“common‘ground than
exists at, present -and, ag a result, may be .able-to, reverse QuE, current somewhat

pe851mist1c analysis of the present mtuatlon°
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I asgure my fellow representativee that I will keep in touch with the proceedings
of this Conference during .the peried for which.I shall.have :tc-be absent.. -On-my. .
return to Geneva I.shall be prepared to.continug -our-.energetic efforts to achieve’

the goal of an effective nuclear test-ban treaty.

- M Léill \Lnala),. Since thnis 1S my: rirst intervention in this series .
of resumed meetings, may. I take this opportunity. .of welcoming all the new
representatlves who . are assembled here . and of expressing my.. confldence that . they
w1ll all glve us of thelr very . best 80 that _we .can reach agreements at thls Conference.
May I aISo welcome e although he is not here. at this partlcular moment since he. is.
arrlving today - Mr Barrington? : His presenee,wlll be greatly appreciated because .
of his long assoc1atlon with this matter, If. I may say so, he and I have campaigned
together in this field for a dozen years; and it will be of great value to have him
back in eur midst,
, I ehohid’like to say a special.word about our -co-Chairmen, The delegation of -
India is very -glad indeed to. have Mr.: Kuznetsoy and Mr. Foster as the corChairmen of
this series of meetings of -our pohference;- ‘Here I believe I am noh divulging a
secret, because I am sure that it has already reached their ears.. It is,thisqxi_
We always respect theif:seriousness, their determination of purpese_and,their devotion
to the causenofrpeaee..: We know and expect that their presence here will, lead to real
results.vivwerare vehy glad‘indeed that they are in our midst.. .

It 1s almoet a.year. ‘since this se551on -of the .Conference gtarted, and we do. not. -
yet have a single agreement to give: to the; world ' We‘sheuld,llke to. express the hope
and confldencelthat this. series of .meetings meyﬂresultjffiweﬂyguld hope even, before -
the first year_is completed ;— in at-least.one egreementmwhiehAwe can give to this-
world of ours, . which has. suffered for, too long under the threat of. insecurity-and -
devastatlon.r,“ N O St

We are here to achleve agreements on general and, cgmplete .disgrmament, - That-.is:
the mendate_glven t059§79¥.§h3 Un;teq:Naylphs GehenelgAseemb}yﬁg _But there:-is 4 :logic
of events;..end the_leéic'of events at.this momentﬂis;euch thateit'gives a. clear: .
prlority to the questlon of a test .ban;, . Thls logic is generated mainly by
reSOIutlon 1762 A (ENDC/63), passed at the severteenth session.of the United Nations .
General Lssembly.,L Inuthet‘cghhex;ohjlﬂehgu;drl;kertg;pglht.gut that when the .
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report (ENDC/68, and idd.1,2) of this Committee under that resolution was considered
at the last session of the United Nations General Assembly, the Pre51dent of the
Assembly took note of the report and sald that he was sure the Assemoly would observe
with gratlflcatlon that thls Commlttee‘had glven prlorlty to this questlon during the
negotlatlons resumed on 26 November 1962 _whlch is when we resumed durlng the last
se351on nf the Unlted Natlons Generaly hssembly. Then he added '

"I am sure. that I speak for the Assembly when I QXpress the hope :

thatrslmllar_prlorlty will be accordedlto this questlon in future' |

sessions of the Committee and that the Committee will intensify its

efforts to reach agreement." (&/PV. 1200, (prov1s1onal)ip 56)

. & second factor whlch glves prlorlty .to the cons1deratlon of the test ban 1ssue

is. the recent. exchange ef letters between Pre51dent Kennedy and Chalrman Khrushchev
in December 1962 and January 1963, which are now before us as important documents of
this Conference (ENDC/73, EXDCA74) . o S '

-Before I return to those profoundly important documents -—1profoundiy;importahp
not just .in a philosophical sense but because-of 'the sound, practical wiedon‘amd :
approaeh which they embody =- I should like to set completely aﬁ;resb this question :
" of priority, bécause, regrettably, there is a certain impression: which:-has been
created, I believe-unwittingly, that there is a tendency to push this importahb
question to one side and to consider other matters at this juncture.-:

I beliave that that is not the case. ' I believe that both sides ~- and.at the -
moment I am leaving out-of account the non-aligned delegations because our position
in this matter is-so clear that it need hardly be reiterated -- have .clearly affirmed
the preiﬁﬁinence of‘priority which they attach to the test ban issue, . In this :
connexion I should like to quote brief passages from two statements, in thé order in
which they were made, at the ninety-seventh meeting held on 14 February 1963.° - First
I should like to read from the statement made by the representative of Czechoslovakia,
Mr. Kurka, who represerits one side. He said: '

"We share fully the opinion which was expressed at our n1nety~51xth

meetlng by the representatlve of Mexico ...8 - ‘
and then Mr. Kurka quoted these words of our colleague, the representat1Ve of -Mexico,
with which he said he fully agreed°:"' ' ' o '

Mt - to achieve the aim to which we are commlL,ed°_ an effective agreement

which will put an end to nuclear weapon tests and halt the armaments ‘race, as
the first essential stepsi" --

i
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I repeet,i"es the first eeeehtial:steps"‘——
"'tomake thermo—nuclear war 1mpossible and to solve the problem of
general and complete dlsarmament.'" (EVDC/?V 97, 5.7)
Therefore Mr. Kurka, speaking for one side, has attested that these are the first

essential steps which must be taken,'and we accept that position.
I should then like to quote briefly from what was said by the other side.
I turn briefly to the speech madé on the same day by my colleague and neighbour
on my left —— I speak of the left literally and not metaphorically -- Mr. Cavalletti,
who said: ' ' '
"But in the scale of urgenciés the problem of tests is of outstanding .
jmportance and in my view heads the list." (ENDC/PV.97, p.13)
Therefore we have it clearly from both sides that this is the: problem of first

prlority at our meetings here.
I shall not quote further, but certainly the Minister of State of the
United Kingdom -~ whose continuing interest in our Conference we are very glad to
see and to have -~ has expressed the opinion that the. time is ripe for movement
forward and. that we are better placed than we were before. The leader of the
Soviet delegation has said that this is a ripe question and that this is an occasion
which should not be lost. . |
I now return to the exchange of letters between Pfesident Kennedy and,Chairman
Khrushchev, because I should like to draw a point from them whlcn I believe has
perhaps not been drawn in the statements which have been made. I should like to
highlight the essentlel basic reason which both these two great leaders have given
for progress in regard to a test-ban treaty. I should like to draw attentipn to
what Mr. thushchev;seid in this connexion in his letter dated'l9 December11962.
He said: K¥ _ . ' ' ' .
‘ ~"The Soviet Unlon does not need war. = I believe that war holds
out no bright prOSpect for the United States elther. ees A thermonuclear :
‘holocaust will mean vast numbers of casualties and tremendOus suffering
for the people of the United States as for tHe other pe0ples of the world.
To prevent this from happenlng, we must, on a ba31s of complete equality
and due con81derat10n for each other's 1nterests, develop peaceful
‘relations between us and resolve all controver51al questlons by means of

'negotlations and mutual ‘concessions.
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"One such question, with which. the Governments of our countries
‘have now been concerned for many years, is’ the conclusion of an agreement

concerning the prohibition of”all nuclear weapon tests.” (ENDG/73, p.2)

Mr. Kennedy, the President of the United. States, said in reply:

There appear to he no differences between your views and mine regarding the
- need for eliminating war in this nuclear age.”. Perhaps only' those who have
the responsibility for controlling these weapons. fully realize the awful
"devastation their use would bring."  (ENDC/74) K
-The 'point is that the basic reason why this correspondence opened and dwelt
upon the issue of banning nuclear weapon tests was that £hosa1two‘greét leaders, who
know the full range and scope of the devastation that would be caused by the use -
ofgnuclear‘weapOns; said, "Iet us take a step to put an end to this". That basic
fact remains unaltered. No metter what the fluctuations .of the world ipicture, no

matter what sombre colours may appear in that picture -- and we have heard from one

‘ side at least that there:are sompre  colours, but that is one view &nd we do not want

to enter into discussidtn on the point -~ that basic fact remains that the shifting
nature of the world plcture-was not the feaéon‘given by Mr:. Khrushchev for entering
into this phase of our negotiations. The reason given was that we are in ‘a-nuclear -
age-which could devastate us and that we amust take steés now to put an end to thats
the first- step we should take is that of a test: ban. A .

I submit to both sides with great respect that that argument is an-argument:of
pré—eminent weight which cannot be shifted, which cannot in one.whit'be whittled
away by any changes, no matter how unfortunate -those may be, no matter how much any -
side might regret them, in the current world situation at any given juncture. - The.
argument subsists; it is this argument which brought:together #r. Foster and
Mr.” Tsarapkin in the'diséﬁssions’which'took“place~in Washington and in New York;:
it is this argument which gives prlorlty to this issue today, and it 1s that point
which I wish to stress as I turn to other elements of the.question.

Where do we stand-at this'present junettire? I do not wish to summarize the
position; it has beeﬁ most ably, clearly and frankly summarized on several occasions
notably, today, by Mr. Foster, the 'representative of the United States, whose
contribution cannot but bé*mOSt.helpful.to'effective progress towards agreement in
this field. However, I should just like to say &« few brief words.
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We all know that there is now an-agreed basis on all points of principle. A
second element in the situation in which we stand is the "chicken and egg" element
to which our colleague from the United Arab Republic drew attention in his most
thoughtful and valusble contribwtion at. our last meeting (ENDC/PV.99, p.17). Do
we decide the quota of inspections and automatic seismic stations first, or do we
spell out in some detail the constituent elements "and appurtenances of the system?
That is the "chicken and egg" part of our situation. )

A third element is that we havé two different approaches now to the question of
resolving the ‘issue of the mumbers of inspections. I ‘am bound to remark'that-much
less has been said 5n the issue of the numbers of autematic seismic stations -~ and
in this case the less said the better, because I believe the less said means that
that issue is not regarded as so intractable as the other . issue of numbers. That
is the -conclusion I am bound to draw from the fact that so much less has been said
about it.

May I take briefly first the "chicken and egg" element: that is to say, do we
fix numbers or do we look at details first? Iet me say very frankly that the
delegation of India appreciates.the position of bdth sides. Une side we find sees
the possibility even of a trap‘in too many details. -~ perhaps endless details =~
at this stage. It sees them both as time~consuming and as a possible means or'even a
device for producing a new constellation of figures for inspections and seismic
stations. The other side, on the octher hand, feels that there would he little
value in a mere figure, even if agreed, until there was agreement upon what was-being '
counted or enumerated by the figure -- that 1s to say, what was the substance of
inspectionv. | .

On the question of the "chicken and egg" element, we should like to offer
certain suggestions for.the consideration of both sides. First, we would suggest
that it might be agreed by both sides'that there is no cquestion at all of giving
prior attention to the full range of details involved. In that connexion we
welcome the movement which is taking place in that direction, and I should like to
draw attention to what was said at our last meeting and to quote from ifr. Foster's
staﬁement then:

" "We agree with the Soviet Union that -the major features of a test ban -

agreement ought to be worked out first, and that it should then be g

relatively easy task to £ill in the details." (ENDC/PV.99, p.21) -

I repeat: he said it should "then be a relatively easy task"; he did not say "first",
but "then'm.
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We would ‘Suggest that’ the:thought contained in Mr, Foster's statemenﬁ .
might be ‘pursued now by both sidés“tofihéllimiﬁé:of its -agreed applicability; that
is to say, there should be a cutting-away ofvany:of those-ensharing tendencies which -
one side féars might léad to a long peregrination in the jungle of detail. . That we .
suggest could be done in the spirit of the remarks which have been made by -

Mr. Foster and to which I have referrad. _

.Secondly, once that were done, the remaining issues thus reduced to an agreed
i ndmim mlght be brought togéther on the basis of simultaneity of con31derat10n, thus.
avoiding the "chicken and egg" element..” In our view, those minimum 1ssues_might
include the number.of»inspectioné, the triggering and area of inspections, the
muiber ‘0f -inspectors, the composition of imspéction teams, -and the number of
automatic seismic stations. If such a list could be agreed, then, we suggest,.:
the co-Chairmen might be able.very quickly =— even in’the course ofan afternoon: by -
exchange of viéwo'dn those four or five matters -- to reach agreement on all those.
points, at least tentatively, and to refer them to this3Committee;.'5Alternatively,
'they miéht‘ﬁish to meet in a smallér group such.as. the Sub—Committee, ifﬂthéy :
prefefféd.i "A 1ittle later in this statement we shall suggest- another procedural
possibility which might be taken into account.

I turn now to the question-of numbers -~ the "“rumbers geme". . T do not want -
to get involved in that gémes I am not very ‘gocd 2t numbers. But I’shouldmlike'to
. add a few remarks to the very thoughtful- suggestlons made. by ‘our colleague, .

Mr. Hassan. - The -present confrontation is as follows: -one side feels that on—site,
inspections, up to a;certain‘numbef;:afe*an essential elemént in a-properly-safeguardod
test Eaﬂitreaty end are a basic reguisite if national.Security.is'to be .adequately
safeguarded. THe other side;, on-the othér hand,'féelsothat no on-site.inspections -

- -are ‘really essentiéloand that -this -has become a political issue to.which. it makes
vconéession, -and it“explainé that it is in fact adopting as a concession the position .
of the other side as it has understcod it to be.

Those are the two position. Again, I would say we fully. appreciate the
validity of those pcsitions, .and the point I'should like to make: is that we ‘should
all accept both.those positions ~~<that is to say, we should mot.ask either side to.-
alter its approach. Those are #zbsolutely fair positions. .. The United States is
perfectly entitled to maintain that it muét have a.éystemfwﬁich safeguards its
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national security. The Soviet Union.is perfectly entitled to maintain that the
right:approach to this issue now is entlrely political.. We do not see tﬁat there
should be dny difficulty in our accepting both approaches. Indeed, if I may say

so, it is quite natural that countries should look at these matters from different
angles of vision, and if we are to have practical co-existence in our world, @hen
co~existence of different approaches must be accepted as a ba$ic minimum premise in.'
our world. It would be absolutely impossible to expect all countries to.look at '
all issues in the same way. So we have no quarrel with either approach; in fact, .
we respect them both and would respectfully suggest to the twb sides that they do
likewise =~ that is, accept the validity of each other's approach in this matter.

As to the number itself, we agree with :r. Hassan that there is no talismanic
number, no magic number on which agreement can be reacheds; but we do beiieve that_ l
with diligent negotiations each side could satisfy the requirements of its own
chosen way of approach and the two sides could come to a commonly-acceptable figure,‘
That is what we believe would result from negotiation. _

My third point, which is a corollary or tailpiece to the previous point, is
that it is obvious to all of us that the difference between the fwo sides in this
matter of numbers if now very small. It is not of the order of twenty or A
twenty-five which it was once. = I wquld submit that, if it were as large as that,
an exchange of criteria could have been very helpfui in assisting the search for an
agreed short range of figures. Now, however, when a short range of figures already
exists, wisdom and statemanship in negotiaiion must be drawn upon, we feel, in order '
to find a solution. It is not only that the letters from the two leaders, to
which I have referred, have affirmed belief in negotiation and ﬁutual conﬁession;
but, -as if they -wished to. emphasize this point, to reiterate it, to highlight it,
to make it sink into our minds, both tr. Foster and Mr. Kuznetsov, our two.co—Chairmen,
have drawn our attention to other stétements made by Mr. Kennedy and by “r. thushchev
reiterating their belief in this method of solving such issues as this.. T should
like to draw attention to those statements.

I turn to document ENDC/?V.96,_the record of our dﬁéning meeting, and in the
order of the statements I turn first to the statement by Mr. Foster in which he
read to us the message of-the'Prgsident of the United States at the reFOpening<Qf
this Conference. . Mr. Kennedy said:
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‘"'The dlfflcultles in reachlng such an- agreement can only be resolved if’
ad partles “face them in' & Spirlt of w1lllngness to negotlate'—— if there - -

is a genuine sp1r1t of COOperatlon coupled with a firm résolve to reverse

' the present'dongerous'trend of thé arms race.'™ (ENDC/PV.96; D.8)

Mr. Kuznetsov also drew attention to a very Trecent statement by ¥r. Khrushchev, and
this is ‘what, “we are told, Wr. Khrushchev said very recently to the Supreme - Council
of the Soviet Union: ' ' ' '

' "Let'wisdom ‘triumph over senselessness. = Let the method of negotiation in order
to- settle contentious issues in international life for all time replace the :
dangerous methods of trials of strength." (ibid., p.24) '

'So both our co-Chairmen have reiterated that this is the methdd by:uhich“agreement
could be Feached, and we would request them to aPply just that method which has been
reiterated and in which faith has been re—afflrmed by - the two Heads of Government.

Before T ‘¢lose, I should like to make two Or three additlonal;submissions. |

Une is that we would suggest that, if there is difficulty of anj:kindﬁinfreaching
an aéreed figire in the ‘matter of inspections, then why should not both ‘sidés agree
that the treaty should contain a clause providing for the reconsideration of the
number of on-sité inspections after a period of one'yéar, which ‘number should be
changed only if both sides agree? That is to say, the tréaty is ndt to be
temporarys it will be firm and permanent, and the number of 1nspections will be
there ahd’will not be altered unless ‘both sides agree. The p01nt here is ‘that if
rsc1ence makes further advances in"the next year or in the ‘néxt two years, then
cinange in the number can be made; but there is to be no- change or alteratlon of
the treaty, ‘there 'is to be no settlng back of the treaty, the treaty 1tself is
permanent. A change in numbers would be made only if it were agreed upon by Both
sides.“‘ . : o e . . . .

Secondly, on ‘the questlon of the number of automatic seismic statlons, on whlch
very little has been said -~ and we are glad that only a llttle has been said " on ‘
it - readlng ‘the exchange of letters between the two leaders 1t gust occurs to us
that perhaps’ ‘there could be & parlty of relatlonshlp betweerl the number of seismic
stations and the number of seismi¢ areas. Perhaps that could be cOn51dered by
both sidess As we Sée it, that would’ prov1de 'a certain flex1b111ty, a certain

-loglc, because, so far as we can understand, what has been.agreed is the locatlon
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of certain automatic seismic stations in certain seismic areas.. Some of the seismic
areas have been excluded.. e wonder whether those seismic areas need be excluded.
We suggest that consideration. as a possibility. _
I have just one. more point before I close.. I referred to the sombre colours
in the contempo;é;& &ofié"§;;£ure which. change but which seem to exist at the
moment. What conclusion ought we to reach from this picture? Certainly not
that because the colours are sombre we should try to avert doing something to reach
agreement here, particularly in the issue of a test ban. We were very- heartened
to see what Mr. Kuznetsov said -on 18 February on this matter.. He said -- and this is
e very important point: :
"All this only conflrms agaln and again the thought shared by the
overwhelming majority of delegations here in this Committee namely, .that
we cannot delay to carry out measures which would reverse the trend of
events in the direction of redu01ng the threat of a nuclear war ..,."
(ENDC/PV .99, .p.31)

In other words,,what Mr. Kuznetsov was saying was that this situation should spur us

on to reach agreement.. We entirely agree with him in that matter.. If we are
to take into account sombre colours of the kind portrayed, then I suggest that for
the sake of balance we should take intoyaccount certain other relevent factors; and
I should like to draw attention extfemely.briefly to three other matters which I
think we should take into account. These are three out of a very large number.

First, we should take into account the Geneva Declaration by members of the
Internationel Scientific Community, to which the representative of Poland drew
attention at our last meéting (ENDC/?V.99, p«9)s. If we were to take that declaration
into account, that would mean redoubling our efforts. ]

Secondly, we should take into account another paper which we have received
from Accra, in Africa,:which asks us to redouble our efforts and in which there 1is
this sentence: I

"The whole world is watching your deliberations with keen interest, . .

hopeful that at the reconvened Conferenée ingenious polemics will give

way to genuine negotiations and that the reconvened Conference will not

suffer the fate of too many other conferences that have preceded it".
‘That is from the Accra Assembly Secretariat.



ENDCYPV.100
19

) (bir. Iall, India)

Finally, I think it appropriate that we should take .into: account a papsr
written by several Swedish scieitists and’ published in Nature,. an extremely. -
authoritaﬁiye Britiéh*publidation, on 19 January 1963. -The paper deals with ths
effects Sfiétrontiumn90, and the scientists point out that previously. - .that is
to say, up to this point -- scientists have studied chiefly the effects of
substituting strontium for calcium in bones, resulting in bone cancer and. other
bone diséasess ‘That has been the fisld of concentratioh of the study of the
effsct of strontium-S0. However, these brilliant Swedish scientists have bsen
looking at other effects of the exchange which takes place due to strontium-30
being present in the atmosphers, and they point out that calcium is also normally
present in blood, in cells generally, ‘and spscifically in chromosomes, which carry
the genetic heritage. Since strontium can substitute :for calcium in chromosomes,
tbé'SwédiSh“inveetigators'have~arguéd that strontium-90 could get incorporated- ..
into the chromosomes of sex cells and cauéevdifficulties to our genetié heritage.
Aifter carrying out wide experiments they have concludsd from the data, and from -

other related data ‘not described in that pqrtlcular paper, that their tentative .

-hypothesis was supported by the facts.

We all know that if once tests start they lead to othser tests. Incidentally,
I may say that we are grateful that,” although there has been one announcement .of .
a test since the beginning of the year, for a.tims there has been a lull and no
tésts are being carried out at present. e hope that lull will continue; but we
do know that if thers are tests they do generdte other tests, and .then we get this
problem. And, as I say; only a morth agod the Swedish scientists showed that
strontium¥90'not only-Creates bone cancer and bone diseasss but also has genatic
effects. ' P

So we appeal to both sides to negotiate on this issue. lany suggsestions

- have been made. I would only add onelprobaddral~5uggesti0n, as I said I would,

It is that we might perhsps, if the co-Chairmen .3greed, have one or two informal
meetings of this Committse, whieh might help us:to move forward. If they do not
want to mest to négotiate in a small forum,' then let them do it in this forum.

But let-us'éxplérejall procadural possibilities.and. get agreément on this matter:
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Lij IMRU (Ethiopia): First I should like to take this opportunity to
express my appreciation of the kind words of welcome addressed to me.by @embers_of
the Committee. I am aware of ths great responsibility entrusted to us, and of the
hope and expsctation that the work of this Committes has avakened in the hearts
and minds of men troubled by the hazards of the arhamenfs race and by the nightmare
of a nuclear war,"ln a world divided by deep ideological conflict, the equilibrium
that 1s achieved in a balance of nuclear forces whose power of Eévastation\is
being constantly incrsased and perfected cannot afford mankind the security for_
which it yearns. e therefore have the responsibility of finding effective
measurss of disarmament to free mankind from ths predicament in which it finds
itself. | A
I also fully appreciate the amount of work already undertaken by all dalegations
in an'attempt to seek & lasting solution to ths intricate problems‘that confront us
in ths field of general and complete disarmament. If 4 significant step in the long
journey towards full disarmament has so far eluded us, it is not for lack of
nerseverance but because age-old suspicionsAcannot be overcome overnight. ancient
countries like my own, with long memories that stretch back for centuriesy can
appreciate the effort that members of this Committee have made to engender trust
among nations and to overcome the differences that prevail. We should.not be
discouraged by apparsnt lack of success,;but should heed the eloquent words spokan
by the representative of Mexico at the résumptioh of our deliberations ﬁn
12 February (BNDC/PV.96, pp. 5 st seq.)

I should like also to thank the rsprfesentative of Itaiy for the kind words he
spoke concerning Mr. Alamayehu. I shall{be happy tq transmit the message to him.
Mr. alamayehu has requested me to convey |to all delegations his gratitude for the
co-operation and good.will afforded to him during his ierm as'leader of oﬁr ‘
deleéation. ‘ . . _ : .

The Ethiopian delegation has studied with care the statements made by the.
nuclear Powers and the pfoposals.and points of view of the representatives who have
already spoken. It associates jitself with the determination, widely exp¥essed,
to make headway in the task entrusted to this Committee: 'first, by solving the -
remaining problems that divide_theAnuclear.Powers'on the question Qf a ‘test ban

‘treaty; secondly, by consideration of measures that would alleviate tension; and
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thirdly, by making progress on the difficult problem of general and complete
disarmament. It is svident to our delegation that, unless measures to lower tension
are agreed to and a test ban concluded, the obstaclses to general and complete
disarmament will prove insurmountable. We therefore support all delegations that
have given priority to those guesticns. . k

I should like to say a few words on measures that would lessen tension and .- .-
engender, trust. One of those measures . is the creation of nuclear-frees zones. Our
Government has tirelessly advocated the concept of a nuclear=free zone in Africa.
wWe are confident that all ifrican countries will accept and promote that objective.
We should also beé happy to gee other countries.- of the world adopt it for.their own
regions. We have no doubt that, if nuclear-free zones multiply and encroach
aespecially upon sensitive areas, tension betwsen the nuclear Fowers will be
significantly eased and a measure of relief and trust engendersed. That would be
a significant contribution to the arduous task of achieving genersl and complste
disarmament. .

Ona cannot exaggerate the nesd for agreed measures to reduce ihe risk of wér,
and our delegation is prepared to give full consideration to concrete nroposals for
thet purposs. Thers have been suggestions that a non-aggression pact betwsen the
partiss to the Atlantic and Warsaw alliances would have a saluééry effect upon
prevailing tensions. Our delegation would urge that members of the two alliances
should give careful consideration to the advantages such a pact'would yield in the
search for & comﬁrehensive, lasting and reliable programme of disarmament.

I coms now to the urgent problem of a permanent and effective treaty banning
nuclear tssts. We support the contention of. several delegations which have already
stated that without a test ban treaty it would be difficult to foresee fruitful
discussipns in othsr fieldé of disarmament. The reasons why priority should bs
given to a test ban treaty have already been effectively argued in a number of
meetiﬁgs of this Committee. I shall therefore resist the temptation to tread grdund
that has been adequately and ably covsred.

Suffice it to say that the recent historic exchange.of correspondence between

 Praesident Kennedy and Chairmsn Khrushchev (ENDC/73,74) focuses our attention on. this

urgent problem. Both seminent leaders, in the statesmanlike attitude thay have

adopted towards this problem, also-give it the priority and urgency it deserves.
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#We hope that their efforts will be crowned with success here in Geneva. Indeed;
nothing should deter our efforts to bridge the narrowing gap that still etands in the
way of full agreement. In this connexion the clear and constructive proposals‘
zdvanced by ¥ &r. Hassan (ENDC/PV.99, pp. 15 et seq.) should be given full consideration.

For our part we refuse to believe that there is a wide and unbrldgeable gulf '
between the positions of the nuclear Powers. e regret that the discussions
racently undertaken by them in Few York did not result in an agreed treaty to ban
all types of tests and thus once and for all termlnate the armaments racs. Thls
Committee has the ‘weighty respon51b111ty to see to it that this opportunity does
not slip bya The world situation at present urgently requirses that a stop be cqlied
to the drmaments race. The international situation in the nuclezr field is'likely
to becoms more comollcated with other nations joining the armaments race. Iflthe
nuclear Powers cannot agres to g treaty to ban nucledr tests and do not exert thelr
considereble 1nfluence in leading other nations 1nto creative competition in peaceful
endeavours, all may be lost. Therefors it is imperative to find a way out of the
impasse in which we find ourselves. | ' ' .

The matters at issue are the number of'automatlc selsmoloslcal stations, the
annual quota of on-site inspections, and the features of the inspection machlnery
to be established, together with its terms of reference. Ths principal difference
is between three and eight, for both ths auﬁomatic seismological stations and the
annual quota of on—s1te inspections of ‘events that mlght cause apprecigble concern.
My delesgation proposes that a minimum of thres on—s;te inspections a year, with the

" possibility of increasing this number to an agreed maximum figure of eight on-site
inspections; depending on the inspection arrangemenfs that were formulated and agreed
upoils could provide a reasonable basis for further_negotiations. Such a basis for
negotiations'would ellay any aaorehensions.that the United States representatives
might have that the on~s1te inspection quota and system would not have a significant
deterrent valus. It would also allay any anxieties the Soviet Union might have that
inspection visits could be used for non-agreed purposes.

The importent thing is to resume the negotiations in a context wherein the vital
interests of both parties would be protected in subsequent negotiations. 4 test ban
trezty could be elaborated dealing with all aspects of a .test ban and including qhotas
of on-site ihepectiohs per annum from & minimum of three to an agreed nmaxipuam of eight.
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The meximum numbsr would of course depend on the extent of inspection arfangements,
and it might well be less than eight. I should 1like to state that we should not be
-over-concerned with figures. HNumbers should not be an obsession. We must not lose
sight of the forest in our preoccupastion with the trees. After all, the main value
of the treaty lies in the firm international obligation it imposes and the degres of

trust it generates. v

The .CHiIRMAN (Swedsn): 4As the name of Sweden is next on the list of

speakers; I hope my colleagues will now allow me to change into my role of Sweden's
representative. . ‘

Many delegations have already expressed a warm welcoile to our new colleaguses.
Most delegations have also expressed their concern about the impassa in which our
Conference seems to have found itself on raconvening. The Swedish delegation wants
in all brevity to join preceding speakers in thsse two kinds of introductory remarks.
. My delegation also fully endorses the view that the Conference must concentrate its

imgediate efforts on the test ban issue. That does not mean, of course; that.we

. want to disregard other aspects of the disarmament problem; but first things must

come first. So today I shall speak only on the subject of the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests.

The Swedish delegation is gratified to know that sarlier endeavours at this
Conference and, not least; at the private negotiations between the major nuclear
Poﬁers during the recess have led us close to a constructive agresment. But we must
also confess to a growing sense of frustration if days and weeks go by without- the
pertinent details of the treaty being worked out and the ssal attached to the |
negopiated terms of an agreement. The present uncertainty or sven bewildermsent .
about the functions of the Conferenée might then turn into worried questions to
ourselves concerning how useful our presence here is.,

The test ban issue is clesarly the primordisl one for our negoiiations, if for
no other reason than -that it is the one that can with a fair degfee of safety be said
to be ripe for a speedy solution,4 But it is also one of relative simplicity in the
complex of proposals to stop the armaments race and reduce world tensions. lMost othsr
contemplated measures have to find the narrow passage between the two main criteria

inscribed in the Joint Statement (ENDC/5) and thersefter in our mandate: the Scylla
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of retainipd the military ‘balancs, and the=0harybdis:of findihg an acceptable control
system{ i test ban has only one of them to sail DaSt, that of control, as theré can
‘be no questlon of uosettlng the mllltary balance by a measure that does not involve
any change. N

~ The test ban“iesue is simpler than mo§t others in the sense alsé that it so
evidently is a mefﬁer‘of mdtual, yet identical interest of the great Powers. Thoss
oonverging interests are to be found on several levels. . L

First, both sides already possess welludeveloped hocleaf deiivery’systems~with
over-kill capacity. Further testing in other arasas ofvnuolear armaments might, to
be surs, yield results; but neither‘side can reasonably hope_to obtain more than a
temporary edge over the other. o '

Second, any such rather macabre gains tie“uo very large amounts of sconomic
regsources and human skills which ars- urgently needed for Deeceful progress and
development. L _ B

Thlrd; there is an ominous risk involved ih ths . comoetition to develop small
nuclsar weapons intended for battlefield use. If such weapons should become- penerally
included in the regulqr equipment of low-level unlts in the future, they will ~
obv1ously be under the physical control of local commanderso They mlght be triggered
by a001oent or because of failing communications. The;r deployment on ooeAside would
call forth a corresponding development on the otherleide, ﬁhus causing an accelerated
dissemination of_noclear,weapons within the milifer§Aesﬁebliehments.

Finelly; rieke of a political rature must Lo even“larger, aggravated as they
becoie w1th the passage of. each day: that is,'noclear weapons will spread to more and
mors countrles whlch might acquire ‘or 1ndeoendently oroduce them. If the test ban
issue is as yet fairly manageable in the ssanss that there are but.a few-political
Powers wnlch will have to:hend their wills together, thls 1s a propitious
circumstance which seems to be quickly dlsaooequngo_

Those are some of the reasons in favour of a orompt ae0151on to stop the. tests.
" Thers is elso, of course, the over-riding general reason that a test ban would be
hailed with rellef by an overwhelming majority of mankind and would, I think, change
the political atmosphere of the world- 1mmensely. -

But tha Swadlsh delegatlon, as well as others round thls ‘table, has a further

soe01flc reason for w1sh1ng to see signs of 3051t1ve decisiveness on the test ban issue.
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We want .to get a real opportunity to do our part by being allowed to make appropriute
concrete contributions to the many-facetsed problsms involved.

Repneéentatives of the nuclear Powers may say that we shun our responsibilitiss
and evade the central issue if we doknot divulge our inner feelings ragarding thse
quota of inspebtioné° But ws believe that our views can have little impact on this
score. e sincerely consider, as did the fepresentative of the United Arab Republic
in his spéech at our last meeting (ENDC/FV.99; 0.16), that the great Powers must
determine what number'of inspections seems satisfactory as a deterrent. However; as
soon as the green light is given -- or, if ﬁhe main qegqtiators so desire; sven
earlier -- there are a numbsr of practical matters'which nust be studied and settled
odtéide the two or-thréq probiems which appear to be ths present crux of an agrsement.
For example; theré are decisions to be made on optimal instrumentation; the
selaction of seismic stations, not just inside but dlso outside the territories of
the nuélear Powers; the arrangements for adequate data'tfanémissibns; /the Proper
means and methods for the analysis of date; and so forth. 411 these are timeébonsuming
tasks which are unpolitical in nature and might well be performed at an early pre-ban
stage. There are also questions of a mors administrative character, still totally |
a-political, such as the.glace for the seat of the central agency, the proper contacts
with existing -international scientific and technical networks, and so forth. Soms of
these matters may wsll be settled dirsctly by the major nuclear Powers concerned, but
other matters would no doubt benefit by the co-operation also of other States, or
might'eveniﬁtandAin need of such co-operation. .

Some matters of that kind were mentioned in the opening statements by the United

Stataes ahd,thg Soviet Union chiefs of delegation reporting on the racent negotiations

in Washington and New York (ENDC/PV.S6, pp.l0 et seg., pp-15 el .seg.), and continued
in somé détail during later meetings. They gave us z lead as to which tracks should
- be pursued. Let'me méntion a few specific questions where an immediate, or fairly
immediate, invitation tb practical co-operation with States outside the narrow circle
of nuclear Pdwers would seem appropriate and advantageous.

Evidently much attention has been given to an exchange of lists of seismic
stations which should'supply'a regular, continucus flow of data for test ban
ﬁonitorihg. If I am ihterpfeting.mf. Foster aright he talked about "Such selected

_stations in each other's territory" (ibid., 9;10) -~ I repeat, "in each other's
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territory® -~ which would forw the hasic network. It sesms to me, however; that
to ensure more effective-data-gathering a number of stations in other countries
ought slso to be added to the overall system. | - -

The.'selection of suitable locations is a difficult and time COnsuming process;'.
but a cursory survey shoWS'promising'regions in many places outside the territories .
of the nucleéar Powers.- From a survey of such geologically specially'oromising’ |
locations for seismic stations I should like to mention, from among the countrles
represented round this table, Bra21l, Canada, Ethloola, Indla, Vigeria, Sweden ' .
and the United Arab Republic; but others are avallable in even closer v101n1ty to::'
the nuclear Powers, Thus it would seem expedlent to start now Selcctlon of the
sites of cn—Aperatlng stations outside the te: rltorles of the nuclear Powers, For
that puroose one would have to contact the 1nternat10nal scientific unions, and, of
course, the governments concerned., . . } _

The suggestlons Just made refer most alrectly to statlons in seismically-—quiet
areas. For the monitoring of the multitudinious: earthquakes in seismic areas local
networks.are required. For.these tasks we do have a rather unique opportunity
opened up by resolution 912(XXXIV) of the.Zconomic and.Soeial' Council meeting last
summer on "International Co—operationlin the Field of'Seismological'Research,ﬂ
which was unanimously endorsed.by all Member States of the United Nations by a
decision at the last session of the General Assembly. The resolution aimed at
expanding and re-equipping existing'stations in seismic regions'and at the esfab—
lishment of an earthguake-warning system; An inter—sovernmental conference oh »
this matter is planned to take place in l96h, and preoaratlons for ‘this conference
are now being made. This presents us with a timely oouortunlty to j01n forces in
order to improve the observation system whether for earthquakes of for man—made
eyploslons, a’ rare opoortunlty which I submlt should not be mlssed |

The ‘addition of extraneous detection posts w1ll facilitate control of the test
ban. This favourable result will be the more accentuated if free co-—operation
between geoohyslcal institutions 1s ensured. It would heln to save the control
system from the petrlflcaclon that mlght otherw1se be a consequence of its polltlcal
origin and purpose. In our oolnlon the 1dea1 would be to makes the data flowing from

the control . system comoletely acce551ble to all experts in the field. -In fact, one
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saould turn the whole approach round and, rather as a primary goal, seek to further
develop the seismic data—ga@hering system which is to be extended for ordinary
scientific purposes, and then just tap-it for control purposes-at certain convenient
places. In,this way one could secure the continued co—cperation of all the
scientists concerned and confine the scientific confrontation with pelitical decisions
to a speclally-established pipeline from thé general ‘scientific data flow. In view
of the current plans for a world seismic déta-centre, tﬁe jdeas being discussed for
associated regional centres as well as the incipient general assembly of the
International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, I dare suggest that an ad hoc

Commiptée should be set up to investigate the combined'approach just outlined.

So much for detection, but the evaluation of the seismic recordings would also
benefit from this -— if I may use the expression — civilian approach, because an
open system would ensure the mutual criticism of all scientists in the fielcd and
would thus -also prox}de'a constant check on the methods employed and the conclusions
drawn at the centre.

"My colleagues willvrecognize.that the Swedish cdelegation has on several occasions
intervened to suggest that the scientific co-operation which will necessarily
accompany a test ban should be initiated as early as possible. . The other non-
aligned delegations have voiced the same requést. On this ground I venture to
reiterate the suggestion I made earlier that certain steps, such as the setting
un of the international scientific commission .en ‘an interim basis, be taken
immediately. A4s practical experience shows how difficult it is to recruit prominent
scientists on an international basis at short notice, I hope it will not be
considered unduly pressing to suggest that plans for the recruitment of a nucleus
of a scientific commission be initiated at once. As the commission is envisaged
as an impartial and not a bilateral one, the non-aligned countries perforce take an
active interest in its creation. | d

I have dealt at some length with a few scientific aspects of a test-ban control.
In matters such as these we think it highly advisable to co-plan and co—operate with
the internationgl scientific unions concerned. The Swedish delegation has a;groabhed
the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) on this mattef, and we
. understand that ICSU is ready to consider such co-operation if that be the unanimous

desire of our Committee.
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. Any delay would mean a delay in the effective functioning of the control svstem.
The Committee will recall that according to ‘the 1958 Committee’ of gxperts
(EXP/NUC/ZS) and also to the draft treaty (PNDc/3o) of 18 April 1961, the control
'system would only be completec after six to elght years. In the Unlted States-
United Klncdom draft treaty (?WDC/58) of 27 August 1962 much more flexible arrange-
:ments were Droposed, but even so the control system would only become effective six
to twelve months after the entry 1nto force of the treaty, not just after its signing.

IxXamples could be mnltlolled of the cases in which we believe that contributions
from the non-nuclear, non—allgned countries might be of some assistance and in which
our participation in certaln deliberations might tend to make them less polarlzed
But of course the most urgent thlnﬂ is to proceed with the flnal negotlatlons on a
test ban. '

e are fully aware that important steps forwerd hnve recently been taken,
1n1t1ated by the exchanve ‘of correspondence between tne leaders of the two major .
‘nuclear Powers and continued durlno the. prlvatc negotlatlons. e would qulte
understand if a short interval were now needed in order to rearrange plans for more
detailed agr%ements ed as to bring them into line with the new positions of »rinciple.
“hether sﬁcﬁifurther negotiations take ﬁlace as a continuation of those private talks
or in other fefms; our Cemmittee must, I think, expect to hear a2 nositive signal that
the agreement is well on its‘Way withih a fairly short time — a few weeks or, should
we say, not later than the spring equinox. ‘

e certainly hope that by'then the main negotiating varties will have clarified
their positions on the verificetion quota and agreed on all other points still under
debate or reﬁaining-unclear. We believe as little as do other delegationé that the
difference betweenvthfee insneetions anc. eight, or even one between two and twenty,
could constltute an 1nsurmountable obstacle in the way of a final treaty, varticularly
:slnce there must be many alternatives available for submission to the scrutiny of
practical con51derat10ns. Some have been mentioned here only today by other
delegatlons. I am thinking of further 00381bllltles which the varties will no doubt
come to examlne, if they have not already done so — for example, the possibility of
some kind of sllolng scals o; inspections between the numbers three and eight, as K
those are the numbers suggested by the different sides, perhaps starting with three

inspections duflng the flrst year and graduzslly stenping up the number during
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subseguent years. Or there might, on the contrary, be reason to start with some

higher number and move-downwards, motivated by the hope tﬂét mutual confidence

would iﬁcrease with time. Or again the quota might be tied to a longer time-period

than a year. Those are just some of the possibilities, which must exist in abundance.
The main thing to remember is that failure to negotiate, failure to compromise,

faiiure to agree, would not be easily understood by the woerld outside the nuclear

club.

Mr. KUZNETSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies){translation from

Russian): Hay I be permitted to associate myself with those who have expressed the
hope that the second ﬁundred of the meetings of the Fighteen-Nation Committee which
is now beginning will lead us to success and that the Committee will fulfil the
main. task entrusted to it by the United HNations, that of preparing a treaty on
general and complete disarmament in the shortest possible time?

Today the Soviet delegation has listened with interest to the statements made
by the representatives of “India, Zthiopia and -Sweden. ™o shall'gtudy the considera-
tions they have put forward. About the statement made by the Uﬁited States
revresentative I should like to say a few words later on.

As we see it, the course of the debate in the Committee confirms the view
that it is essential‘to take urgent measures which would help to reduce the threat
of a thérmo—nucléar war. The urgency for taking mcasures to reduce the threat of
war is dictated by life itself, by the actual situwation which has now come about in
the world as a result of the intensification of the arms race, and pafticularly as
a result of the steps which are being taken by certain States in the direction of

furfher intensifying thislrace. In analysing the concrete state of affairs
.charapteriZing the world situation, and the arguments: adduced by the renresentatives
who have spoken here anc with whom we have exchanged views outside this conference
room, we come-to the conclusion again and again that the first and most urgent of
the measures which could really help to reduce the threat of a nuclear war would
be the assumption by States of an-obligation not to use foreign territories for
stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapens, Everything that is
haopening in the world, everything that has been referred to here in the Committee,

strengthens our conviction that the adoption of the draft declaration on renunciation
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of the use_of foreign territories for stationing.strategical means of delivery of
nuclear weapons, as proposed by the Soviet Union (ENDC/75), would be an importént
step. in the right diréction, a great and useful deed., This measure could also
bécdme the turning-point-towards the improvement of international relations. Taking
’all thls into account,. we con51der that at this stage of. the negotiations in the
Cmma1ttee, during the general lJebate, it may be helpful if the Soviet delegation
sets forth a number of considerations in connexion with our provosal.

First of all, we should like to exnlgln how and why this oronosa1 orlglnated
It came" ‘into being as the result of an analy31s of recent 1nternatlonal events and
as the result of a study of the’ deploymant of military forces and of ‘that desp031tlon
of the most powerful stratégic weapons of the sides which haé-now_tome about'inlthe
world. This dgployment is characterized by thé'faCt that, whéreas‘one side is
keeping its most powerful weaponé'and‘thé strategic méaﬁs bf their deiivery
exclusively on its own territory, the ‘other side is statlonlng such wecapons not
only’on its national territory, but is using for this purpose mllltary bases soread
almost all over the world on the ter”ltorv of forelgn States.

According to certaln reports in the press, the United States now has over 2,000
militafy bases of all kinds, located on the territories of dozens of foreign States;
moreover, the disposition of these bases speaks for itself, United States military
bases on foreign territories form, as it were;'two.gigahtié.strategic semi-circles,
encompassing from the south and from the nofth the Soviet Union, the‘?eoplé'é
Republic of China, and other socialist States in Turope and Asia. = The southern
semi~circle of United States bases beglns at one end in the Azores, then 5aqse§
through Spaln,'Italy, Libya, Greece and Turkey, and then through Saudi Arabia and
Pakistan, continues through South Vietnam and South Korea, and 1ncludes military
bases on Okiﬁawa and Taiwan and in Japan. The northern seml—c1rclp consists of
United States mllltaly bases on the territories of the Fnderal Republic of Germany,
the United Kingdom, Iceland‘and Greenland, and the Joint United States—Canadian
militery installations on the territory of Canada. |

The location in peacetime of largéinumbers of United States military bases on
foreigniterritor;es situated many'thousaﬁdslof kilometres from thé territory of

the United States of America is undoubtedly an ebnormal phenomenon, which has no
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precedent in the history of mankind. Not'only the socialist States, against‘which
all these bases are dlrectly aimed, but also many countries of Asia, Africa and Latin
Amerlca, are well aware of the threat to their security and to uﬁlversal peas: which
is entalled in the system of foreign mllltary bases -on the territories of other
States., The actual ﬁiStorical experience of ‘a number of States members of our
Committee is so eloquent in this respect that it is hardly necessary for us to go -
into any special explanations. It will suffice to refer in this‘conﬁexion to ‘the
statement publlshed quite- recently, on 10 November, in the Unlted States Journal
N.ailﬂ’ A |
NThe fact is — regardless of how we may see our-bases”—-that is

“to say, United States bases — "o establish bases on the border of

another State must inevitably be considered a provocative act" .

In’ the llght of this, there should be no doubt that it would be desirable in
the 1nterests of universal peace and security to ensure the most rapid elimination
of the whole system of forelgn military bases on the territories of other States.
But we approach this question as realists and say that, although the ‘best - thing .
'would be to put an end to the system of foreign military bases on the territories.
of other States immediately, yet if the Western Powers are not prepared'to do soj; -
let us egree to eliminate forthwith the most dangerous elements of ‘this-system, and
it will'be possible to do the rest in the first stage of general and complete
disarmament. h

What is it in the system of foreign military bases on the territories of other
States that is most dangerous from the standpoint of the interests: of universal |
peace? There can be no doubt that the most dangerous element is the statlonlng
on forelgn terrltorles of strateglc means of delivery of nuclear weapons, and, of
course, of the nuclear warheads and bombs for the délivery of whloh these strategic
means are designed. - Specifically, we are referring to United States medium-range
Thor and'Jupiter missiles now located on the territories of the United Kingdom,
Ttaly and Turkey; to the B-47 and B-52 strategic bombers based on air-fields in
-the United Kihgdom, Spain, Okinawa, Japan and several other countries; and to air-
craft carrlers carrying nuclear bonber aircraft which use the ports of Italy, Greece

' dnd a number of other States.




ENDC/PV,100
32

.. (Mr. Kuznetsov, USSR)

And, of course, we are also referring to atomic submarines carrying Polaris
missilés fitted with termo—nucleé} warheads, It is precisely these submarines
~ that have.recehtly been acquiring an increasing significance in the system of .
locating United States strategic means"of”deliyery of muclear wéapons'oﬁtside the
boundaries of the national territory of the United States, particularly in
connexion with the United Sfatestnited Kingdom agregment at Nassau and the plan. .~
for the creationof a NATO multilateral nuclear forcé.. For instance,*iﬁ'is‘known
from a statement made by Mr. Gilpatric, Deputy Secretary of Defense of the United
States, that before' 1 April of this year -three United States submarines with
Polaris missiles will be sent to the}Méditefr&neén; ~-As we can see, this is only
a beginning, ' ; | '

Tt is:guiteé impossible to explain the stationing of these types of weapons
in foreign territories either by the interests of Uhited‘States security or by the
interests of the security of their gllies in whose¢ territories they are located
or. based, ' 4 .

‘A~With.regard to the security of the United Statés of America, we should like

to stress first of all that no.one is threatening the United Stafés. Mbrebver,

the United States has in its own territory armed forces which, according to the
‘statements of leading United States officials, will.suffice to deal with any, even
the most important, military tasks. Thé Secretary of Defense of ‘the United States -
recently boasted th;t the armed forces of the United States — '

T w,,. .could still destroy the Soviet Union without any hélp from the deployed
-outside the boundaries of the United'States—tactical air units or carrier -
:task*forces of.Thdﬁ'dr;JupiteriIRBM's;" '

This is a .quotation from page 29 of a statement by the Secretary of Defense before
the UnitedﬂStatQSnHouse Armed  Services Committee on 30 January 1963.

One could: hardly speak more cléarly about the. aggressive pléné of United
States military strategists. In this connexion werHould also 1like to stress the
conclusion wﬁich follows from this statement and is made by the Minister of Defense,
namelyxthat the stationing in foreign territories of strategic means of delivery

of nuclear weapons is not at all necessary for the security of the United States.

}



ENDC/FV.,100
33

(Mr. Kuznetsov, USSR)

Furthermore, what can be said about the security of the States in whose
territories these JnitedAStates weapons are located? Can anyone assert that the
security of the . United Kingdom has become more sclid since the maval baee:at Holy
Loch has been-used by United States submarines with Polaris missiles? We know from |
the Press that hundreds of thousands of British people think otherwise and.demand
the -immediate elimination of the Holy Loch bagse, Perhaps Italy feels safe now that
Jupiter missiles have been stationed on its territory? If se, then why'arevthe'
Ttalian people demanding the :emgval,of.these missiles from the territery.ef_their
country? And why is such a widespread movement now developing in Italy againstAthe
establishment- in Italian-territory .of naval bases for submarines_with Polaris
missiles, which are intended to replace the Jupiter land bases? }

- It is well knewn, and -the Soviet Government has never made any secret of it,
that strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons and these weapons themselﬁes
euacioned in foreign territories will, like magnets, attract retaliatocry nuclear
blows if war is unleashed against.the Soviet Union or its allies. And thene is
hardly any need to mentinn again the power of such a retaliatory blow. Hew;fthen,
is-it possible, if one appraises the situation sanely, to speak of the.secnrity of
States being strengthened as a result cf stationing United States etrategip meane
of delivery of nuclear weapons on their terr1tor1es° |

We should like to draw the attention of members of the Commlttee to the fact
that there are countries 1n the world, including allies of the United States whlch
have a more realistic approach to the question. of strengthenlng their securlty,_ In
this connexion we have in mind the example of Iran, whose Government recently assumed
as is well known, an obllgation not tec allow *he establishment of forelgn mlssile
" bases'-on Iranian territory. If w. were to reason &s certain repreeentatlves of the
Western countries dc in our Committee, we should have to believe that the securlty
of Iran has beén weakened as a,result of this wise step by the Iranlan Government.
But in fact the contrary is the case, for now that Iran is not endangered by the
stationing on its territory. of foreizn missiles for the delivery of nuclear weanons,
ite security has been ensured much nore reliably and the international situation of
ithis country has been greatly streagthened. It would be useful for ceftain oéners

to ponder the. experience of Iran.’
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Therefore the:stationing on: foreign territoires of strategic means of delivery
of nuclear.weapons:is in.no way connected with ensuring anyone's security. That
being so, it is obvious that the purpose of this stationing is ‘altogether différent,
and this cannot fail to put us on our:guard, to. arouse suspicion ahd‘mistfust in .
relations between States and to increase international’tenSioh. 'We can-say quite
frankly that, -in -the present. circumstances, the présence of strategié-meané_of
delivery of nuclear.weapdns'increases.international tension and is a serious threat
to the cause of ‘peacs.

) We deem it necessary to ‘draw the Committee's attention to the fact:that a
further worsening of ‘the international situation in connexion with the stationing
of strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territories entails
far-reaching and dangerous-oonsequences. Indeed,’ if oné side stations its niost’
powerful weapons in.foreign ‘territories, ‘aiming them at the vital targets of‘the -
other :side, which ‘also ‘has -the most modern weapons at its disposal, the resulting
situation gives rise to'a direct-threat ‘of.a crigis in the relations -between- the
nuclear Powers and a threat of military conflict:ﬁetween‘them}- TIf ve are to speak -
about this, we must recall that quite recently one of»the/intefnatibnal qrisés nearly
led to-a world thermo-nuclear war,.with-all its inevitable consequences for the
peoples..

.-But the fact that this crisis in the relations between the nuclear Powers was
- successfully .settled by peaceful meays ‘does not mean that such an outcoméNWiil_bé
achieved alwdys and in all cases, . As.you kncw, in the present-day world, where many
international problems are unresolved,.there will be“attempts‘by the advocates of a
policy'frow a position. of strength” to-set. the nuclear Powers againsteach othér and
to embitter the relations between.them. A part in this .may also be played by the
accidental.faetorsuwhich,have.beenﬂreferred“to:here, despite the declaration that the
ultimate order,to useraﬁemic weapons will ‘be.-given by .the Supreme Commander.. -

. Wé:cdnnot exclude .the possibility ‘that, in the-state of nervousness.engendered
by:international'ténsibn'aﬁd'lack o? confidence, a fatal rele may also be played by
the psychical instability of some aificer responsible for launching a missile or for
sending out a strategic bomber. You probably have not forgotten how, at the end of
1961, in the tense situation createl by the Western Powers in response to the Soviet

U-ion's proposal for the conclusion »f a German Peace treaty, General Power, who was
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in command of the United States Strategic Air Force, sent inﬁo the air hundreds of
bombers with nuclear WeaPOné on board nierely as the resultﬁof a misiﬁterprefgtion of
radar readings. ThHis case is very 51gn1f1cant. It must also be taken into éﬁcount
that many military bases on forelgn torrltorles are situated thousands of kllometres
from the national command centfes‘and that, in the event of an interruption of
communications, the local commanders of the bases will have to act on their own
Tesponsibility. S

Those are the cnnuldervtlnns which prcmpted the Soviet chernment to raise
before the Committee the questicn ‘of the need to reach agreement T~ rthw1th on
renunciation of the use of forelgn teryltprles for stationing strateglcal means of
delivery of nuclear weapons. ' ' B

It can be said gquite categorically that if States assume thé‘obligation not
to station strategical means of  delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territories;'
- ard if they fulfil this obiligation, the wofld will become much more péaceful and the
threat of a military conflict between the nuclear Powers w1ll be reduced apprec1ably.
The withdrawal of the most powerful weapons from the foreign terrltorles in which they
are now located will dispel much of the suspicion which, in the present 01rcumstances,
the other side cannot help feeling in respect of the intentions of the United‘éﬁates
and its allies, After the withdrawal of foreign straﬁegic means of delivery’bf
‘nuclear weaﬁons, the countries where they are now stationed will be in.aiposition no
longer to fear that‘their'ﬁerrifories may become the target of a retaliatory nuclear
blow. If submarines with nuclear missiles and strike aircraft carriers no longer
visit foreign ports, if installations for. launching medium- and long4rangé'missiles
eré no longer located on foreign territories, and if bombers with muciear loads are
no longer based on forelgn airflelds the ponssibility of an accldental outbreak of
war will ‘decrease con31derab¢y. At the same time, no harm will be done to the
security of all States, or to any particular country; their securlty w1ll be strengthened{

The general relaxatlﬁn of 1nternat10nal ten51on as a result of renunc1at10n :
of the use of forelgn territories for statlonlng strateglcal means of dellvery of
nuclear weapons will undoubtedly facilitate agreement on general and camplete‘ -
disarmament. It will then be much easier to proceed to dlsmantle the mllltary machlnes
of both sides. '




ENDC/PV.100
36

(Mr. Kuznetsov, USSR)

Taking into account all these cons1derations, the Sov1et delegation appeals to
thhefmembers of the Commlttee to proceed as soon as pos31ble to con31deratlon of the
draft declaration on renun01at10n of the use of foreign terrltorles for stationing
stxategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons ENDC/?S)
Today we should like to dwell upon another 1mportant question upon the solution
. of which depend to a great extent the 1mprovement of the 1nternational s1tuation and
the creation of an atmosphere of ccnfidence and mutual undergtanding. We are referring
to the question of concludlng a non—aggress1on pact between the States parties to the
Warsaw Treaty and the States parties to the North Atlantlc Treaty (ENDC/??) .
Four and a half years ago, on 11 June.l958, the Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the Sqtiet Union stated in a message to the President of theiUnited
States: .- i“> o ; H :
' "We consider ripe for solution the problem'of the conclusion of a
pact of non-aggres31on between the member States of the Warsaw Treaty
‘and the member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organizatlon. The
conelusicn of such a pact would by no means disrupt the relationship
existing between the forces of both groups, and it would be immenaely '
useful. The internatlonal 51tuat10n would acqulre a necessary element
of stability and appeasement. The peoples w1ll see that the strongest
military States have reached ﬁgreement and do not want war.4 It is hardly
necessary to say thet the threat of war would be reduced at once, because L
it is obv1ous that a new war in Europe, and not only 1n Europe, could in "
present conditions only be a consequence of conflict between the two main -
groups of States." ’ H
The views expressed by the Head of the Sov1et Government at that time are still
fully valid. Mhreover,.it seems to us that the present 51tuation demands with even i
hgreater urgency than in the past the conclusion of a non-aggreasion pact between the
States belonglng to the two opposed military grouplngs. It is precisely for this
reason, S0 we understand that thé representatives of many States members of this
Committee have expressed themselves in favour of the conclus1on of such a pact.u The~
representatives of all the s001al;st countries parties to the Warsaw Treaty have -

spoken from this standpoint. Representatives of the non-aligned States in various
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continents -~ Brazil, the United Aresb Republic, Nigeria and others - h Ve also spoken
in fevour of concluding a non-aggression pact. We do not doubt that the
representatives of other non~a11gned States members of thls Commlttee also support
this noble idea. .

So far the representatives of the Western Powers have not expressed any defini$e
view on fhe proposal for the conclusion of a pact of non-aggression between the
Warsaw Treaty States and the NATO States. However, we should like t~ believe that
they too will not oppose the accomplishment of thls 1mportant measure ained at _
consolidating peace. Certain statements by leadlng statesmen of the Western Powers
on this questlon seem to justify that supp031t10n. We have in mind, above all, the
statement of the President of'the United States, Mr.'Kennedy, in his message t9 the
Cheirman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr.'Khrushchev daned ‘

27 Getober 1962, thut the United States Govermment wculd be quite prepared —— I
gucte — "to discuss a détente affeCtlng NATO and the Warsaw Pact ...'" and consider
any useful proposals. It is alsc well known that the Prime ‘Minister of the Unlted A
Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan, has referred more than once to the poss1b111ty and usefulness
of concludlng such o non-aggression pact.

Taking into account all the afore-mentloned statements, one cannot but come to
the conclusfbn that the time has come to submit for the Committee! 'S cons1derat10n a
draft non—aggress1on pact between the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the
States partlies to the North Atlantlc Treaty., On the 1nstruct10ns of the Soviet
Government We -are submitting such a draft, and we request the Secretarlat to
circulatd it'hs an official document Of the Committee (ENDG/77).

What, ih our view, should be the main cbligations of the States parties to‘such
a non-aggression pact? In our opinion the main, determinant obligefion isjthat which
is laid down in’article 1 of the draft pect: - ‘

".%. to refrain frem attack, the threat or use of force, in any

manner” inconsistent with the purposés and principles of the United Nations

Chatter, against one another or {n their international relations in general."

It may; of course, be said that this obligation does not go beyond fhe sooperf
the prineiples of the Charter of the Uniped Nations. We do not dismute this; it is
true. But what dces this show? It merely shows that it will be all the easier for
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each of the States belonging to the Warsaw Treaty Alliance or to NATO solemnly to
confirm this obligation and, on the other hand, it cannot be doubted that the very.
fact of its confirmation by the most powerful States of today will be 1nterpreted
everywhere as a serious pledge of their intention to malntaln peace, Suffice it to
say that the parties to the Warsaw Treaty on the one hand and the partiee to the North
Atléfitic Treaty on the other include all the States‘which have nuclear;weapons at
their diSpbsal.7 Outside these two groups there are no nuclear Powers.jA We must also
point out that'the armed forces of these two military groups are directly opposed fo |
each other and that iq,sqehifegione as Central Europe they are actually neighbours,

a siﬁuation:which makes ﬁhe aangef of a clash between them partieulafly great,

In view of these circumstances it can be con81dered beyond dispute that the
maintenance of peace depends abecve all upon the relatlons between the States parties -
to the Warsaw Treaty and the States partles to the North Atlantic Treaty. If a.
military conflict were to break out between these two groups, nothing could prevent
a world-wide thermo—nuclear wars, However, if the States partles to the North
Atlantlc Treaty and the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty assume before all manklnd
~an obligation not to attack each other, this w1ll result in a con51derab1e relaxatlon
of international tension and the consolldatlon of peace, This will also greatly
facilitate the achlevement of an agreement on general and complete disarmamewt, .

Important obllgatlons are also prov1ded for in artlcles 2 and 3 of the draft
non—aggressien pact, . Article 2 says that all disputes that may arise between States
parties to the Wafsaw Treaty end States partles to the North Atlartic Treaty shall be
. resolved by peaceful means ongy, through negotlatlons between the parties cencermsd
or the other means for the pavlflc settlement of international disputes preecribed by
the Unlted Natlons Charter. Article 3 provides that if situations affectirg the - .
1nterests of both sides are .1kely to endanger the maintenance of peace ard securlty,J
the States parties 1o thlsiPact shall consult together with a view to takisg and
~ implementing such joiﬁt measyres es‘may,¢ih conformity with the United Natioms -

Charter, be considered aepropriate.fer‘the,peaceful settlement of such ‘situations .,
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.

' In other words, the 1ntent10n 1s to create a klnd uf mechanlsm not only
for the pac1flc settlement of 1nternat10nal crises but also for preventing
them from ar1s1ng. This, of course, is of very great 1mportance frem the
'point of v1ew of normalizing international llfe and improving the international
gituation. For all, or nearly all, the international crises of iecent years
have been'connec ed precisely with the existence of contentlous auestlons

and the emergence of dangerous s;tuatlons in the relatlons between States
members of the twc maln ﬂllltary groups exxstlng in tho wnrld

The Sov;et_Government squests,that no specific t1me~11m1t should be
set for the duration of the non—aégfession pact between the'tWO groups of
States. We think that it would be best to agree that this pact and the
,obllgatlons der1v1ng therefrom should remain in force as long as the Warsaw
Treaty and the North Atlantic Treaty are in effect. However, we do not thlnk
“that th1s pact w"uld be eternal. We. should llke to belleve that a t1me w1ll
.come when not only the socialist countries but alsn the Western Powers w1ll
come 1O the conclu51on that it would be advisable tc disband both these
military groups and to, llquldate them completely.

The debate which has taken _place in the Committee shows that most or all
of the members attach great 1mportance to the earliest and fullest possible
d1scu:s1on in the Commlttee of the questlon of the cessatlon of nuclear tests,.
We a,so gre: of the opinion that this is a very 1mportant questlon and, as we
havs. pointed out mcre than once, we con81der that all the necessary ‘conditions
for its settlement are now at hand, taking into acc~int the constructive steps.
taker. recently by the Soviet Union. The Soviet delegation intends to state
ite yosition on that question at the next plenary meeting of the Committee,
but et pfesent I should like to say a few words about the statement made
‘teday by the representative of the Un}ted States.
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It is to be regretted that on this occasion also the representatlve of the.
United States has expressed no desire to take advantage of the existing favourable
conditions in order to help forward in deed the speedlest p0551b1e achievement of A
an agreement on the cessation of all types of quclear weapon tests. ) He has again )
made an utterly ungustified attempt to lay the'responSibility Por the delay on the
Soviet Union, Thls is not in accordance w1th the truth, if one analyses the oourse
of the negotiations and the p051t10ns of the 31d°s. Who in fact is now refusing ‘
to seek for ways to reach an agreement? If we teke the main question which now
prevents us from making progress - the question of the number of 1nspections _—
the picture is perfectly clear and it is not to the credit of the position of the“
Western Powers. : | N ‘ 4 | |

Our western partners suggested two or three as an acceptable number of inspections.
~The Soviet Government, having carefully considered this question, decided to take
an important step towards meeting the position of the Western waers. Itvagreed
to on-site 1nspection and agreed to the number which had been suggested. - It was
natural to expect that, all the obstacles haVinc been removed, we would then bs able,.
in a very short time, or at any rate in no longer a time than was indicated today,
for instance, by the representative of Sweden, to prepare and 31gn an appropriate
, agreement, ‘But now the western Powers are 1n31st1ng on 8 new figure. They name |
a figure of elght or ten and at the same time they think it right ‘that the other l
side should agree to this, and they do not con31der their positicn to ‘be in the
nature of an ultimatum, although in fact it is, of course, a manifestation not
only of an inflex1ble positlon but of ah ultimatum—like approach 6 a question
upon which it seemed we had already reached apreement ‘ ‘

If their purpose is to protract the nezotiatlons, if their purpose is to
take advantage of the Soviet Union s constructive pOSition in order to oargain
for the greatest pos seibls number ot inspectlons, then w2 can say straight out
that nothing will come of this except’ delay. " Flexibility, in our ‘opiniony
should help towards finding ways of solving outstanding issues as quickly.as possible,
But if one takes flexibility to mean, and calls flexibility, an approach which leads
the Committee away from solving the main lissuss, then we ‘are opposed to such

flexibility, we are opposed to such an approach,
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~ Many delegations in their statements have touohed on the question of the
organization of the further work of the Committee after the conclu51on of the.
genefal debate, -As we have already reported to the Commlttee at one of our
-neetings we agreed with the representative of the United States to meet together
as the two co~Chairmen,'and to prepare recommendations taking into account the views
expressad by the delegations. ~ Now, however, I shculd like to put forward uwy views
on the question of - procedu“e in my capacity as representative of the Soviet Union,

Belng anx1ous to meke the Committes's work as efficient as poss1ble, we suggest
that ; after the completion of the -exchange of views in plenary meetings on th==
question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the Committes's. attention. should
bs concentrated on tha draft declaratlon on renunciation of the use of foreign
_ territories for stationing strategical means of de livery of nuclear weapons and on
the draft non-aggression pact between the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty and
the States parties to the North Atlantic Treaty. We consider ‘that. due attention -
should also be given te the question of creating nuclear-free zones in different’
reéions of the world.,  We should prefer that the questions be dealt with in
plenary'meetings-of{the;Committee; but we are prepared to'consider‘also_other views,
if there are any. | ' " : | _ . .

We have, of course, no- obgections to the v1ews put forward today by the -.:
representatlve of India on procedure,iln regard to holdln'y a certaln number of-
informal meetings on the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

Naturally the Committee should give the most serious attentiopAto consideratioa
of a'draft treaty'on general and complete.disarmament Agreement on and the
implementation of separate measures are bound, as is generally recognized, to | . 3
fac1litate the creation of a. favourable atmosphere for the accomplishment of. the :
main task before the Cocmmittee — the preparation of a treaty on general and- complete
dioarmament.

'ﬁ:Mr. GODBER (United -Kingdom): I hope not to detain the Committee too long.

T should liks to refer once agaiﬁ"to ‘the question of nuclear tests, but before doiﬁg

so I should like to teks up one or two points made by the leader of the Soviet
delegation both in his speeoh.thie morning and in what he eaid in his last few speeches
~to the Committee, I think'it‘is necessary to reply, very briefly, to certain
aliegations which he has levelled against the West. T would say to him that thosa
‘allegations are unJustified and unnecessary, but, having been made and repeated, they
requirs a brief but firm rebuttal,
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I should like to deal first of all with references to NATO made by our Soviet
colleague in the past and inherent in a good deal that he had to say in the early
part of his speech this morning. As the Soviet Union and its allies of course.
know, and as everyone else here “knows, NATO is not and has never been an offensive
organlzatlon. The text of the North Atlantlc Treaty of 1049, for example, makes

"it perfectly clear that NATO isa purely defen31ve alliance which threatens no one
and which will never, never be used for aggre551on. - We. all ‘know ---and I do not
‘need to labour the point —- that 'NATO arose as a defen81ve alliance ‘against
Russian expansion at a time when the Western Powers had drastlcally reduced. their
armed forces from the levels of the last war but when the Sov1et Union had at that
same time maintained its forces at a very hlgh level Until such time as we achiave
8 treaty'on general and complete disarmament, the flrst task of any. defensive
alliancs —- whether it be NATO, whether it be the Warsaw Pact - is to maintain and
improve its defensive capabllity. o f _ .

Mr. Kuznetsov, in the speeches he has made up to today, apparently does not
agres, 1 would remind him here” that other people responS1ble for the defence of
the Soviet Union do appear to agree with me. Perhaps he would recall what Marshal
Malinovsky was reported in Pravda to have said on 9 May last years

"The Twenty-second Congress of the Communistﬁhrty of the Sov1et Union
unanimously welcome ‘the measurvs of the Party Central Committee and the

Soviet Government to’ strengthen the defen81ve capability of our homeland and

intensify the power" — - mark that phrase, "1ntensify the power" —.

" of ‘the Sovist armed forces" .
He went on to say! o
"Jde now have at our disposal th1s mllltary mlght which is safely
guardlng the securlty 1nterests of our homeland" '

' Mr. Kuznetsov this morning sought to quote certain Unlted States authorities
speaking of United States ability to annihilate the Soviet Union, But of course
our Soviet colleagues and others round this table will recall that Chairman Khrushchev

himself has hn occasion.reminded us of how vely few of his large nuclear weapons

would be naeded entlrely‘to destroy-the United Kingdom, just as he has warned certain
of our NATO colleagues with regard to ‘their own countries. - So those references
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are- cerbainly not ona-sided; and of course we all know that the Soviet Union holds’
on itsVown“terrihoﬁywsufficienﬁimedium, intermediate-range ballistic missiles and
medium-range bombers tofdevastate the whole of Western Europe. Those .particular
wWeapons afe direqted.only at Western Burope, for they do not have the range %o
reach the United States or any other part of the American continent. . In those
circamstences I really do not think that Mr.' Kuznetsov is entitlad to object¢if
.the NATO Alliance haslfelt it‘necessary to improve its own .defensive posture and
capability;;paking,into account. developments in military technology.

. dr, Kuznetsov rzferresd this morning to ths Holy Lochgbese in. 3eotland and: - .
seemed to imply that.there were many people in Britain who would like to see it - - ¢
removed, I ﬁould tell him that the vast majority of the people in Britain. -think
it a very necessary. safeguard as long-as Soviet armaments.remain at their present
level ' But I'would say.to him that when we have reached agreement with him and . -
wﬁen we are able to dismantle all bases, both home and: foreign, I shall be as
happy as.-he to see. the Holy Loch base go at the same time as bases within the Soviet
4Uniop‘g§feqted'at Bfitein also are dismantled, This,you see, is not a matter-of:
foreign bases.alene;.if,e.domestic base . in the Soviet Union can threaten.Britain
in exactly the same way as he claims the Holy Loch base threatens the -Soviet Union.

~In the same way the proposed NATO multilateral nuclear force should be seen in
its proper perspectivec The United States representative .and.I have.both pointed -
out that our respectlve Governmants are firmly against the transfer of nuclear
weapon§,;nto_thevnat;pnal control of States not now possessing them, and we have
also boﬁheemphasized-that our nge?nments continue to'adhere to the Irish resolution.
1665 (XVI) adoéted~by'the GeneéeieAssembly in 1961, The proposed NATO multilateral
foree is eﬁtifely consistentvwith our well-known and long-standing policy regarding
'tne non-dissenination.of nuclear weapons. | '

While deallng with these matters relative to NATO, I should like also to express
my'regret that the Soviet representative.has seen-fit more than once’ since we
're—convened to launch into an irrelevant propavanda tirade -against Western Germany.:.
a country whlch, like my own, is.a member .of WATO. - The Federal Republic of Germany
is a peaceful and loyal n member of NATO and is not planning any aggressive policy -
againét aﬁybody. . I really think it does not help to keep re:teratlng these charges

wh1ﬂh Wwe have heard from our Soviet colleague,
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Mr._Kuznetsov today has proposed and has indeed submitted the draft (UNDC/77)

f a non—aggression pact botween the MATO and Warsaw Pact countries. This matter

is, of course, already on the agenda for conSideration in the Committee of the' Whole,
and I think that is probably tho appropriate place in which it should be conSidered

I would tell him that I shall study'With the greatest interest the draft he has '
submitted, and that my Government is certainly not ppposed to the concluSion of an
agreement of non-aggression between the signatories of the twor pacts if it will

prove helpful. But this can be only one of the measures with which we concern
ourselves. " As to the stage at which we deliberate’ on it, T noted that Mr. Kuznetsov
at the end of his speech, talking about proceedures, recommended that after the
conclusion of the general debates we should consider this matter and also the other
draft declaration ENDC/75) which he submitted last week as the next topics on the
agenda, That, presumably, is another example of the fleXibility of the Soviet Union

¥

'in discussing matters that naturally thcir own topics are always placed first

: . I would say to our SOViet\colleague in regard to the previous declaration f
which he submitted last week, and to which he has referred again at some length uhiS
morning, that I am perfectly willing to. discuss 1t — of course, we can discuss any
matters put forward by member States here — but, again, this is a matter which I
ashould have thought would clearly have coma Within the cognizance of the Committee of
the’ Whole. '.“ As regards its substance, I can only tell him that I see no reason to
vary the comments which I made (mNDC/PV 9, pp.29 e Seg.) immediately after he‘>
Atabled the declaration and with which he did not seem wholly satisfied _ _"'

t . However, let us discuss these matters in detail at the appropriate time, and
;maybe hs will be able to persuade me better of the Virtue of some of the proposals.
‘1 am always willing to learn. But I do think that we should discuss these matters
dcsigned to reduce tension in a proper and orderly manner, and that we should do so
:in a manner which takes account of the various matters which have been put forward
from both sides. I would urge that one of the earliest ought to be the one which
a number of States have referred to, namely, the ideas for reducing tension, reducing
:the risk of war due to miscalculation.  That, above all others, I would have thought
_is one which was self—eVident in the value that it could. bring having regard to the

“experiences of recent months._ So let these matters_be discussed by the co—Chairmen,



ENDC/FV,100
45

(Mr. Godber, United Kingdom)

and let us have de0181ons about the best way in which we can discuss them, but I
would not accept that necessarlly we should always consider first only the matters
put forward by the Sov1et Union, o

If I may revert to the matter on which I had intended to speak mostly tnls
morning, 1n relation to nuclear tests, I want to pick up one or two points
particularly releted to the very interesting speech which we heard from the
representative of the United Arab Republic at our last meeting. It is quite true,
as Mr, Hasean suggested then.(ENDQ/PV 99, p.12), that there was not. enough progress
in the 1nformal talks held.in Washington and New York during the recess, In fact
I think we are Justlfled in- saylng that the talks were terminated on the 1nitiat1ve
of the Soviet Union because the West: could not accept without. amendment the Sov1et
proposals contained in the correspondence between Chalrman Khrushchev and Pre51denu
Kennedy., As our Unlted States colleague said at our last meeting (ibid., p.20), it
was a real surprise to us when we Were told that the Soviet proposals were not »
negotiable, that we must accept the Soviet offer of two to three inspections a year,
and three sutomatic stations, and that, before accepting that offer, we should not
be ellowed any insight into the manner in which on-site inspections would be injtiated
and carried out or into the equipment and -operation of automatic stations. So we
came back here to some extent disappointed and a little frustrated, but we certainly
did not return hers in a mood of hopelessness. On the eontrary,, we still tnink
that the reeacceptanoe by the Soviet Union of the principle of on-site inspection
opens up more possibilites of agreement than have existed for a long time. -

When he did eventally come to deal with the question of nuclear tests our
Soviet colleague spoke this morning of the West's having in fact suggested two to
threes 1nspectlons, he said the Soviet Union accepted that and therefore we should
now be able to agree. Well, he knows perfectly well that is not the case,  The
matter- has been expounded with absolute clarity, and I am sure all other delegations'
around this table are fully cognizant of what the West did propose -- and, indeed:
even if.the Soviet Union had been under that nisapprehension it would be- strange if
it still'uere,'because as early as in President Kennedy's reply to Premier
Khrushchev the matter'was made abundantly clear (ENDC/?&, p.2). »
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This, then, is the position: thet,the Soviet Union re-accepts the principle
of on-site insbeetion; “and with this in mind we are anxious to find the'best'wey.
in which we can move forward., The best way forward may well depend on ths '
procedures that we adopt, and I was therefore particularly interested in the ' |
procedural suggestions made by our oolleague from the United Arab Republic at outr
last meeting (ENDG/PV,99, pp.15 et seg.). Our United States colleagué has dealt
with the points of substance which Mr. Hassan put -forward, I should just- l1ke ts
say something about the procedures, and I would say stralght away that as far ‘as .
the United Kingdom is concerned we do not excluds any of tha suggestions that. our :
United arab Republic colieague put forﬁard. If the Soviet representative says
that one of those proposals offers the best way forward, then we are willing to
consider it, ‘But it miOht be useful 1f, very brlefly, I said a word about each
of the proposals in turn, , '
| Mr. Hassan- suggested first that the nuclear parties might submit new draft
test ban trestiss incorporatlng thelr ideas and formulations. - ‘Of course; on thig
Western side we did submit a nevw draft comprehensive treaty (ENDG/58) last Auvust
which incorporated all our latest ideas, but since then some of our ideas have
been developing, and I do not think‘lt would be altogether out of the questlon
for us to inoorporate the modifications in those ideas on paper, -and possibly'
submit a revised draft treaty. . What we should want to know,: of course, 18 whether
that would help us forward in our megotiations with the Soviet Union, and the
answer to that can omly come froonmr-Soviet collsagues,

Next, ¥r, Hassan suggested that working papers might be produced setting out
the background to or ‘the outllne of our thinking on the various problems 1n'olved

in the test ban questlon. Now, as he said, that has beesn donz on several ocr*asn.onu
already, mainly by the west ' I do not think there is at- the moment any partltoT;r
problem which demands 1mmed1ate treatment in that way, with the possible exceotlon
of the construction and operatlon of automastic seismic stations. -But here again
my Govermment 1s very ready to co-operate in this way if the :Soviet Government |
thinks it would be useful and would help us forward..

Thirdly, our United Arab Republic colleague suggested that, if we ¢.1ld not
arrive immediately at egreement on a quota number for inspections; we might for the
time being put that question on one side and proceed with thes disuussion of other
pertinent and relevant probleme, in the hope that this might, lead us nearer to
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agreemsnt on the qqoﬁa question. Several representatives have this morning made very
interesting comments in that regard. The Chairman herself made several very practical
suggestions on other questions which we could usefully consider, and she put forward

once again a practical proposal designed to make use of the effective scientific

knowledge which already. exists in different countries of the world. " (Supra, pp,25 et seq.)

And we have had various other very interesting suggestions from our Indian and
Ethiopian colleagues as well. It is 'possible that we could make- progress in that way.
As members of the Conference will be aware, the Western delegations have
» freqLently-suggested some such procedures as those, and in the past I have certeinly
supported suggeStions in that regard made by our present Chairman. My delegation is
certainly ready to follow suggestions of that kind.  We have always said that we
would take up whichever of the problems our Soviet colleagues wished to - discuss first
and try to reach agreement on them, but that if agreement were not possible in a
~ certain area, then we,. should be prepared to put that problem on one side and proceed
To the next, in the bellef that agreement in one area could lead: us towards agreement
in another° In thls . way we have offered-to take up the questions of an 1nternat10na1
comm1ss1on, detectlon systems, and, of course, inspection, ' R
Now at this partlcular moment we seem closest to agreement on the detection
problem, 'and I think that was made clear by our Indian colleague this mornlng. ABﬁt
we. are stlll furthest apart on inspection, not now because the principle of ;
inspectioﬁ is not accepted, .but because we cannot get-the discussion moving on the
nodalities of iﬁspectiorl, The establishment or otherwise of an international -
commlsslon has for the tlme being assumed less importance in our.discussions. -However,
we remaln equally ready to discuss any of those problems in detail and ih depth. A1l
we, say is thet we cannot accept as a prior condition of'their discussion the Soviet
figures which have_been put before us; and I hope-we are not going to have a lot of
talk‘about who'isvresponsible for putting forward ultimata. That .really does not seem
tofme to be a very helpful argument to put forward. I should think that representatives
:around this table know-berfectly well just how flexible the West has been, and that we'
have made it:qpiﬁe ciear how flexible we are., I hope our Soviet colleague will not
seek to make out'that there is any question of ultimata in any of the attitudes we
have taken uﬁ, Indeed, if he does think that, then it is for him to test us out.
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If he thlnks we are absolutely rlgld, Tet hlm come forward with a further offer and
_3ee how we respond I think that is a fair sugoestlon to put to him, .

Reverting to the question of procedurés; I would: say that for our part e’ are -
Vpe"fectly prepared to give the assurance referred-to by our United Arab Republlc
colleague -in the passage in his speech.at .our last ‘meeting in which he sald,.among
other things: 4 . : | ‘ ' ' A

"The other party should dlspel any lingering fears and seek to give

assurance that surprlse deterrent visits would not have, and could not

be made to have, other ulterior significance." (ENDG/PV.99, p. 16)’

What we ask is that the Soviet Union should, as Mr. Hassan suggested reassure us:

",.. that the number: of the quota of inspection$ which it suggests
would be really meaningful, and that it would act as an effective
deterrent against. violation." (ibid., p.16)- .

We entlrelyuagree with the representative of the United Arab Republic that:
"Both parties need to assure one another that practicality rather than.
polities is the driving force behind their proposals.". (ibid,)

We have always.triedrto,comply,ﬁith these very necessary assurances. We can’
only do so by means of detailed discussion, in which we propose-inspection, the
mahner in which inspection should be carried oﬁt, and the safeguards which may be
offered to a host. country agalnst espionage. I do not underrate the fears which
our Soviet colleagues have expressed in this last regard, and we are very willlng
to look at any means of safeguards on this ‘particular point.

Since at the moment I.am mainly talking about procedure and-the way to move
forward, I do. not propose to go into details --.and certainly not-at this hour ~-
on the questions posed in ‘the speech of the representative of the United Arab Republic
on the matters of substance. In .any case they have, as I have already'indicated
and as we have heard, been.dealt with already this morning by the represehtatiVe
of the United States. There is no way in which I could improve on what he has said.
on'that‘this’morning. “But I dozthink that these questions -- to which we have given,
and are prepared to give, full:answers -- together with the questions?which the -
representative: of the United States posed at our last meeting, must be answered to

the satisfaction of everyone if we are going to get agreement.: Ve cannot side-step
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these questions. - If they are to be answered, they must be replied to in some forum,
TheyAcould be answered here in plenary meeting; they could be answered ih the nuclear
Sub«Committee;. they.could be dealt with at informal talks, as has been suggested by
more than one representative this morning; they could be brought forward iﬁ fresh
draft treaty texts but forward to this Conference; or fhey could be dealt with in
memeranda . HGWever, the point is that the questions have been posed, and they must
be answered. ' ~ ‘

We are prepared to adopt any of the methods that have been suggested. We are-
prepared to give our views fully, as, in most cases, I think it can safely De:said
that we have .already done on any of these questions; and we are prepared te do so
in any forum which thé representative of the Soviet Union chooses. ILet him choose.

If the representative of the Soviet Union is not ready to do the same, then I do ask,
him to explain to us in more detail why he feels obliged to adopt this attitude.

I must. comment that I thought it significant this morning, when everyone else
was concentrating on this matter, that he did take our minds off this point and on
to other matters once more. I think it must be evident that everyone here feels
there is the possibility of an agreement on this particular issue. We all feel
that if we could solve this it might help us forward enormously with our other
problems.  Therefore I welcome-the concentration on this subject, and I was surprised
that the representative of the Soviet Union spent so much time on other matters this
morning. However, as I say, if he is not ready to go into these matters in any:of
these ways, do let him tell us why he feels obliged to adopt this.attitude. I '
assure the representative of the Soviet Union that we will listen to him with every
sympathy, and that, if we are convinced, we will do our levél best to meet him. What.
Wwe want is an agreement; and we want an agreement at this session. The Western Powers
have been flexible and are flexible. We are only too anxious to talk and to negotiate.

I do not think I can say more than that.

Mr,. FOSTER (United States of America): I regret having to.take additional .
time. However, I must do so because of my great regret:at certain of the comments -

made by the representative of the Soviet Union.,
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: I should like to touch very briefly on three points where I think we should
again maks our position clear. The first point -- although the representative
of the United KingdomlhaS-already touched on it -- is the efficiel position on.
figures in the Westerq-representatives' references to on-site inepections. But,
while there has been much speculation, I think it is perfectly clear that the
official numbers put forth by the United States'and the Uhited Kingdom wera
expressed in President Kennedy's letter of 28 December 1962 (ENDC/74); and in
no official manner have they ever been two to three on the part-of either of our
delegations. | |

As to the introduction of e proposal for a NATO=Warsaw Treaty non—aggre531on ‘
pact, again this has been referred to by Pre31dent Kennedy in his letter to |
Chairman Khrushchev dated 28 October 1962 ‘but in an entlrely different contexi.

It is trus that in past discussions at this Conference the Sov1et delegatlon has
proposed that the Conference should discuss the matter here, and the United States
has not been enthusiastic about that for reasons which I shall men.tlon° I shall
not, however, because of those reasons, comment on that proposal, which has now
been put forward in the form of a draft (ENDC/??), but I should llke to mentlon
the reasons why we lack enthusiasm. It is not only: because many of the countries
which would be directly affected by such a pact are not represented at this table;
it is also because at this table there are a number of countries whlch have no part
in the European alliances; and, perhaps more 1mportant1y, the proposed pact does
not actually bear on disarmament. It might, however, raise questions with regard
to the political and security arrangements of Western Europe. ‘ ' .

I think it was the intention of President Kennedy, in mentioning this in the
letter to which I referred, that it might well appropriately be brought up inisuch
other enviromment. Certainly there 'is no objection on the part of the United States.
to such discussions in that proper frame of reference. None the less, I shall of
course report. to my Government the submission of this draft, and we shall have
comments to make on it later. ‘ '

The third point on which I feel I must speak concerns the procedural
suggestions of. the representative I had considered to be my co-Chairman (Supra, p.4l1).
It seems to us that in putting forward these matters, which have been referred to as
the "unilateral desires of the Soviet Union", it might have been better -- and it

has certainly been our practice -- to discuss them at meetings of the co-Chairmen,
l .



ENDC/PV .100
' 51

(Mc. Foster, United States)

where procedures have normally been recommended to the full Conference. ' While we
do not on@éﬁ to discussing these or other matters, we have felt that in the
Gommittee_pf the Wholé or in the plenary meetings there should be a balance
betwéehlﬁhe gubjecté discussed -- a balance between those subjects which we for’
our pa;ttbéiiévé ﬁave significance and those which, equally perhaps, the

Soviet Union Bélieves to have éignificaqce, Therefore I hope that, before we
take any aétion;on such suggestions, it will be.possible for the co-Chairmen to
meet and to discuss, in order to proceed with an orderly and loglcal dlscu031on of

the matters of great concern to this Conference.

Mr, KUZNETSQV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russién): I shoﬁld merely like to make a few brief comments on the statement of

the representative of ‘the United Kingdom, and to reply to the last remarks of the
representative of the United States. First, the nature of the North Atlantic Treaty.
The aggressive_nature of the North Atlantic Treaty is not altered by the repeated
efforts of Mr, Godber to depict this aggressive organization, quite unjustifiably,
in a different light, Listening to Mr. Godber, it would appear that NATO is
making great efforts, is striving to help bring sbout disarmament, and is striving
not to whip up the armaments race. However, those are merely words, but the facts
show that NATO and the States parties to this Treaty are basing their policy on the
armaments race and are intensifying this race. '

We must note that this process has been especially speeded up in recent times.
For the members of the Commlttee this is hardly a point which requires proof. NATO -
came into ex1stence as a result of the aggressive policy of the Western Powers, a.
policy whlch recognized only force in dealing with contentioys issues and considered
that such issues could only be resolved by the uise of force., All the measures that -
were taken by the Soviet Union and the socialist countries were only counter-measures
The SovieﬁvUnion has repeatedly proposed and is propoéing today that both treaties
should be énnﬁlled But the Western Powers have refused and still refuse to do so.
The Soviet Unlon is now proposing a step towards improving the relations between the
countries gdher;ng to the North Atlantic Treaty-and those adhering to the Warsaw -
'Treaty,'namely'the_congipsiqn ofFa non-aggression pact (ENDG/77). In submitting
this proposal,'we wefé guidéd by the desire really to take a serious.step and to

facilitate thereby the solution of other problems also. We hope that the
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represehtatives of the:WEStern‘Powers will give these pfoposals their careful
consideration,

But what has been seid today By Mr. Foster in regard to a non-aggression pact
causes us. some concern. How is it possible to put forward today, as an argument
against the consideration and conclusion of a pact, that all the members of NATO
are not preeent‘here? If we were to approach matters frem that standpoint, we
should not be able at all to consider a eingle disarmament measure or any measure
relating to dlsarmament because we should hardly find even a s1ngle measure which
would affect only the countries represented here° After_all we do not raise such
a question when, let us say, we consider the problenm of.genefal:andtcomplete-»
disarmament, or when we talk about partial measures. Let ﬁs assume that we have
agreed to consider such a question as the creation of nuclear~free zones in various
regions. of the world. Are all the representatlves of these reglons present here?
Certainly not. Therefore such an argument seems at least to be groundless.

Even more groundles$ is the remark that the conclusion of such a pact would not
help to improve the situation, and would not help to place the security of Europe -
on a firmer basis. It weuld seem, on the contrary, as we have understood hitherto,
that when States improve their relations and assume definite obligations to solve
all problems by peaceful means, this should help to improve the situation and |
greatly strengthen‘security. I should therefore like to appeai to the representatives
of the Western Powers to study the Soviet proposal W1thout preconcelved opinions
and to start out wlth the aim of maklng the necessary contribution to the common
cause of the maintenance of peace. , : ; .

Now a few words regarding bases. In reply to our proposal (ENDC/75) that we
should consider the question of not using foreign territories for stationing
strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons, Mr. Godber tried.to put before us
an entirely different questlon and to confuse the issus. If I understood him.
correctly from the rapid interpretation, I cannot ‘but express surprlse that
Mr. Godber sees no difference, it appears, between foreign military bases and.
national armed forces. How could one understand such a proposal as, say, that the
United Kingdom should eliminate Unlted States strategic means of delivery of nuclear
‘weapons *and that, in exchange for thls, the Soviet Union and the socialist countries
should completely disarm’ How is it possible at all to think of such an approach if
we are really trylng to some extent to find a common language rather than
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artificially to inflate questions on which; if.seemed, we no longer hadﬂanyfhing
to argue about. Do we really have to start.an argument in order to define what
constitutes a foreign military base on alien territory? Is this concept not yet.
quite clear? If it is not Quite clear to Mr,-ngber, I think we can find some
extra timgAand explain to him why two quite different matters must not be confuséd}'
As regards procedure, I should like to tell you, Mr. Foster, that I have
broken no rule or understanding between us. I think that the two co~Chairmen will
certainly have to meet afterwards and prepare recommendations in the light of the
views which have been expressed here. However, you cannot deprive me of the rigﬁt
to speak here as the representative of the Soviet .Union and not as co-Chairman, I
raised no objection when, for instance, the representative of the United States said
that he thought the Committee of the Whole should be reactivated. I made no
comment at the time. So allow me, too, to enjoy the elementary rights of a

representative of a sovereign State.

- Mr, TARABANOV: (Bulgaria) (translation from French): The United States

representative in stating just now that he was not enthusiastic about discussing or

negotiating a non-aggression pact between the parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the
parties to the North Atlantic Treaty (Supra, p.50), said that hé:lackedlenthusiasm
because in particular this proposal of the Soviet Union contained no disarmament
measures -- as he put it, did not actually bear on disarmament. ' If that is correct
and if he did express himself in those terms, as I believe he did, I should like to
ask whether some other measures proposed by the Western representatives, especially
by the United States, are disarmament measures. For instance, can one say that a
measure designed for "the reduction of the risk of war through accident, miscalculation
or failure of communications" (ENDC/70) is a disarmament measurs? Certainly not.
It is a measure under the terms of which we céuld continue to arm, continue the
arma race, and at the same time take éteps to prevent war breaking out by accident,
miscalculation or failure of communications. We therafore consider that all
measures, particulariy such measures as a non—agg%ession pact betwsen the countries
‘parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the countries pafties to the North Atlantic Treaty,
should be discussed, since they certainly reduée the risk of war,
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I should also like to note that Mr. Godber referred in his speech to the
Warsaw Treaty as a defensive alliance (§gp£g4 P- 42 ). We, however, as the
Soviet Union representative has just pointed out, cannot describe NATO as a
defensive erganization. It is an aggressive organization, and we will go on saying’
so whenever necessafy._ '

I venture elso to take this opportunity of wishing Mr, Foster a safe journey
to the United States, and of saying that,we.hope that on his return he will bring
us some realiy concrete proposeis regarding the situation which has arisen here in
the negotiatlons for the cessation of muclear tests, on which the Western countries

lay such ‘stress and from whlch the whole world de81res a result,

The Conference decided to issue the following communiqué:

"The Conference of the ElghteenuNatlon Committee on Disarmsment today .
held it one—hundredth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,.
under the chalrmanshlp of Mrs. A. Myrdal, Ambassador and representative of
Sweden. A |

"Statements were made by the representatives of the United States of
America, India,eEthiopia, Sweden, the'Soviet Union, the_United‘Kingdomzepdl
Bulgaria, ‘ | ‘ :z. .

"The delegatlon of the Soviet Unlon tabled the draft l/ef a non-~
aggress1on pact between the States partles to the Varsaw Treatygand the . -
States parties to the North Atlantlc Treaty.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held. on Frlday, 22 February
1963, at 10. 30 a.m."

!
The meeting rose at 1.45 p.m.

1/ ENDC/77





