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The CHAIRMAN (Mexico) (translation from Spanish): I declare open the
seventy-sixth plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee-on

Disarmament.

Mr, STELLE (United Statgs of America): At our seventy-fifth plenary
meeting, on 27 August, my delegation and that of the United Kingdom, on behalf of
our two Governments, tabled two draft treaties dealing with the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests, Those draft treaties have now been circulated as conference
documents, the one banning tests in all environments as document ENDC/58, and the
one banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water as document
ENDC/59 . . :

Yesterday we held the twenty-fourth meeting of the Sub~Committee on a Treaty"
for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, at which those treaty drafts were -
discussed. The verbatim record of that meeting (ENﬁC/SC.i/PV.24) is available to
all delegations this morning, It was agreed that the date of the next meeting
of the Sub~Committee should be set by consultation between its members and the
incoming Chairman,

While members of the full Committee are undertaking the study of our draft
treaties and of the verbatim records of the seventy-fifth plenary meeting and the
twenty-fourth meeting of the test ban Sub-Committee my delegation intends to proceed
today with its discussion of agenda topic number 5(c) (ENDC/52) on the reduction of
conventional armaments,

This morning my delegation presents the second part of the statement of the
United States delegation regarding its position on the reduction of conventional
armaments, which complements the remarks‘made by Mr, Dean on 24 August (ENDC/PV,74,
pP. 4R e§_g.)ln,it we propoée to discuss two other important aspects of the guestion
of the reduction of conventional armaments —-- limitations on the production of such
arms, and the problems connected with the verification of the reduction and
limitations on production.

The first major point is the limitation on the production of conventional
armaments, as well as other armaments, under the United States and Soviet draft
proposals, In this context it is desirable that the Committee fully understand
the significant differences existing between the two proposals, as well as what my

Government believes to be the soundness of the United States proposal,
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In brief rev1ew, the Commlttee will recall that the Unlted States submitted at
our meetlng on 6. nugust 1mportant changes (ENDC/30/Add 2) to 1ts outllne proposal
affecting productlon of all major urmaments during stage I §

First of all, the United Stctes has specified in its draft treaty outline o
(ENDC/30 and Add.i) that production of new types of all armaments, including
conventional armcments, will be entirely prohibited during stage I and for all time
thereafter, That means of course a definite freezing of the arms development of
all nations at 2 given point in time and represents o most significant step toward
halting the arms reace.

Secondly, all production of armaments subjeet to reduction during stage I will
be limited to the replacement of any unit within each type by a unit of the same
type. In this respect my Government has proposed that any unit of armament turned
in for a new unit produced in an authorized manner must not come from "junked" or
"cannibalized" reserves, . Mr, Zorin, &s well as Mr, Kuznetsov, has expressed
agreement with us on this point: I refer representatives to. documents ENDC/PV,68,
page 21, and ENDC/2V,75, page 49,

Under our proposal, for illustrative purposes, a Soviet T-54 tank could replace
another T-54 tank, but in no instance could a Soviet T~54 tank be replaced by a
modern Soviet T-1C tank or, let us say, could a United States 1~48 medium tank be
replaced by & larger and more advanced ~060 tank, Furthermore, & conventionally
powered cruiser could not be replaced by a nuclear powered guided missile cruiser;
nor could a conventional submarine be replaced by a nuclear powered ballistic missile
launching submarine. The United States proposal is explicit on this issue. Further,
in no instance would the production of & specific type of armament be permitted to
negate the requirement to effect a net reduction of 10 per cent in numbers by type
in each step, so that the resulting 30 per cent reduction in stage I would be
assured, L

Furthermore, my delegation has expressed its willingness to discuss exact.
limitations, that is to say, a ceiling on the amount of production of each type td
be allowed even on the basis of one~for-one replacement, Ve believe it is gssenﬁial
that some absolute limitation on the amount of this. production during any one year

be agreed to by all parties to the treaty.
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‘Ths '{hird point bearing on production during stage I under our plan is the
proviso that the testing and production of new types of armaments would be
prohibited, dlthough, in accordance with agreed annual quotas, States would be
allowed flight tesbs of missiles, My Government believes that one of the most
effective and essential ways of halting the arms race and ensuring the freezing of
the arms mix at an agreed point in time is sharply to limit the opportunities for
qualitative upgrading of permitted armaments retained by States parties to the
treaty.

The fourth and final point in our proposal would require the placing of strict
limitations on the expansion of all production facilities declared by parties upon
entry into force of the treaty. Thus the construction of new plant facilities for
the production of any of the armaments reduced or of any new kinds of armements
would be prohibited, and even the construction of stand-by armament plants in which
no production was contemplated would be forbidden, Only those plants already
producing armaments could continue production, and even then only within agreed
limits permitted by the treaty.

As a corollary to the above points the United States believes that during
stage I arrangements will have to bu negotliated concerning the production of spare
parts to replace parts of armaments that may become unusable or non-serviceable.

It is pérfectly clear that those provisions would apply equally to all armaments,
vhether they were conventional or nuclear capable, It will be recalled too that
unéer the provisions of  the United States draft outline the production of all
armaments of'any\kind wbﬁld cease at the start of stage II of the treaty. My~
delegatfoﬁ has already stated that it believes that our new proposal on production
represents one of the most Signfficdnt and fortheoming changes as regards general
and compieté disarmanent yet presented to this Committee.

The Committee will remember that at the time the Soviet Union accepted the
principle of percentage reduction of conventional armanents (ENDC/2/Add.1) it did not
make corresponding changes in its proposal on the production of conventional armaments.
In fact, the Soviet draft treaty, as regards both sfage I and stage IT, merely
specifies that the ?fddﬁction of conventional weapons would be limited in sdme unknown
relatior~ to the reduetion of force levels, We submit that language of that kind is
all too characteristic of the vagueness and imprevision with which in other respects

the Soviet treaty is written. Permit me to meke several observations in this regard,
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The provision in the present Soviet draft treaty permitting an undetermined
amount of production of conventional armaments at least into stage III of a treaty
would inevitably promote the continuation of the arms race that we all seek to end,
In that respect the Soviet plan is apparently contradictory, It ealls for the
complete elimination of all nuclear delivery vehicles during stage I, on the basis
of the unsubstantiated assertion in the Soviet proposal that such a measure would
end the threat of nuclear war, While the United States of eosurse believes that
nuciear war would be a great catastrophe for mankind, we must keep in mind the fact
that conventional war can also bring great destruction and human suffering. Ve must
therefore direct our efforts to reducing the possibility of all kinds of war,
However, the present Soviet proposal in document ENDC/2, by permitting an indeterminate
but substantial amount of production of both new and existing types of conventionel
srmaments during all stages of a treaty, would perpetuate the arms race. It
Mr, Kuznetsov was serious when he said on 27 August that the Soviet Union, like the.
United States, was against any re-equiping with new types of sonventionsl
armaments (ENDC/PV,75, p.47), then we believe that the Soviet draft treaty should be
amended accordingly to prohibit the production of new types. ,

During the course of his remarks on that occasion, Mr, Kuznetsov contended that
the presentation to this Committee of lists of weapons by types would be premature
in connexion with stage I, and he said furthermore that it was a relatively simple
matter for experts using certain equipment to determine to.everyonme's satisfaction
whether an armament was conventional or nuclear eapable (Ibid,, p.40). Once again
we must say to the Soviet delegation that the problem of distinguishing clearly what
is a nuclear delivery vehicle and what is a purely conventional weapon cannot be
dismissed so easily as a minor, so-called technical issue.

For example, we submit that Mr. Kuznetsov confused matters when he said:

"Our military experts consider that there is no difficulty in

determining the type of aireraft unsuitable for the combat use

of nuclear weapons, such as, for instence, anti-aircraft

defence fighter planes, military transport planes, communie

cations aireraft and helicopters and aircraft used for initial

training, irrespective of their airborne weight." (Ibid,, pPpl.4A0=41)
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Mr, Kuznetsov continued:
"Sqrface warships end ships that cannot be adapted for the
comBat usé of nuclear'weapons should be Tegarded as conventional
weapons, whereas all submarines without eXception can be used
for delifering nuclear weapons to their targets and therefore
should all be subject to destruction in the first stage,"
(ibid., pe 41)

The precise point my delegation has been trying to make is that even though

certain types of armaments mey not have been designed originally to carry or fire
both nuclear and sonventional weapons the simple fact is that most, if not all, of
the vehiclés enumerated by Mr, Kuznetsov in his remarks quoted above are readily
adaptéble to carry or fire either nuclear or conventional weapons, The only
problem with that group of armaments is to develop a suitable nuclear warhead,
and in many cases that would not pose great problems, It simply is not clear to
my delegétion why, for example, the Soviet Union asserts that all submarines are
capable of carrying nuclear weapons and, under its plan, must be completely destroyed
during stage'I;'Whereas'it does not believe that most fighter aircraft, ships, |
helicoptéfs, militar&‘transport planes and other planes are alsoc adaptable to the
carrying of ﬁﬁciear weapons, The same is true of the items enumeratéd by 4>
Mr, Kuznetsov as conventional armaments -- such as tanks, self—propelled arﬁiilery,
armoured vehicles, ahti—aircraft and anti-tank guns, various rocket—firingvgungnand
many types of artillery ~— which can all be put inte the c¢lass of potential”delivery
vehicles fqr nuclear weapons,

We can by no means leave these possibilities out of the picture, and,it is
for that reason that we insist that a thorough implementation of the Soviet proposal
for 100 per cent elimination of all "potential delivery wvehicles in stage I would
amount to a requirement fb'complete the great bulk of general disarmament in the
first stage, To imﬁoseisuch a colossal tesk for stage I is of course totélly
unreasonable, and contradicts our understanding that disarmament is to proceed by
meaningful stages, The United States plan for an acrpgs—théfboard reduction of
30 per cent avoids that pitfall and also removes the need for trying to work out any

list differentiating between conventional weapons and nuclear delivery vehicles,

i



ENDC/PV .76
10

T T (Mr, Stelle, United States)

For the reasons we have explained we are very doubtful whether it would be
possible to draw up such a list without involving ourselves in great controversy,
despite Mr, Kuznetsov's assurances to the contrary. That is why we still believe
that it would be extremely useful to this Committee if the Soviet Union would produce
at least an illustrative list of types of armaménts, to be used as a basis for our
discussion in determining'to the satisfaction of all of us which ere purely nuclear
delivery vehicles and which are distinctly conventional,

It was o matter of fegret to my delegation that Mr, Zorin failed to come forwaxrd
with anj'substantial comments on our new proposals affecting the production of new
and existing armements during stage I (ENDC/30/4dd,1) when they werc presented during
our sixty-sixth meeting, Unfortunately, in the light of the remsrks made by
Mr, Kuznetsov during‘thé seventy-fourth and seventy-fifth meetings, there appears to
be either a serious misundersténding'of our proposals or a desire on the part of the
Soviet'délegation to confuse the real purport of these proposals,

In parti&ﬁlar, I should like to quote at some length from Mr, Kuznetsov's remorks
at our last meeting on 27 August. He saiad:

"Let ué try and imagine what situation would come about in practice,

if the United States proposal —-— that so-called less effective armaments

would not be subject +0 reduction or to apy limitotion whatsoever in-

stdgé}i —;”ﬁefe adopted, VWhile peace-=loving countries would be

honesily'fﬁifilling their obligation t6 reéduce delivery vehicles by

100 per cent and certain types ‘of conventional armaments by 30 per

cent," == I repeat, "to reduce delivery vehicles by 100 per cent and

certain types of conventional armaments by 30 per cent" = " potential

aggressor would be able to switch his military production to the mass

préduction of thbse plénes and warships whieh are not subject to

reduction in the first stoge, as well as mortars, machine guns and

othef‘typés of light arms, and to accumulate them in superior

quantifies, thereby gaining a military advantage over peace-loving

States." (ENDC/PV,T5. Dubd)

If is perfectlyAclear from Mr, Kuznetsov'!s words that in one breath he is
discuséiné‘fhe Unitea States outline proposal, while in the very next breath he has :
tailored the United States proposal for the reduetion of armaments by 30 per cent
across the board during stage I to the Soviet proposal calling for the complete
elimination of all nuclear delivery vehicles., He then goes on to argue that

permitted stage I production of those armaments first dealt with in stage II of the
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United States outline plan, and therefore not subject to reduction or production
limitations during stage I, wouid'permit the Western Powers to gain unilateral
advantages over the Soviet Union and its allies, who were fulfilling their
cbligations =- under the Soviet, but not under the Western scheme of things =~ by
eliminating IOO‘pér cent of the means of delivering nuclear weapons and 30 per cent
of their conventional weapons., I do not need to pursue this kind of reasoning
further to point out clearly that very little progress can be achieved in this
Committee unless all of us endeavour to discuss each proposal separately and distinctly
with no other intent in mind than to broaden our perspectives and seek enlightenment.

Permit me to speak briefly to the Soviet criticism (ibid., p.42) of the United
States outline proposal which excludes lesser armaments from reduction and from
certain production limitations during stage T. In this connexion kr, Kuznetsov did
little to help us with respect to my delegation's previous statements that we have
approached the prdblem primarily from the viewpoint of feasibility of stage 1
verification when he said: ..o this is a Plimsy and artificial argument.” He
went on to assert that the problem of organizing the international disarmament
organization and controlling the reduction of all types of conventional armaments
from the firs’ stage is quite feasible. Well, if that is so, then Mr, Kuznetsov
should tell this Committee in detail at a subsequent meeting precisely how he
envisages that this can be done, considering the great size of the stockpiles and
the retained levels,

My delegation has absclutely no objection to a discussion of which armaments
ought to be considered for reduction and production limitations during stage I,

Qur position is not inflexible and we are prepared to consider the soundness of any
such measures as may be proposed.

In summary, the Soviet Union and ourselves now appear to be much more closely in
agreement that strict limitations would be placed on the production of conventional
armaments during stage I, based on the necessary replacement of armaments normally
going out of commission each year (ibid., p.47). There is also agreement “hat during
stage II broader measures would be required. My delegation hopes that the Soviet
delégation will elarify what it means by strictly limited production during stage I.

Does it mean reduced production of armaments in relation to reduction of forces, and
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therefore something of the order of 50 per cent for the Soviet Union? Does the
Soviet Union mean, as we have already asked, %o prohibit the production of all new’
types of armaments from the outset of stage I and ‘o permit only agreed replacement
by type of existing armaments?  Does the Soviet Union envisage production
limitations during any given year on replacements of units within existing types

as well, as is specified in our proposal? My delegation hopes that the Soviet
Union will soon provide answers in detail 4o this Committee,

A second area of agreement with the Soviet Union appears to be on the question
of banning the construction and expansion of new arms production facilities during
stage 1, On this issue the positions of the Soviet Union and the United States
appear to be very similar although, here again, Mr, Kuznetsov's remarks at the
seventy-fifth meeting are not as yel reflected in the language of the Soviet plan.

I should like to turn now to the problem of verifying the reduction of all
armaments, including conventional arms, Ags wo hov stated before, it is clear that
there are three major areas of any disarmamen: agreement.which will require
appropriste verification,’

First is the verification of arms destroyed. Apparently the Soviet Unien; -
from what Mr, Kuznetsov stated al “he seventy-{i®th meeting, is in general agreement
on the steps proposed by the United States to accomplish this,

Te recabitulate briefly, the inveutories of armaments of various types scheduled.
for reduction in stage I would be declared to tke inbternational disarmament
organization at she beginning of the stage, Designated quantities of armaments
corresponding to the agreed pefcentagéé to te destroyed would be placed in agreed-.
international disarmament ofganization depots, The international disarmament’
organization would ensure that the equipment and armaments were in good working order.
After sequestration the interunational disarmomont organization would destroy or
supervisé the conversion to peaceful purposes of the armaments, We will have to
work out criteria for conversion to pezteful purroses of armaments which would
pré#ent a quick reconversion of non-military vehicles, facilities or pieces of
equipmént to a militarily useful condition.

The secoﬁd area concerns the verification nooessary to -ensure that the provisions
for limiting stoge I produetion are adhered to, Here, I believe, there is a marked
divergence between the Soviet and United States approaches which has never been

adequately brought to light.
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Tnder the Unlted States plan, inspectors of the international disarmament
organization would be stationed at all declared plants to ensure that production of
existing types of armaments did not‘exceed agreed annual limitations, and that the
productlon of each unit of an exlstlng type was carefully recorded to maske certain
that, under the one-for-one replecement arrangement, o unit of a similar type was
removed from the arsenal of the partlcular country. In addition, the inspec*ors
would see to it that no production of néw types of armaments was allowed to begin.

Under the_Soviet plan, inspectors of the international disarmament organization
would be permitted to survey only those plants or parts of plants which were
designated for total liquidation during stage I. This is made clear by
Mr, Kuznetsov's remarks on 27 August (ibid., p.49). There would be no conbrol
whatsoever over factories which miéht or might not be deciéred, since the Sofiét
Union is uncleer on this point, but which would be left untduched by Soviet stage 1
liquidetion commitments. The glaring inadequacies of this scheme would make a
mockery of control, There would be no way whatsoever of verifying either the
quantity or the quality of the continuing production at remaining facilities, There
would be no method for determining whether new types of armaments were being
manufactured or whether the onewf ‘r-one replacement rule was belng observed,

The problems of the third area of verlflcatlon are equally great. The funection
of this area of verlflcatlon is to assure that remalnlng quantities of arms do no%
exceed the agreed levels at each step and at each stage of the disarmament process.
This involves.several major factors,

First, States must be assured that the numbers of armaments destroyed constitute
the specified percentages of their original inventories of arms,  The United States
has illustrated how some assuraﬁce might be given through zonal inspection.‘ 'Up to
now the Soviet Union has given us no indication of how it would give such assurances,

Secondly, States must be‘aésured that no new production facilities are
constructed or thot clandestlne production 1s not taking place at undeclared ~
facilities, 4s my delegation has spelled out, the United States 111ustrat1ve
proposals on progressive zonal inspection had been devised to provide an adeqﬁate
degree of assurance thet those prohibited types of activity were not carriéd out, °

I hope that further clarification of Soviet proposals will be forthcoming.frbm
the Soviet delegotion and that that will help us to enlarge the present dredéiof
agreement in the field of conventiqnal armaments, For our part, we are prepdred/to

respond to any serious and straightforward questions which the Soviet delegation may

wish to ask about our proposals,
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Mf. KUZNETSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): 'deay the Soviet delegation would like to set forth its views on the

two documents submitted to the consideration of +he Committee on 27 August by the
United States and the United Kingdom delegations, relating to the guestion of the
cessation of nuclear Weapon tests, One document (ENDC/58) has the title "Draft
treaty b@nning nﬁclear weapbn tests in all enviroaments"; +the second document
(ENDC/59) has the title "Draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere,
outer space and under Watér.“ :

If we take the United States' pogition on the question of the cessation of
nuclear weapon tests and try to discover whether there has been any change in this
position during all the years of negotiations, it becomes obvious that the gist of
this position remained, and still remains, unchanged, What is the gist of this
position? Thé gist is that the United States constantly.puts forward one and the
same demand, no matter what form of words and proposals it is clothed in at various
stages in “he negotiations: either there will be no cessation of nuclear weapon
tests and the:huciéar Wedpbns'raCe‘wiil continue in a mounting spiral, or else the
Soviet Union,:as the price for the cessation of tests, must lay open to the Western
Powers and the military NATO bloec its system of national defence in the circumstances
where the Western countries do not hide the fact that they are carrying out pre-
parations for a nuclear war against the peace-loving States, L

" This purpose underlay the Western proposals of 18 April 1961 (ENDC/9) and it
has not changed since that date., Every time it becomes evident to the,UpitedAStatéﬁ
that it can no longer defend its position on the cessation of tests with its old
methods, fresh attempts are made to give this position a slightly renovated.look:
they touch it up and give it a little grooming. Everything is done as in the case
of an ugly old maid, whom the despairing parents every year deck out in a more
fashionable aress to hide her ugliness, put en ever thicker layer of powdei and paint
on her faee and show her off to prospective husbands in this guise, But the would-be
bride remains as she was, the 6n1y difference is that she gets older every year,

It will not be out of plaée to look once more at what has happened to.the United
Stakes position on the questioﬁ:bf the cessation of nuclear weapon tests during the
negotiatiéns in the Eighteen Nation Commitiee on Pisarmament and in the Three-Power
Sub-Committee. The United States began by boosting here its proposals of 18 April
1961, which were based on unacceptable demands for the establishment of a cumbersome

internationai control system, with obligatory inspection and the right to penetrate
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without hindranee into the most secret places in the territories of States, ete.
It was evident from the very beginning of the negofi@tiohs that these proposals:
could not serve as & basis for an agreement and that {he demands for obligatory
on-site inspection contained therein were not justified by any necessity..

After the submission on 16 April 1962 of the joint memorandum of the eight
non-gligned Powers'(ENDC/ZS), which contains a compromise proposal for the solution
of the problem of putting an end to tests, the United States realised that it could
only make its position worse if it continued to insist on its old proposals in their
previous form, It is true that the United States continued for some time to insist
on these proposals-and rejected outright those of the eight Powers, However, it
soon became convinced that it was not possible to maintain this position for long.
Then it was stated that the United States was prepared to accept the eight—Pawer
memorandum as "bne of the bases for negotiptions." , )

On 6 August the United States submitted its so-called new proposals, Every%hing
possible was done to advertise these "new" proposals, Mr, Dean assured us théd that
the United States was making great changes in its earlier position on the question of
the cessdtion 6f tests. -And what did they turn out to be upon examination? They '
were merely a new dress on.the ugly old maid, There was noth1ng qualltatively new
in these "néw" proposals of the Uni?gd-Stateg. Basically they contalned, ‘as before,
a demeand for obligatory international on-site inspection end the establishment of =
network of control posts under international supervision, and so forth and so on.

It did not take long to come to the conclusion that the so-called "new" United
States proposals were the same 01d 1961 proposals, and eveﬁle&riier p;opoSéls
re-hashed in g different form, The United States failed this time aléo fo ﬁndeimine
with these proposals the importance of the eight-Power memorandum as the most
realistic -basis in the existing circumétances for the solution of the problem of
putting an end ‘to all tests, The eight-Power memorandum remained the focel ﬁdint'
in our negdtiations.,

Now we have before us a so-called "Draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests
in all envirenments", submitted by the United States and United Kingdom delegations
for the consideration of our Committee on 27 August, What sort of document is this?
Once more we are being told that these are new proposals, The whole hugé propaganda
machine of the Western Powers, and Western stq@esmen; iﬁcluding those of the highest
rank, are trying with all their might to ﬁonviﬁce public opinion to take these latest

"new" proposals for something they are not in fact, If we listened to Mr,'Dean
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we would believe that this is almost a concrete statement in treaty language of the
provisions contained in:the eight-Power memorandum, Mr, Dean said at our meeting
on 27 August that these proposals
"take into account constructive suggestions by the eight new members.
“of this Conference, including those contained in their memorandum of
16 April (ENDC/28), A reading of the text of the comprehensive
treaty now laid before the Committee will show the serious extent to
which those suggestions of the eight new members have been taken
" into: account," . (ENDC/PV,75, p,6 )

Ve have read this text, and made an effort to discover the polnts it has In

common with the eight~Power memorandum ebout which kir. Dean spoke so solemnly., We
have elso compared the provisions of this draft treaty with those of the earlier
draft submitted by the United States and the United Kingdom on 18 April 1961, We
should now like to report to the Committee on the results of these eomparisons, -

Let us begin with the question of inspection, An integral part of the drafi
treaty sulmitted by the United States and United Kingdom lamt year was the prineiple
of obligatory on~site inspection, although there was in fact no need for sueh
-Inspection, Obligatory on-site inspection .is an integral part also of the new
dreft, Secondly, on-the question of inspection, the United States and the United
Kingdom have not moved towards the provisions of the memorandum of the non-aligned
States, = They have not agreed to accept one of the basic provisions of that
memorandum, namely, the provision that verification in loco may be earried out only
at the invitation of the State on whose territory an unidentified and signifiecant
event has taken place, . _

Let ug turn now to the question of the system of control posts for supervising
compliance by States with their obligation not toncarry out nuclear tests, The old
proposals of the United States and the United Kingdom were based on the . alm to
establish an extensive system of international comtrol posts on the territories of
all States, under cover of which the NATO intelligence service could work, And ‘
what do the United States and the United Kingdom now propose? Essentially a similar
international system, the main element of which would be observation stations set up
under & centralized system, with international observers. in them, who would also be
appointed by the internetional commission, The eight—-Power memorandum, on jhe other
band, is based on the assumption that observation should be. carried out by means of.

existing national stations for the detection of nuclear explosions, Consequently,
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the United States and the United Kingdom have not accepted this important provision
of the eight-Power memorandum either and here again they maintain their former
pesitions,

Furtherﬁore, in the United States and United Kingdom proposals of last year,
as in their present proposals, considerable space is devoted to the question of the
administration of the international control system. Now, as then, the Western
Powers demand the appointment of one principal person in whose hands would be
concentrated full authority over the international control system, The only
difference is that, whereas previously he was called the "Administrator", now the
Western Powers have coyly changed his name to "Executive Officer", But the functions
of this Executive Officer are essentially the same as those of the former Administrator.
In fact, it is proposed that he should handle all questions connected with the
carrying out of obligatory on-site inspection.

But what is proposed in the memorandum of the non-aligned States? Ve find there
only the suggestion for constituting an International Commission, consisting of a
number of highly qualified scientists, which would be the basic element of the system
for carrying out observation over the fulfilment of an agreement to cease nuclear
weapon tests, In the Western Powers' draft, there is also a commission, but it
assigned a much smaller part than the "Executive Officer", also in regard to
questions of on=site inspection, ‘ What, then, is the "new" draft treaty submitted
by the United States and United Kingdom conforming to on this question?

One mey well ask: What remains of the eight-Power memorandum?  We would say
that only odd scraps remgin. As is now clear, underlying the "Draft treaty banning
nuclear weapon tests in all environments" are the old proposals of the Western Powers,
rejected as unfeasible in practice,

Therefore this draft treaty cannot be accepted as a basis for working out an
agreement on thevcessation of all nuclear weapon tests, _

Now let us take a look at the second draft presented by the United States and
the United Kinédom; under the heading "Draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests .in
the aﬁmosphere, outer space and under water" (ENDC/59). It is proposed in this draft
to 1egalize the continuation of underground nuclear explosions, The question arises
whether such a proposal could at least to some extent contribute to the cessation of
the nuclear arms race, and consequently, to lessening the danger of a thermonuclear
war, Let us examine the arguments put forward by the United States representative

in support of this draft.,
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Mr, Dean said first that a treaty which would ban nuclear weapon testing in
the atmosphere), outer space and under water, but which would not prevent the
continuation of uhderground nuclear tests —— I quote:

"eo, would result in & definite downward turn in the arms race.

Under such a ban," oontihued Mr, Dean on 27 August, "... testing

of entire weapons systems would be precluded, Testing of weapons

to learn how they could be used in battleficld situations would be

denied nuclear Powers, Development of ever larger yield warheads

for missiles would be stopped' (ENDC/PV,75, p.11).

We must confess that we were somewhat amazed to hear these assertions, as we
“were when we read them af%erﬁafds iﬁ the verbatim record, Only ten days ago, at
our meeting of 17 August, we heard Mr, Dean soy the exast opposite. At that
meeting he described in some detail the results militarily which he considered could
be achieved with even very small underground tests, let alone big tests of that type.
Ten days ago r, Dean explained that with underground nuclear tests it was possible
to improve, for instance, tactical weapons, Is not the improvement of these weapons
one of the important trends of the nuclear arms race? Who can say what difference
there is between tactical and strategic nuclear weapons?

Further Mr; Dean said thﬁb as a result of ecven small underground nuclear tests
it is possible to achieve:< o

"development and improvement of the small initiating portion of larger

weapons" (ENDC/PV,71, p,zo),

Therefore, not only tactical but also larger —- obviously strategic -— nuclear

weapons can be improved through underground nuclear explosions.

But that is not all, At the same.meeting, Mr. Dean pointed out that with small
underground nuclear explosions it is possible to achieve - 7 ‘

"development of basically new weapons as, for example, the pure fusion

weapon azbout which so much has been written and said" (ibid,)

As you see; underground nuclear tests can not only be used for improving
existing nuclear weapons, whether tactical or strategic, but also for developing
basically new and obviously more devastating and lethal types of weapons of mass

destruction,
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Finally, Mr, Dean sei& in the course of the same meeting of 17 August that with
small underground nuclear teste itlwould be possible to ascertain -

"eue weapons effects, nemely, of the damages caused by shock, blast,

X-rays and neutrons" (ibid.).

I must, of course, apologize for having to quote repeatedly, but I think that
in order to understand the United States position on this question, it is necessary
to quote the stotements made by the United States delegationy Consequently, it
appears that there is no problem or at any rate hardly any problem in the field of
the nuclear arms race which could not be solved by means of underground nuclear
explosions,

We gave due attention to the explanation offered by Mr. Dean on 17 August, He
is well qualified to give these explanations: no other country has had so much
experience of underground nuclear tests as the United States. Since last September
alone, more than forty underground nuclear tests in Nevada have been announced, while
during the previous series of underground tests the United States detonated under-
ground, aecording_to its own announcements, thirty-two nuclear devices. It is
obvious that in view of all this experience, Mr, Dean could well say something on
this subject, )

Nevertheless, only ten days passed and Mr, Dean began trying to persuade us - that
in a situation where underground nuclear explosions would continue, it would be
possible in some mysterious way to slow down the‘nﬁclear weapons race, He says one
thing one day end another thing the next, depending, obviously, on what the United
States considers to be to its advantage at the particular moment,

If we look at the true situation we cannot ignore the fact that the continuation
of underground nuelearlweapen tests will cextainly not _stop the nuclear arms race and,
consequently, the threat of a thermonuclear war will only be increased. On
9 September 1961 the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union,

Mr, Khrushchev, replylng to a joint message from Pres1dent Kennedy and Prime Mlnlster
Macmlllan, concernlng the cessation of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere only,
said: )

"Why did the Soviet Government oppose, and why does it continue to .

oppose, thls approach to the problem of discontinuing nuclear weapon

tests? The reason is that to agree to discontinue only one sort of

test -- in the atmosphere —-‘would i1l serve the cause of peace,

Such an agreement would amount to a fraud on the peoples, It could
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engender among them the harmful and dangerous illusion that steps
were being teken to discontinue the arms race whereas in reality
nothing of the kind was being done. In fact, govermments would

be continuing, so to speak, under legalized arrangements to improve
their existing designs of atomic and hydrogen weapons, and for this
purpose would be using underground tests, including tests for
so—called peaceful purposes,; and tests in outer space, Moreover,
there would remain the pessibility of constructing, on the basis of
the date obtoined from these experiments, new and yet more
destructive types of nuclear weapons, Of course, military circles
in the States members of NATO would merely rub their hands with glee,
since they very well know that the fulfilment of this plan would bring
grist to the mill of the NATO bloc - the potenticl aggressor,"
(GEN/DNT/121 . p.3)

This assessment of the situation holds good to this day.

Now let us turn +to the second argument put forward by Mr,., Dean in support of
the proposal of the United States and the United Kingdom, He formulated this
argument in the following manner: o

".ss & treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and

in the oceans would have an effect on the countries that are about

1o enter the nuclear arms race., Almost all areas of weapons

deveicpment snd technology, particularly those areas I have just

discussed, would be made more difficult for them if these nations

became parties to such a treaty." (ENDC/PV.75, D.l1l)

In other words kir. Dean was trying to prove that the cessation alone of tests

in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, even if underground tests
continued, would be sufficient to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons,

One may Wéli‘ask the following question: If States retain the possibility of
carryiﬁg 5ﬁ£ underground nuclear tests —-- if, furthermore, such tests are in a\ sense
legalized'—— where are the guarantees that a State which might wish to create its”
own nuclear weapons would not take advantage of this situation in order to carry

out its tests in the underground environment? There is no such guarantee, nor

can there be any, On the contrary, the legalization of underground tests would be

a stimulus to States desiring to create their own nuclear weapons, Mr, Dean himself
explained, as I have just recalled, that all problems connected with the development

and improvement of nuclear weapons of any power can be solved by means of underground

tests.,
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Finaliy; the third argument put forward by Mr. Dean boils down to the following:
the draft treaty proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom would

"stop the radioactive pollution of the atmosphere, space, and the

oceans, " (ig;gh) .

This is put forward almost as the main argument in support of the proposed draft
treaty. It is easy, however, to perceive that by playing on the emotions of simple
people, they want to secure the support of public opinion for a plan which is fraught
with o tremendous threat to the lives of millions and miilions of people. Can anyone
have forgotten that the United States bears the responsibility not only for the
testing of nuclear weapons but also for the use of such weapons against hundreds of-
thousends of defenceless inhabitants of Hiroshima and Nagasaki? '

The Soviet Government, like the governments of all other peace=loving countries,
is concerned at the consequences which may arise in connexion with radioactive ‘
féll—ou£ as a result of nuclear weapon tests. This is one of the reasons why it is
steadfastly and consistently striving to put an end to all nuclear tests for all
time, However, it is impossible not to see that there is a far greater danger in
the world today -~ the danger of thermonuclear annihilation, especially in view of
the faet that the United Stetes is hatching plans for a preventive nuclear war,

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr, Khrushchev,
speaking a year ago about this feigned concern of the United States and the United
Kingdom at the pollution of the atmosphere, said:

ﬁIt would be more honest to tell the peoples what really awaits then

if evénts continue to develop as they have been developing in recent

- months as a result of the increasing aggressiveness of the NATO Powers'
policies, For events are taking such a course that, if the Western

Powers' policies are not changed in time, mankind may be caught up in

the tornado of a nuclear missile war in which tens and hundreds of

millions of people would be incinerated.

"yith the N4TO Powers'! present policy the denger to be feared

is no longer rediocactive fall-out, but that nuclear weapons

themselves, with all their lethal destructive powers, may fall on

the head of menkind."  (GEN/DNT/121, p.6).

These words were uttered a year ago and are just as valid today,
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The threat of » nﬁclear war cannot be eliminated by legalizing a nuclear
armaments race, But what the United States and the United Kingdom are proposing
constitutes just such a legalization, How could we agree to accept such & proposal?

We must also drawv attention to yet another serious danger with which the United
States and the United Kingdom proposal is fraught. This proposal is clearly aimed
at securing unilateral military advantages for the Western Fowers to the detriment
of the defence capability of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries.,

It is well known that for many years the United States has been availing itself
of underground tests in order to improve its nuclear weapons, The machinery of
underground nuclear tests in the United Stetes is in full swing, It is ecasy to see
that if the United States suecceeded in getting underground tesits legalized, while at
the same time tests in the atmosphere would be banned, this would mean that the United
States would be able to go on improving its nuclear weapons and increasing their power
and efficiency, whereas the Soviet Union would find its hands bound in regard to the
improvement of its own defence capacity. In whose interests is all this? In any
case it is not in the interests of strengthening peace, of ensuring the security of
peace~loving States and lessening the threat of a nuclear war, We cannot agree to
give the United States a virtual monopoly for the improvement of its nuclear armaments.
The Soviét Union is in favour of the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, the
cessation of their production and the destruction of all stockpiles,

The Soviet Govermment firmly adheres to the position that it is necessary to
reach agreement without delay on the cessation of all nuclear weazpon tests without
exception -~ in the atmospherc, in outer space, under water and underground. The
thorough discussion which has taken place in the Committee on this question shows
with the utmost clearness not only that this problem must be solved but also thet it
can be solved., Yes, gentlemen, this lies within our power, if all the Governments
represented here are prepared to agree to put a stop to the nuclear arms race,

We propose to the Western Powers vhat we reach agreement o put an end to all
nuclear weapon tests in any environment, The Soviet Union is prepared to approach
this question from the most constructive standpoint and to taks into account all the
useful considerations which have bem put forward by various delegations in the course
of the discussion. Aeeordingly, we are prepared to envisage distinctions in the
nature of a solution which could be adopted immediately —- in regard to tests in the
atmosphere, in outer space and under water, ou the one hand, and to tests in the bowels

of the earth, on the other. It might be possible to reach agreement that all tests
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are to cease simulianeously ==~ I siress the word "simultaneously" ~- but in regard to
nuclear %ests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water the solution would

be of a definitive nature, whereas in regard tc underground tests it would be in the
nature of an understanding which would remain in force until it was replaced by =z
permanent soiution, And in order to fiad such a vermanent solubion of the question
of the cessation of underground nucliear tests we have a sound basis -- the memorandum
of the eight non~aligned Stotes,

Those who stubbornly refuse to take the eight-naption memorandum es the basis for
solving the question of putting an end te tests are only complicating the whole matter
and demonstrating their unwillingness to seek agreement on a mutually acceptable
basis,

Attempits are being made Lere to convince v that the only way to release the
negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests from +the deadlock is by
adopting one of the two proposals of the Western Powers of 27 August, In othex
words, the Committee is being asked to give up supporting the joint memorandum and o
accept as a basis for further negbtiations proposals which arve radicelly at variance
witn that memorandwm, ‘No, gentlomen, Tu the psesent eircumstances the proposals
of the eight non-aligned States continue to be the moszt realistic basis for solving
the'problem of putting aﬁ end %o nuclear tests. These proposals provide a way out
of the impaSsé, and the Soviet Union continues to surpérf them,

The Soviet Union also suppofts other proposals put forward by the representatives
of the non=-aligned coun{ries with a view to facilitating the settlement of contro-
versial questions, In this comnexicn 1t is worth considering the proposal that the
nuclear Powers should give an undervaking as from a certain date, say ‘he beginning
of January 1963 -=- not to carry out any nuclear teste,

The solution to the problem of putting an end to all nuclear weapon tests now
depends entirely on the Western Powers. If {they finally agree to accept the eight-
nation memorandum as the basis in very deed, then the way towords such a solution

would be opened.

Mr., CAVALLETI (Italy) (translation from French): I asked to speak this

‘morning to teke part in the discussion on item 5(c) of our agenda which be;an at
previous meetings. But before coming to the subject of what I have to say; I should
like to tell *he Confercnce about some coimentaries vublished by Pravda on 27 August,
that is the day befoxe yesverday, on the cubject of a limited agreement on nuclear
tests and the idea put forward in this connexion on 15 August by the Itelian

delegation (ENIDC/PV,70, 1.20).
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In Pravda we can vead as follows:

"Italy, which in almost everything blindly follows the United

States suddenly put forward a proposal for the banning of atmospheric

and under water tests. Weshington severely reprimanded the Italians,

for not only 211 measures designed to lead to the abolition of tests

but even those aimed at limiting them are completely unacceptable to

the United States Government, Washington's sharp reproaches

disappointed the Italian leaders, who only wished to make themselves

useful, The imerican reaction has shown all countries once again that

the United States is opposed and will always be opposed to the efforts

of the peoples who wish to put an end to the atomic race, Neither the

manceuvres of United States diplomacy nor Washington's propaganda

efforts will succeed in concealing this fact.,"

This is a trenslation but I think it corresponds exactly to the Russian,

I did not wish to deprive the Committee of this example of the accurste and
faithful reporting of events, Unfortunately for Pravds, this so very truthful
report was published on 27 August, the very day on which the United States and United
Kingdom delegations submitted hewxe the two draft $reaties with which you are familiar
and one of which concerns precisely a limited agreement, That is a misfortune which
can happen to any newspaper in the world; it is not, therefore, to criticise Pravda,
that I have quoted its article, but in the hope that the Soviet Government, whose
thinking is usually accurately interpreted by Fravds, will not wish to oppose -—-- in
the expression of its newspaper -- the desire of the peoples who wish to put an end
to the atomic race, even if the first step should be a limited agreement,

After the United States and the United Kingdom Governments, in full agreement
with the other Vestern delegations here, had given concrete evidence of their
readiness, too, to conclude a limited agreement on tests, if e full agreement is not
possible at present, we waited hopefully for the answer of the Soviet Government,
confident that it would correspond to the desire expressed by Fravda. Unfortunately,
after Mr, Kuznetsov's speech this morning, we are forced to realize that that is noi
how things are. It was with the gravest concern that we heard Mr, Kuznetsov say
this morning that, for the moment, the attitude of the Soviet delegation is contrary

to the hopes which the new Anglo—-American proposals had aroused throughout the world.
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We are deeply disappointed, Faced with the terrible responsibility of & negative
reply, the Soviet delegation is now trying to confuse the issue by insisting on

the application of the eight Power memorandum, naturally according to its own
interpretation, In my opinion, it would be the most serious and striking distortion
of the memorandum and an utterly false interpretation of the intention of the non~
aligned delegations that the memorandum should be used by the Soviet delegation as

a pretext to prevent an agreement which, with the two alternatives proposed by the
United States and the United Kingdom delegations, is now possible and easy., I still
hope that the negative attitude taken up by the Soviet delegetion is not final, I
believe that the Soviet Government will not be able to oppose the wishes of its own
people of which Pravda has told us,

Moreover, I am quite certain that the Soviet Government will not be able to
resist indefinitely the pressure of all those whom Mr, Kuznetsov this morning
called "simple people™ (sugra, gggg), that is to say, all the peoples of the world
who will try in the General Assembly of the United Nations to persuade the Soviet
Union not to oppose unreasonably and obstinately a first step to nuclear agreements
which would be of fundamental importance and of unprecedented moral and political
significance and would give a powerful impetus to our negotiations for general and
complete disarmament.

Passing now to item 5(c) of our agenda, I should like to say first of all that
the Ttalian delegation has followed with the greatest attention the explanations
that the United States and Soviet delegations have given us on this subject., The
Italian delegation is glad to note that their respective positions on the problem of
conventional weapons have moved a little closer together despite the very considerable
divergencies which unquestionably remain,

The Soviet Union's acceptance of a 30 per cent reduction in conventiondl
weapons during the first stage of disarmament is a step forward which the Italian
delegation does not underestimate, Moreover, besides being & concession to Western
theses, it is ‘a concession to logic, For the Soviet draft treaty, which proposed
that the reduction of weapons should be proportionate to the reduction of armed
forces (ENDC/2, article 12,_para.1), laid down a criterion so vague and indirect

that technically it was neither appliceble nor defensible,
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Welcoming the development of Soviel thinking in ‘this connexion, may I say that
1% could open the way to an agfeempnt if it was followed tc¢ its logical conclusion,
namely, if the Soviet delegation Aid not, at the same time, insis?t on +the 100 per
cent abolition of nuclear delivexry vehicles. We cannot accept this measure for
reasons which we have sev forth at length and of wnich I also spoke at our meebing
of 27 August ‘ENDC/PV.75, p.32), But apart from the reasons of subgtance, +his
proposal also railses further special difficulties of detail if it is associated
in the same stage with different measures of disarmament for zonventional weapons.
For if nuclear delivery vehicles were to be subject to a percentage veduction
diffeient from that applied to conventional weapons, it would be necessary to work
out a definition of nuclear weapons and to draw a line of demarcation between the
two ., This exiremely complicated problem does not arise in applying the Unided
States plan, for this pian adopus the same measures for conventional and for nuclear
weapons, It envisages precise lists of wecapons which will be destrcyed up to 30 per
cent during *the first ztage, whether they are classified as conventional or as
nuclear weapons.

The Soviet plan by confirast could not be applied without a prior exact
definition of tho sonventional weapons which, as we know, would be treated differently
from nuclear weapons in +he first stage, It is very easy to say, as the Soviet
delegation has scid ot recent meevings, that the distinction between conventional
and nuciear weapons should be based on the criterion that anything which is capable
of delivering nuclear weapons is Itself a nuclear weapon, without considering whether
the same type of weapon can also be used for the delivery of ~onventional weapons.

In far?3, by reason of the dual capaci®y of a very great number of weapons one would,
if the Soviet proposal were as-epted, have o include all, or prastisally all,
weapons in the first stage. o proposition at variance with any practical possibility
and with our agreed principles.

The Italian delcegation, as I said before, hag always asserted that the mingling
in the same stage of total and parbial measures of disarmament makces disarmament
impossible. Onl - the application of a rsasonable gradualism in all fields ~an bring
Us suscess. In this connexion, I should like to mention the points raised by the
Ethiopian representative on 24 sugust (ENDC/EV,74,pp.i4 et s)concerning our method
of work. His remarks are somewhat pessimistic, but have & basis of truth, I am
less pessimistic. than he is but T share his opinion to a considerable exbent. What

I have just sgoid confirms, in fact, the practical impossibility of including in the
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same stage proportionate and total measures, namely, reduction of 30 per cent of
some weapons and the total abolition of others,

The recent acceptance by the Soviet delegation of the proportional method,
vhough limited to conventional weapons, shows that the logic of our arguments has
had its first success. I hope that our Committee realises the particular necessity,
also pointed out by Mr, Alamayeju (ibid.. p.20), of accepting as the basis of its
work the proportional method which alone conforms to logic, to the practical

requirements of a gradual and proportional disarmament, and to our agreed principles,

Mr, NASZIOWSKI (Poland) (ftranslation from French): I should like to devote

my remarks today to item 5(c¢) of document ENDC/52, that is, to the question of

© conventional weapons. I shall first make a general remark,

Disarmament conceining conventional weapons constitutes one part of general and
complete disarma?ent‘ This aspect is closely bound up with other measures of
disarmament and should have a proper place in the disarmement plan as a whole, This
is a basic factor which distinguishes the strategic situation at the preéent time
from what it was in the past, Whereas formerly the reduction in armed forces and
conventional weapons might have constituted an important step on the way to
abolishing war, today in the era of rockeis and nuclear weapons, thé guestion is
different,

Today, genersl and complete disarmament constitubes an indivisible whole, This
programme cannot be carried out in isolated parts or in such a-wéy that it is
possible to undertake large—scale military action with the most dangeroﬁs modern
weapons while it is still in progress.

A1l these factors were taken into consideration by the Soviet Union in its
draft treaty. The draft takes account of the faet that in the present arsenals of
Powers, conventional weapons constitute an important element, but one supplementing
rocket and nuclear weapons, It a2lso takes account of the distribution, throughout
Europe and Asia, of United States military bases which do not form part of the United
Statez defence system but are direcied against the territories of the Soviet Union and
the other Socialist countries. Te this we should add that a considerable part of ’
the armed forces of the United States and its allies are.stebtioned on foreign
territory in Europe and outside Europe. That is why the Soviet plan proposes, in
the first stoge, the total abolition of nuclear weapon vehiqies, the liguidation of
military bases in foreign territory, the withdrawal of armed foreces from the territory
of other States and, at the same time, a 30 per cent reduction in conventional weapons

and a suitable reduction in the manufacture of these weapons.
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If we compare the measures proposed in the field of conventional weapons by the
two plans as modified we note that some common ground has appeared. This is clearly
a favourable development, But it cannot disguise from us the picture as a whole,

If we compare all the measures proposed in the two plans for the first stage,
we arrive at the conclusion that the United States plan envisages quantitatively a
considerably smaller degree of disarmament and, what is more important, this
disarmament is qualitatively different,

The Soviet plan proposes removing the prineipal spearhead of modern armies at
the beginning of the disarmament process, that is to say, the destruction of all
nuclear weapon vehicles, The 30 per cent reduction of conventional weapons which
would be carried out simultaneously with the total abelition of nuelear weapon
vehicles would promote the objective of the first stage, that of eliminating the
poséibility of launching a nuclear war, By contrast, a reduction of conventional
weapons linked only to a partial reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles eannot attain
this objective, Thus, while the implementation of the Soviet plan would shift the
centre ofvgravity of the national war potentials towards conventional weapons, the
implementation of the American proposals would preserve the predominance of rocket
and nuclear weapons,

The United States representative, Mr, Stelle, today again tried to present the
extensive scope of the measures envisaged for the first stege as a weakness in the

Soviet plan {supra. . 9 ). We are convinced that in reality the position is

quite different, To begin the disarmament process by a complex of decisive and
substantial disarmament measures would provide a solid basis for the implementation
of subsequent stages and would create a better atmosphere of mutual confidence,
Turning to more deteiled comsiderations, I should like to stress the following.
It is very significant that the United States claims to see in what it calls
"aeross—the-board" reduction of armaments a panacea for all our difficulties,
Mr. Dean claims, for examnle, that the application of this method "best preserves
the relative military balance throughout the entire disarmament process" {ENDC/PV, 74,
D3 48) . A little later, the United States representative explained why he valued
this method so highly. Its application would "keep the pattern of the military
machine which each party has chosen to develop," This is the crux of the matter,
Wo have stressed on many occasions that one of the prineipal dissdventages of the
United States plan was precisely this tendency to maintain, throughout the process

of disarmament, an armaments structure which implies a permanent danger of attack
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by rockets and nuclear weapons, For our part, we are aiming at something which is
Preeimsely the opposite, namely to eliminate this danger. And that is where the
basis of our divergence lies, | ‘

If we compare the Soviet and United States plans in the field of conventional
weapons, then, while noting that the attitudes have moved somewhat closer together —=—
as I have said before —-- we cannot help noting nevertheless that the two plans have a
different approach to the destruction of conventional weapons during the first stage.

Under article 11 of the Soviet draft, weapons would be destroyed at designated
centres and all premises, stores and drill grounds would be transferred to the
civilian authorities (ENDC/2, article 11, para,3).

By contrast, the Unitcd States draft proposes in sub-paragraph i,2(c) that
conventiqnal weapons should first be placed in depots under the supervision of the
international disarmament organization (ENDC/3C, pp.5-6), The destruction of these
armaments would take place only after the lapse of a specified period, The timing
of the destruetion of the weapons is thus dissociated from the carrying out of the
other measures contemplated by the treaty, in particular +that of the reduction of
forces, This creates conditions possibly favourable to a party which wished, at a
convenient moment, to evade its conbtractual obligations and to resume rearmameﬁf.

I should also like to devotle a few moments to the problem of the limitation of
arma production during the first stage, The question of the cessation, in the first
stage, of the production of designated types of weapons and that of the cut-back in
the production of other types is of great importance, for what is involved is giving
the States parties to the treaty the guarantee that during'the process of disarmament
the possibility of re-equipping forces with weapons of other types and, primarily of
the most daﬁgerous types, will be completely excluded. In keeping with this
objective, the Soviet plan introduces in the first stege the total prohibition of
the production of nuclear weapon vehiclee, lir, Dean, in his statements of 6 August
(ENDC/PV,66) and 22 August (ENDC/PV.TB) inquired when, under the Soviet plan, the
production of these vehicles should be stopped. Logic alone shoﬁs that the
production of nuclear weapon vehieles will stop simultaneously with‘the beginning
of the first stage of disarmament, for if at that stage States set about the total

abolition of nuclear weapon vehicles, it would be absurd to continue their production,
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Simultaneously with the cessation of the production of nuclear weapons
vehicles, article 12 of the Soviet plan proposes, for the first stage, an equi-
valent reduction in the production of conventional weapons by the closing and
dismantling or the conversion to peaceful wvses cf on egquivalent number of enter-
prises manufacturing these weapons. Can it, tnen, be said, as Mr, Stelle said
today, that the provisions of the Soviet plan for the veduction of arms manufacture
are confused?

Analysis of point 3 of section A of the Juited Siotes plan (ENDC/3C, pp.6-T)
shows that throughout the first and second stages States would have the possibility
of continuing the production of all existiug bypes of conventional weapon, not to
mention nuclear weapon vehicles, With regerd to production, the United States
plan does not establish the principle of the closing, dismentling end elimination
of a desigﬁated part of war indusvry enterprises. Surely, we can infer that the
reduction in armaments manufacture proposed by the United States would take place
thfough the decrease in the quanbity of weapons produced, without the liquidetion
of the productive installations. iAnd a3 a rvesult, would not the unemployed
productive capacity constitute a potential producitive base which could be
reactivated?

Although in its latest amendments (sub-varagraphs (¢) and (4) of documw:y
ENDC/30/4dd,1) it proposes the prohibition of +the production of new types of
weapon, the United States plan leaves nonetheless cerfain loop-holes as regards
improvements in existing types of weapon. Tm 6 August, for example, Mr., Dean
stated fhat States should be allowed te continne current trials of existing
weapons to ensure their continuing servicecability (ENDC/PV.66, p,10). This
allows tﬁe possibility of the technical improvement of existing weapons. Further,
the United States plan envisages the possihilivy of carrying out each year a
fixed number of tests with military wochets, A1l this con lead to an improvement
of weapons.

As a result of changes in the two plaus, the positlon of the two parties
has also come closer together in the field of the limitation of the production
of conventional weapons, But it‘shoulé, never%heioss, be noted that the concept

of the limitation of weapon production under the United States plan remains within
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the general idea of maintaining, throughcut the disarmament process, the present
military structure of States. Thig would mean that the combat capacity of the.
essential means of waging war, including nuclear means, would remain intact.

During our discussions the Western delegations have adopted the practice,
as each problem is examined, of bringing forward the question of control and of
attempting to subordinate all the disarmament measures to control, In doing so,
they are generous in their praises of the United States plan of control and
inspection by zones. Our remarks offering objective criticism of this plan are
presented, on the other hand, as preconceived idecas. For example, on 27 August
the Italian representative, Mr, Cavalletti, quoted a passage from my statement
(ENDC/PV.75, Pp.33=34), - Following the method that from time to time has been
applied here, he saw fit not to quote the whole of my explanation, from which it
is clear that the total verification proposed by the United States signifies the
control of weapons remaining at the disposal of States in the zone subject to
control. Our criticism, therefore, concerns excessive control within the zone
and not the territorial scope of thwe control,

We hope that the Vestern Powers will at last give the Soviet project the
attention it deserves and will come half-way to meet the constructive attitude
of the Socialist countries, so that real progress can be made on the question of
general and complete disarmement,

Before concluding, I should like to make one more remark concerning
Mr, Cavalletti's lost statement concerning the prohibition of nuclear tests and
say that the Western delegations are .attempting, with too facile arguments, to
exploit the hopes of the peoples of the world,

No doubt the hopes of the peoples are fixed on the elimination of the
disastrous effects of radioactive fall-out; but as the Soviet representative,
Mr., Kuznetsov, stressed today, the hopes of the peoples of the world are above
all fixed on the ending of the dangers of the armaments race, on ending the
danger of the destruction of millions of human beings, and these hopes can only

be realized by the ending of all nuclear tests,
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Mr, MALITV 4 (Joronia): Th:e Zonaondian delegation has paid close attention

10 the statements nade in the course oi the meetings.held on Monday and today

oy

concerning the problen ¢f the cessaticn of nuclear weapon tests. Since this is

—ortance .oy delegation sincerely hopes that the nuclear

en issue of outstanding im

rowers will come to an understanding which will bring an end tc coll nuclear: weapon
tests in all eavironients for all ti.ce. I connot help noting thet, whilé the
Soviet Union is prevnared tc sign here ard now on apreement to¢ stop 2ll nuclear
weapon tests in all envircmments, one of the draft treaties tabled on 27 August in
tois Cormittee by the Vestern Towers jroposes the danning of scae tests only
(ENDC/59). . That solution is of such ~ nature as to give to the renaining category
an official, legal znd duternationnl blessing, encouraging the crms race and
stirmlating the dissendnation of nuclear weapons nnd nuclear itests. As

Iir, Kuznetsov rightly pointed out this worning, what we need, and what the hopes
of the pecples are pinned teo, is the cessation of ell nuclear weapon tests. ehy
delegation intends to put forward its views on that issue at ohe of our future
rieetings., '

I should now like to speak on noint 5(¢) of document ENDC/52, disarracent
measures  in regard tc conventicnal ariscents, our debate on which has begun in
accordance with the procedural provisions adopted on 24 July. We have followed
with careful attention the importont stotenents made on this subject during’ the
orevious two eetings as well as at this morning's neeting. The HRomanian
delegation wishes to state its position on some aspects of the preblem. As has
been righily pointed out by other delegations, we havée here an area where the
distance separating the positions has been narrowed down. 4t the beginning of
our work there were two different approaches to the reduction of conventional
ariaments, Cne approaclt, embodicd in the droit treaty submitted by the Soviet Union,
provided for o reduction of arsaments correspending to the reduction of arrted forces
(ZNDC/2 and 4dd.l1), The .second aprproach, enbodied in the United States draft
treaty outline, provided fcr a percentase reduction of arnaments (ENDC/3C and Corr.l
and Add.l and 2). The prineciple lying at the basis of the Soviet approack 'was a
simple and reasonable one corresponding to the task of general and complete

disarmanent. However, wishing to meet the United States half way, the Soviet
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Governiient accepted the United States oDroposal to procced to o sercentage reduction

of conventioncl arrawents and accordingly wodified artiele 11, paragrazh 3 cof the
Boviet draft trecty. Yoking intoc account the desirability of the two parties
meeting each cther half way, the ictienien delepation welcomed taat initiative of
the Scviet Government expecting, as many othoer delegations certeinly expected too,
that the United States deleration also would take the necessnyy sieps to facilitate

.

an agreeizent cn the wmaln nicasures to Ze taken in the first stage of general and

Althougn we now have o cormon appreacir to the reduction of conventicnal
armaments, the United Stotes outline deoes not apoly it to the entire range of
conventional armanents. Within the framework of the United Stotes proposals those

AL

armaments are unjustifiobly divided intc two ports: armaments Dertaining to the
first category would be subject to o reduction by 30 per cent in the first stage,
while those in the second category would remain untouched. LOFTECVer, prdduction
of these armaments would go on withcut rany limitaticn. Tast would iiz3ly the
possibility of perfecting then. I do not think it is necessary to stress that,
in the present state of modern technclozy, even o weapon belonging to the small
category, if perfected =nd produced in larse quantities, can hecone capable of

4

cssuring an advantage to the State Sossessing iv. vy I reesll in this connexion

Y.e trend towards niniaturization in »resent-doy weanon technolosy.

i

The United States revresentative, bvr. Stelle, again referred to the listed
armanents, wilch of course leeves out the unlisted weapons -- and there is no
freezing in the case of these unlisved arcacents. ¥r. Stelle told us that there
would not be any replacerent cf wespons of the listed categories by bigger
armaments, but there rencins the jussibility of replacing thei: by smeller weapons
which, according to the United States outline, are not subject to reduction in the
fifét stege and right be Derfected in o siznificant anner. Under the systen
envisaged in the United States plan there is thus the undoubted danger that certain
Statés would secure significant advaninges for themselves in the course of the
first stage of disarnament by producing and perfecting the types ¢f conventional
arnanents which are not subject to reduction. We think that o relevant analogy
in this respect is with the pocket Detileshins built in -Germany sfter the First
World War. The Soviet propesal does not allow the armaments race to continue in
this field, even tc the snellest extent, and, equally, does not offer any
2ossibility for any State Lo aecquire ixilitary advantages at the expense of other

States.
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How do the Western delegations ezplain their position? They say that there
would be great difficulties in the way of controlling the destruction of so-called
small weapons in the first stare. They say alsc that 2 vast ariy of inspectors
would be needed, which would create considerable difficulty in the matter of
recfuitment of the necessory personnel as well as great expense to cover the cost
of éuch a control systemn. Such ctjecticns are groundless. For example, let us
suppose that all military aireraft vo be destroyed were concentrated in certain
depots. We do not believe that a great.many more persons wculd be needed to
verify that, besides the aircraft with o given capscity provided for in the United
States draft, other aireraft with o seller capacity also were destroyed. The
direct control over the physical destruction of armaments is muck eagier to achieve,
a3 was pointed out so convineingly by the respresentative of Sweden, Baron von Platen,
at our meeting of 17 Aucust (ENDC/?V.71, p.31). Therefore, there is no cbjective
difficulty in settlin: this nroblewrn All we need is the determination to settle it.
Let us not imitate the men in the story who, while others soughf a solution of every
difficulty, souzght instecd difficulties in évery soluticn.
Now I should like to dwell upon the Western Peowers' demand that the principle
of the percentage reduction should be .appliéd equally to nuclear weapon delivery
vehicless  According to the United 8States outline disarmanent oﬁght to be a kind
of linear process consisting of an aeross—the-board reduction starting at 1CO per cent —-
that is, level of armaments at the date ¢f the coming into force of the treaty —-- and
terminating at zero. Cf course, we keep in mind the fact that the United Sfateé
outline is not consistent with this principle since it does not azply to all types
of weapons but allows some of thewm to increase in numbers during the process of
disarmanent, while leaving unsettled in the case of others even the question of their
liquidation.
At our meeting of 24 rugust the representotive of the United States, Mr. Dean,
‘stated: '
"First, it remains our belief that in order to maintain balance during
disarmament all armanents, both conventiongl and nuclear weapcn delivery
vehicles, defined by type, should be reduced acress the board throughout three
clearly defined stages of a treaty. Second, we congider that no meaningful

distinctions can be made in practice between what are clearly nuclear delivery

vehicles and what arc purely conventional armaments.” (ENDC/PV.74, p. 42 )
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First of all.we note that thus the Western delegations continue their endeavours
to confound nuclear weapon delivery vehicles with conventional armaments. The
representative of Italy, Jir. Cavalletti, supported their view this morning.  But
it is unacceptable, not only for technical reasons but for moral and political
reasens as well. The stand taken by the Western delegaticns in this regard does
not heed the fact that, together witl: nuclear weapons themselves, the means of their
delivery to targets are part of the greatest danger threatening mankind, namely, the
danger of the outbreak of a nuclear wer. Nuclear delivery vehicles must not, on
any account, be lumped with conventional armaments. Their efficiency, due to the
unprecedented power of destruction of nuclear weanons, as well as their wide range,
cannoct in any case bLe compared with thet of conventional armanents.

At this rcrning's meeting the representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle,
asserted thot nuclear weapon delivery vehicles could not be differentiated from
conventicnal armaments and that there are vehicles not designed for nuclear weapon
use which may later show capabilities in that respect, We have already had
cccasion to point ocut that our delegation cannot agree with this view and that, as
has been made abundantly clear in the course of our debates, from a technical point
of view there is nothing to prevent delivery vehicles from being distinguished from
conventional armaments. -

One might wonder why such arguments are resorted to. Cbviously it is in order
1o justify the refusal of the United States and the other Western Powers to agree to
the destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in stage I. In this regard
I think that it would be proper to reecall an episcde in the history of disarmament
negotiations during the life of the Leapue cf Nations. It was in 1932. At that
time the United States had proposed, in addition to g series cof reductions of usual
armaments, the destructicn of what it considered to he the mcst dangerous armaments
from the point of view of the maintenance of peace, nanely, bomber aircraft. In
order to justify opposition to thése croposals, at a meetinz in 1932 the British
representative, Sir John Sivon, stated:

" "The actual problem is one which cannot be solved commietely without
congidering the case of the civil rachine, Even if the Conference were to
succced, by a resolution, in abvolishing every wmilitary borbing machine, it would
still be true not only that it would have to consider how it was to proceed in
respect of military machines of zreat power not designed for boubing" -~ and
similar words were used by Mr. Steile today - "but alsc the possible misuse of

large civil nachines.,”
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I do not think thet I need exvhcsize the sindlarity, end more than that, the

identity between the reasons adduced =% that time in order to reject the proposal

for the destruetion of bom airerafd, and the arguments used nowadays by the

United Kingdon deleraticn as well sg by thoe United States delevation against the
demand of the sgocialist delegations to licuidate in the very first stage all
nuclear delivery velicles. The failure to oxrec on the way to distinguish bembers

v+ was one of the

from civil aircraft or
fectors which wrevented the reaching of an agreement at that tinc.

The positicn of iy delegation is that svaze I must bring tc mankind liberation
from the greatest danger that has ever threatened it, the dencer of the outbreak of

present uneasiness in the world? Why

nuclear war. What
is disarmament mow the riost outstanding issue in international relations?  First
of all, because there exists the denger of nuciear war, Therefore, in this
connexion there can be no room for nali measures, partial reducitions or gradual
approaches. The representative of Ttaly again today asked for a2 logical extension
of these approaches to nuclear weapon delivery vehicles., But what is logical in
thiis case? I+ is to treat the issuc within the fromework of its characteristics;
and big issues call for decisive steys.

¥hat we need are drastic neasures capable, fron the very outset, of breaking
tne backbone of the nuclear rockets gysten which threatens tc destroy entire
countries and pecples. Fer this woe may conceive two ways. The first way would
be that of liquidating all nuelear vespons, and that is exactly what the Soviet Union
was proposing until 196C. The Vesvern Powers refused to go along that road.

France asserted that it wos the nuclear delivery vehicles which should be eliminated

first. That is a second way of wiving out the danger of a nuclear war; without
such means of delivery nobedy can wase s nuclear war., The seccialist States now
propose that that way be taken. By the adoptiocn of that zeasure the danger of 2

nuclear war would be elivinated.

Another reason inveked by the Vestern Powers for oppesing the liquidation of
all nuclear delivery vehicles in stege I is the need to maintoin the exisbing
military balance. The representative of Poland has just quoted what Mr. Dean said

in that connexion -~ that the across-the-board reduction best nreserves the relative
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nilitary balance tﬁroughout the entire disarmament process. And my colleague
from Poland, in his cutstanding intervention, rightly poihted out the siznificance
of this issue, In fact, what would be preserved throughout the entire disaruanment
process by meintaining nuelear delivery vehicles as a result of the percentage
approach would certainly be the precarious stability, along with its uncertainties
and lack of security, which characterizes the prevailing world situation. What
would be maintained, not only throuzhout stage I but during the subsequent stages
too, is the danger of nuclear war, The elimination of nueclear weapon delivery
venicles within the framework of stage I-simultaneously with the dismantling of
foreign wilitary bases as well as tihe withdrawal of troops from the territories of
other nations does not give to any Sitate advantages at the expense of others but
assures equal conditions of security for all.

¥r. Dean made frequent references tc the idea of miiitary balance. We all
now the content and the meaning of the fifth principle set forth in the joint
statement of 20 September 1961 (ENDC/5), but the way in which iir. Dean is weighing
the various measures -- always finding imbalances in every preposel made by
socialist countries, whereas his own nroposals always seem to result in maintaining
balance —— reminds me of the saying of a great hnerican to the effect that scales,
in crder to be true, should have arms of equal length. It is obvious that
i’r. Dean's scales badly need overhauling. Hoﬁ'could one explain otherwise that

s

imbalance is found in the Soviet proposals, which in fact meet tie basic interests
of the United States? To an unprejudiced mind it must be clear thatl the emergence
of nuclear weanon delivery vehicles marked a turning point in the history of the
United States —— the transition from the ers when the Pacific and the Atlantic
constituted its natural defence line tc the era when its territory lost that
invulnerability. The effect of the proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapon
delivery vehicleg in the first stage‘is to give back to the United States what the
emergence of those means toock away from it.

As for the assertion that a certein imbalance would emerge in the European
centinent, the socialist delegations have proved its inconsistency on numerous
occasions. We have shown repeatedly that such an objection is.groundféss. ~ On the
one hand, the level of armed forces would be maintained as far as concerned the
European socialist countries, including the Soviet Union, and the European allies of
the United States; on the other hand there would be a balance in the conventional
armaments of those arrmed forces, and the man-weapon function is a criterion which

cannot be ignored.
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actually it is the ﬁnited States proposals that lead to imbalance. — This will
eﬁerge clearly if we recall that the United States draft contains no provision with
respect to the dismantling of military bases on alien territory: in other words,
the proposal runs that while the USSI reduced its nuclear delivery vehicles by
30 per cent the United States would maintain 1C0 per cent of its military bases on
foreign territories from which a nuclear attack could be launched on sccialist
countries.

inother way whereby the Western Powers' proposals lead to imbalance is to be
seen in their approach to the problem of control, which they have enlarged upon so
often in past and recent discussions -- substituting it in fact for the problems of
substance, that is disarmamsent measures. As is well known, within the frauework
of the United States proposal there would be control not cnly of the 30 per cent
reductions but zlsoc o the armaments and armed forces remaining at the disposal of
States. That would be of a nature to create advantages for a potential aggressecr
State to the detriment of the security of peace-loving nations.
The systen of zonal inspection proposed by the United States delegation runs
counter to point 6 of the joint Soviet Union~United States declaraticn of
20 Sentember 1961 according to which 4ie nature and velume of contrcl should
correspond to disarmament measures. The so-called zonal inspection is proportional
to disarmament in word only. In reality a total control would be exercised
varoughout a zone -~ that is, over the entire defence systen in the area, whatever
tae extent of disarmament weasures might be ot a given mcment, Applying the
infermation obtained from the inspecved area a State having aggressive intentions
could very easily determine the defence system of the other State and thus acquire
the knowledge necessary to launch an attack,

The representative of Sweden also expressed his doubts cos follows:

"euoo I doubt the advisability of introducing such methods during our very first

steps on the road to disarmament os they seem to imply some risk of not

fulfilling the criteria dealing with non-divulgence of military secrets ,.."
(ENDC/PV.71, p.32).
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If one wants to ensure the observaonce of the principle of “alance throughout
the entire process of disarmanent tlen onc rust abandon wll devices for using
inspection and control in such a way s to enable one State to derive wnilitary
advantage from uncovering the militory establisiuients cf another State.

Those are the brief rerarks I wished to submit to this Jommittee concerning
the matters now at issue. May I, ot the same time, express the hope of the
Romanian delegation thaot conciliatory steps and meves izeant to bring the positions
closer to each cther, as are the prozosals of the Soviet Unicn with regard to the
reduction of conventional arrmaments, will follow frow the other side in order to
solve the problems of the first stage in accordance with the ardent desires and

vital interests of mankind.

Mr, VBU (Nigeria): I should like to begin by exyressing the pleasure of
my delegation at the commendable effort of the delegations of $he United Kingdom
and the United States represented by their two draft itreaties (ENDC/S& and 59) on
banning nuclear weapon tests which were tabled at our seventy-fifth neetving, on
27 August. © I describe the effort of the two delerations as comzendable becaﬁée,
by their initiative, the all-inportant issue of a nuclear test ben is once again
peing given the consideration it deseves. That issue is a fundamental one which
lies at the root of our exercise on general and éompleté disarmémentq Because
nuclear explogions constitute naked aggréssion agéinét husanity =y delegation has at
2ll times contended that very little if anyAprogresé can in faecy Se aciieved on the
zeneral issue of disamaanment if we do not first of ;li secure a wreaty banning.all
nuclear weapon tests. It is in that iight that ny delégation would offer comments
on the United King&om—United States drofv treaties.

‘Our- United States colleague, in introducing tﬁose draf+v treaties, prefaced his

remarks with the follo%ing words: l_

"In- the interest of humanity cnd of generations yed unborn, the United

States carnestly seeks a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty which will ban

all nuclear weapon tests in all eavironiients for all tine." (ENDC/PV.75, p.5).
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Mr, Dean went on to ask a question and then to answer it himself, as follows:

"What are we trying to stop? We are trying to stop the destructicn of the

human race and historical values. If we do not stop testing altogether, we

may stop human progress altogether. So let us move forward about our
business." (ibid.)

Those are solemn words —- words which, if carefully weighed, are bound to leave us

ruch

fcod for thought.

In this connexion I should like tc¢ refer to what Mr. Lachs ~- our Polish

colleague who has now returned home ~- said on 15 August:

"Many words have been used in this Committee; sometimes people get used to
them so that they do not even react. There is a danger of inflation of words,
but certain words, though many tines used, retain their value and force."

(ENDC/PV.70, p.15)

Those remarks by Mr. Lachs are appropriate in describing Mr. Dean's words at our

seventy-fifth meeting. It is in that context that I should like to offer my

comments on the draft treaties proposed by the United Kingdom and the United States.

Cn 20 August the representative of India, kr. Lall, speaking on a nuclear test
had this to say:

".eo I feel it is germane to stress that in pressing for a test ban we have not
been thinking only of the nuclear Powers but alsc of ourselves, of our freedom
from fall-out, and of our freedom from the threat of the extension of this
dread disease cf testing to other States. Therefore, we have and have had our
own interests very much in view in addressing ourselves tc this mattier; and
the eight-nation menorandum must be regarded as directly and intrinsically
realistic because it cocncerns and takes into account our own well-being, our
own need for an end to the cold war. and, indeed, in this respect our need is
riueh more pressing than the needs cf the nuclear Powers themselves.!

(ENDC /PV.72, p.16)

Cur need to see an early end to the cold war is great and it transcends all

ideological values, It is becoming obviocus every day that mankind is involved in

[4

o comaon fate with the existence of nuclear weapons, and it is illusory for anyone

to continue to imagine that profound ideclogical distrust —— or what I might call

pathological phobia =- can still divide the world. This is the supreme moment for

the two blocs to close ranks, whatever wmay be their ideological differences.
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¥y delegation believes that the eight-nation menorandum (ENDC/ZS) orovides the best
common basis for reaching a workable cgreement banning all nuclear tests in z11
envircnments. It believes, therefore, that in considering the practicability or
otherwise of the first draft treaty proposed by the United Kingdo— and the

United States full commizance ought to be taken of the eight-Power memocrandum,

I should now like to turn to the second draft treaty (ENDC/59), It is indeed
an importent docwzent, but in considering it meny issues come to mind. It marks a
conspicuous advance on the part of the two Western delegatiocns towards sclving the
question of o test ban, What are the chances ¢ this draft treaty being accepted?
I would say the chonces are fair if other kindred considerations are also taken
along with it. ‘

Cn 27 August our colleague from the Soviet Union nade prelininary couments on
the second draft treaty, and perhaps I night say that my remarks here relate
materially to those prelininary comnments. I have nct had tire to study or tc
digest what was said by Mr. Kuznetsov this worning. My initial reaction, however,
is that his detailed and formal statement seemed aimed at elaborating on those
earlier remarks of his, so that I feel my own remarks would not necessarily be out
of place should they be applied to his remarks in general. On 27 August
Mr. Kuznetsov said:

"The second document, as far as I can come to a preliminary conclusion from a

rapid perusal of it, is aimed at virtually legalizing underground nuclear

weapon tests." (ENDC/PV.YS, p.35)

ind he went on to say:

"If underground tests are not proaibited, the threat of thermo-nuclear war

being unleashed will continue to hong over mankind " (;g;g,)

Although the Soviet Union representative did not in his preliminary remarks
reject outright the idea of s partial test ban, it would see he is somehow
concerned that there ought alsc to be some form of prcohibiticn of underzround
nuc}gar tests. I hope he will tell the Committee. a little more about the sort of

probibition he had in mind with regard te this type cf nuclear tests.,
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Cn the other hand, one is constrained to feeling that the proposal submitted
by the Scviet Government on 28 Noveunber 1961 on the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests might well be inferred froo Mr. Kuznetscv's preliminary remarks.
hat did that Soviet Government propcsal say on the question of a partial tests
ban? . It invited the Western Powers: |

... to conclude immediately an aporopriate agreement on the discontinuance

of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space ... "

(ENDC/11, ©.5)

The cessation of the first of these three types of nuclear tests, namely
atmospheric tests, was of course first proeposed by President Kennedy and
Prime Minister Macmillan in their joint statement dated 3 September 1961
(GEN /DNT/120) .,

But the Soviet Governmient proposal of 28 November 1961 contained another
important provision. It stated:

"In regard to underground nuclear weapcn tests, the Soviet Government is
of the opinion that States should undertake not to conduct such tests until
agreerzent is reached cn a system of ccentrel over underground explosians as a
constituent part of an international system'of contrel over the implementaticn
of a prograrme of general and complete disarmarment."

Thus, the Soviet Government docurient envisages two things in the paragraph
which I have just quoted. Pirst, it seeks to place a ban on or to prohibit
underground tests until agreement is reached,  And, sécondly, it envisages that
any such agreement must be reached within the framework ¢f an international control
system which is linked with general and complete disarmament. fere is the crux
of the issue.

I sincerely hope that our Sovietlcolleague will note that the stand of his

Government cn a nuclear tests ban as part and parcel of a system of control on

u

lisarmament now appears untenable because the nuclear tests issue is now more or
less accepted as our nunber one priority towards general and complete disarmament.
We must give consideration to what can be done about underground tests in the —

as I very sincerely hope -- likely event of our reaching agreement on a partial test

ben treaty.
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This consideration demands that the nuclear Powers do something about
undergréﬁﬁd tests whilst negé%iating for a total test ban. This question, I
subriit, admits of one possibiiity: a moratorium —— call it voluntary, call it
pertial, if you wish —— must also be reached by the nuclear Powers on underground
tests, pending the final agrecement banning all tests. There arc compelling
reasons why we must seek to secure a moratorium on underground tests whilst at the
same time agreeing on a partial ban treaty. '

What are those compelling reasons which call for a moraterium on underground
tests?  Here I must quote extracts from what the representative of the United
States, Mr., Dean, told us on 17 Auzust skout underzround tests. These are his
words:

‘"Aé e few specific illustrations of the developments that can be made
with small —- and,;indeed, very small ~— underground explosions, I would
enuﬁérate the following:

'l. dévelopment and testing of tactical weapéns;

2. development and improvement of +the small initiating portion of
1arger:weapons;

3. tests of weapons effecté, narely, of the damnjes caused by shock,
blast, X-rays and neutrons;

4. developnent of basically new weapons as, for exanple, the pure
fusion weapon about which so muchhas beed wiitten and said. '

"This fusion weapon nay be developed from:very small underground nuclear

explosions." (ENDC /PV.71, p.20)

If those are a few of the thingé that can be achieved by underéround tests, then we
plead with the nuclear Powers to siaare our concern and agree cn o moratorium on
these tests capable of perfecting weapons of unparalleled nass aanihilation, Short
of the reaching of agreenent on an imediate test ban treaty,‘only a neoratorium on
underground tests by the nuclear Powers would decrease the likelihood of other
nations entering into this unholy coxpetition. Something cught to be donse,

¥r., Chairman, to counter "the threat of the extension of this dread disease of

testing to other States", if I may borrow the words of my Indian colleague, Mr. Lall.
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Yy delegation has always stood for a wmoratorium on all nuclear tests, even
wefore the idea of a nartial tests ban became infectious like an epidemic. That
was cledrly evident in ny speech at our weeting on 27 July. I now quote
extracts from that speech, These were my words:

"My Govermment would therefore be happy if a moratorium of some kind banning

tests were agreed upon by the nuclear Powers pending the conclusion of a

lasting agreenent." (ENDC /PV.62, ©.8)

If my constructicn of his remarks on 27 August is correct, I would say that

ny demand for a moratorium on underground tests is shared alsc by the leader of the
Indian delegation, whc said then:
"We perfectly understand the difficulty that some countries have in accepting
anything like a moratoriunm. But, trying to think aloud on this important
matter ——= if I may be pardoned for deing so -- I would emphasize that it
night beApossible for countries, for governments, to agree to exercise
self~-restraint in this matter, self-restraint which would bring dividends by
increasing confidence and trust on both sides. Is that too iuuch to hope for -
that without fanfare, without any special conditions, the countries concerned
could exercise self-restraint in the interest of creating an stmosphere for
further negotiations and for bringing to an end all nuclear weapon tests;
and also to create an atmosphere which would be beneficial o further agreement

on disarmament?! (ENDC /PV.75, ©.54)

I an sure it is not asking too muck to request the nuclear Powers to gzive
sericus consideration to the question of a moratorium on underground tests besides
agreeing on a partial treaty on a test ban. I sincerely hope that fears that =z
moratoriun on underground tests is open to easy breach or easy cheating because
such tests could not ot present be detected should not deter the nuclear Powers
from giving it a trial. Whatever the risks may be, the danger of competition is
less and the fear of noﬁ—nuclear nations joining the race reduced. It is 2 hard
c.roice, but let us try it.

The nuclear Powers owe mankind o great obligation. That otligation which
they owe demands a choice of risks. It is inescapable. It is inmperative, The
auclear Powers must, therefore, choose that risk which promises best toc break the
present impasse and secure o partial tests ban treaty which will eventually pave

the way for zeneral and complete disarmarent.
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:In conclusion I wish tc express tie hope that the sponsors of the draft treaty
on a partial test ban (ENDC/59) will offer us some explanation of what is envisaged
within the context of its article 2 when they speak 5f explosions for peaceful
PUTPOSESs. To non-experts 1ike:myself it seeris frightfully difficult to make a
dichotomy between what constitutes explesions for ?eaceful purposes and whet does

not.

The CHAIRMAN (Mexico): I should like to ask the cpinion of members of

the Committee their opinion about whether we should go on at this time to hear the
cther speakers whose names I have on uy list. There are six, and in addition two
delegations have asked toc be allowed to exercise the right of reply. In view of
the hour, and if there is no objection from any of the speakers listed for today,
I would suggest that we hear now the two delegations that wish to exercise the
right of reply, leaving the other speakers on the list for our next weceting.

Does any of the delegations inscribed for today wish to speak now?

Mr. BURNS (Canada): I understand that‘there is also & long list of
speakers inscribed for Friday, including the Canadian delegaticn, Before this
neeting opened there were, I believe, twc cther speakers inscribed in addition to
those who have spoken. If today's list is carried forward, with the inclusion of
speakers who have added their naies since this meeting opened, it will mean. that
the representatives on the list for Friday will be displaced. I would have no
objection if the two representatives whose namfs were on the list this morning,
but who have not spoken, were to be carried forward on the list and tc be the first
to be heard on Friday, but I would suggest that representatives who have inscribed
their names since the beginning of this meeting should be listed for Friday after
those whe had slready previously placed their names on the Friday list. I hope

this suggestion is not too compliecated.

The CHAIRMAN (Mexico): I think that what the representative of Canada

has stated is clear. I must point cut that only one more speaker has been added
to the list apart from the twe who have asked to be allowed to exercise the right.

of reply. Therefore, if we do not procéed with our list of speakers today -~
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to cover the point raised by the representative of Canada -- all those that are
listed to speak at the next meeting were already on the list at the beginning of
this meeting, with the exception of the representative of Sweden, whose name was
acded to the list later. Does any of the delegations which was on the list at

the beginning of this meeting wish to speak now?

¥ir. de ARAUJC CASTRO (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, I do not think nmy

delegation was listed at the beginning of the umeeting. The name of my delegation
vas added later. Se I will not insist on speaking today. My intervention
would, in any case, be a2 very brief cne concerning the cessation of all nuclear

R

bests, Cf course I shall be bound by any decision you take as to the best tine

for the delivery of my statement.

The CHAIRMAN (Mexico): In that case I shall give the floor to the two

delegations that wish to exercise the right of reply.

Mr., STELLE (United States of America): My delegation will want to
study and reply later in detail to the disappointing and disquieting statement we
heard today frou the representative of the Soviet Union, There are, however, a
Tew points which T believe rust be made briefly at this time,

With regard to the comprehensive draft treaty (ENDC/58), the treaty banning
tests in all environments, which the United States and the United Kingdom submitted
2% our meeting on 27 August, the main burden of Mr, Kuznetsov's comments seemed to
be that this proposal represented no change in the United States and United Kingdon
sogition. It seems to me that a comment of this character is singularly
inappropriate, coring as it does frowm the representative of the Soviet Union.

Te stark contrast between the retrograde movements of the Soviet Union in the
ncyotiations for e nuclear test ban treaty and the forward movenents of the
Mited States and the United Kingdom is clear for all to see.

I will not go into history, but all of us know, and all the world knows, that
in Merch 1961 the United States and the United Kingdom came back to the test ban
Conference with carefully worked out propcsals (GEN/DNT/PV.274; 2p.16 et _seq.)
which formed the basis for our later draft treaty (ENDC/9) of 18 ipril 1961,
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proposals which were calculated to neet the cbjections which the Soviet Union
Sefore then hat pesed to cur preposals. We were met at the first weeting of that
reconvened Conference with a major retreocrade movenent on the wart of the

Seviet Union: +the new Soviet denand for a tripartite administraztion -- the

into every detail of the daily operstion of the centrol systern a built-in Soviet
veto. In spite of that fact, the Jostern delegations during tie summer of 1961
zade still further proposals calculated to meet Soviet objectioms. Those
oroposals were et at the end of that sumrer by the resumption of nuelear weapon
tests by the Soviet Union, against its declared word.  And when we next met in
th:at Conference the Soviet Union brutelly discorded the whole basis of our
negctiations, the agreed basis on whicl we had been working for three years, the
agreenent (EXE/NUC/28) reached by scientific experts, including those of the
Soviet Union, in the summer of 1958, the agreement which had been endorsed by
governments, including those of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdonm and the
United States. I am referring, of course, tc the Soviet propcsals of

28 November 1961 (ENDC/11).

Despite lip service to the eight-nation memorandum (ENDC/28), the Soviet Union,
in its interpretation of that memorandum, has not changed one whit its position of
28 November 1961, And the Soviet representative séys that the United States and
United Kingdom proposals and draft trenty for a comprehensive agreement (ENDC/58)
repregsent no change., Thet statement, of course, is compléteiy inacecurate.

Those new vroposals which we have tabled in the form of a tresty acre proposals
whieh we have been enabled tc make because of our recent scientific research, and
they have been made taking carveful cccount of the suggestions put forward by
nerbers of this Committee, including those who participated in the drafting of the
eight-nation nenorandun.

1 do not need to go into any detazil on what the major moves are as represented
in the draft treaty which we tabled on lMonday. Ve continue, of course, to insist
on cbligatory on-site inspection, and we believe that this insistence is justified
and supportied by cur reading of the eight nation rermorandum. But we have said

that if the Soviet Union will accept clearly and unequivocally the obligation to
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facilitate on-site inépection we will consider réducing'the number of inspections,
the annual quotabof iﬁspections of events certified by the commission, below what
we have previéusly proposed. And if representatives read the treaty with care
they will see that iméortant changes have been allowed for in the composition of
“the inspection teams. We have made a major move in ceasing to dewand
iﬁternafionélly manned and internationally operated control posts, and have
accepted the idea of>placing major reliance on nationally manned ond nationally
onerated control posts, given adequate supervision by the internaticnal scientifie
cormisgion, Further, we have said thet the number of such posts would be
considerably reduced even below what fhe Soviet Union had previously agreed to
for a world-wide systen.

" Our new proposals obvicusly provide for a greatly simplified international

nroposals. There is no truth in the allegation that the United States and
United Xingdom comprehensive draft treaty represents nc change fron previdus(
pesitions. | |

Vith regard to the alternative treaty, the partial treaty (ENDC/59),
¥r. Khinetsov clained that it was not acceptable uniess underground tests were
not continued, and in doing so he laid major stress on the military imfortance of
underground tests, adducing statements made here by the leader of the United States
delegation. Now, it is quite true that underground tests are of real military
importance. You cannot do all things underground; you cannot test in the megaton
range, you have difficulty testing anti-missile missiles, but there is real
military impertance in underground tests: that is an accurate statement. But it
is for that very reason that we cannot accept a comprehensive treaty including an
obligation not to test undérground without on~site inspection to see that the
obligation is actually being observed. And it is for the sarie reason that we
cannot in a partial treaty accept 2 moratorium in any guise on underground tests.
That is one of the reaséns for which we cannot accept a moratorium,. The other is
the really very iéportant principle agreed to by the.quiet Union in paragraph 6

of the joint statement of agreed principles (ENDC/5), which says that:
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"411 disarmanent reasures should be implemented from beginning to end
under such strict =nd efféctive internaticnal contrecl as would previde firm
assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations.,”

Ve will not set such an unfortunate precedent for all future disearmament
negotiaticng as the accestance of an ctligation Which was not subject to effective
control would constitute.

It seems tc me that the position is very clear. If the Soviet Union will not
accept a partial treaty with obligations net to test in the atzcsphere, under water,
or in outer space, but with no provisions with regard to underground testing, then
it has a simple choice. It can pay the small price of a fGW’on—site'inspections a
year; énd there will be little difficulty in reaching agreement —- an agreement
which we would prefer -- on a comprehensive treaty banning tests in all environments,

including tests underground.

Mr. GCDBER (United Kingdom): In view of the tirie I will speak only
very briefly. I asked for the right of reply because I felt it necessary to
record my reaction to the speech we listened to this morning from the
representative of the Soviet Union. I agree entirely with what has just been
said by my United States colleague, and I would say that .1 found it an incredible
experience to listen this ucrning to what appeared to be a brusque rejection of the
new treaty texts which the two Western delegations put forward as recently as
lionday. Those texts were put forward ofter tremendously careful ccnsiderations
tiey are detailed and precise, and tiey deserve detailed and precise cconsideration.
To reject them in such o hasty manner seems to mie to be nothine less than an insult
to this Conference, and I think this Cdnference shculd say to our Scviet colleague
that it will not =zccept a rejection in such terms, prepared before his Governnent
could possibly have had an opportunity of giving the texts serious and considered
study. I say tc hin, "Go back to lioscow with those proposals and get fresh
instructions in relation to them", Decause those proposals do represent a very
big step forward.

Cur Soviet colleague put forward today a list of arguments, all of which we
have heard before, all of which are very unconvincing. Indeed he almest followed

the prediction which I felt bound to make on lMonday (ENDC/PV.75, ».2C) when I
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reminded the Conference that on previous occasions so often the reply to a new move
from the West has been that it is not new. Well, we heard it again this morning;
in graphic phrases our Soviet colleague talked about attempts made to paintthe old
nosition in a new form, "to put a new dress on the same old girl" -~ I think those
were his words. In fact that is not true. The truth is that this is a new
position, and it marks a substantial advance on the part of the West. It deserves
e better reception than it has so far received.

I am not going to gc through all the arguments at this point, but I would
pick up here one particular argument which I thought I had replied to effactively
enouéh yesterday at our Sub-Committee and was surprised to hear it advanced again —-

he idea that in the partial treaty we have proposed we are in fact legalizing
underground tests. With very great respect, that argument seems to me to be
nothing but arrant nonsense; I really cannot see any justification whatever for
it. We have these four environments; 1f we prohibit testing in three it by no
means makes the position of the fourth any more right. Indeed logically it would
provide a greater degree of world opinion against testing in the fourth environment.
Surely that is something to the gocd, and surely it is nonsense to say simply
because we are only going part of the way that the fourth environment is being
sanctified or legalized. I cannot accept that as a sound and reasdnable argument.
Cf course, as ny United States colleague made so clear a moment ago, if in faect the
Soviet Union does not want this partial treaty it is so easy for it to have a
corplete one, and what we ask in return for it is only a very minimum of on-site
_ inspection, '

Sc I do say to our Soviet collesgue that really the reaction we have had today,
while it is serious indeed, is not one which we can aécept as a final reply to our
proposals. Those proposals have been put forward with the very greatest care and
thought and they do represent a very real new position, They deserve better than
to be rejected within forty-eight hours.

But it is important to get the position quité c¢lear in the ninds of our
colleagues., And after listening to the representative of Nigeria I think it is
very important. We naturally listened to what he said with the greatest respect,
but I can only reiterate what my United States colleague said here: +that it would

not be right to ask the West to accept a moratorium in these eircumstances when the



ENDC g\r.%

(Mr. Godber, United Kingdom)

alternative which the Soviet Union could acecept is so simple. If it does not wish
underground tests to be carried on there is this alternative in our comprehensive
treaty. When one remembers what happened just about a year ago -- when suddenly,
without warning, when apparently it was negotiating in goocd faith, the Soviet Union
started a massive series of tests -~ to ask us to accept a moratorium now would in
my view be quite unreasonable. As I said before, once bitten twice shy, and I

say it again today as indicating the true way in which the situation shculd be
looked at.

I assess the present position in this way. After our new offers on Monday
the only real basic differences that stand between the world and a nuclear test ban
treaty are as f0116WS. On the one hand there can be a permanent ban agreed on at
once on nuclear tests in the higher atuosphere, at higher altitudes, and under
water without any on-site inspection, if the Soviet Union will agree to this while
negotiations continue for a ban in the fourth environment. On the other hand,
there can be a permanent ban in all environnments if the Soviet Union will agree
while research gtes on to make any on-gsite inspection unnecessary; if it will
agree, for the time being there may be no more than a double handful of on-site
inspections a year chosen from unidentified events specified by the international
comaission. And I would remind the Committee that the United States and the
United Kingdom are continuing their research on eliminating any need for on~site
inspecticn. So again, if the Soviet Union would join wus in that, that day would
be brought nearer.

We are very near an agreement here, it seems to ne. These are the simple
facts. The arguments which we heard fror our Soviet colleague this morning were
wholly outside the realm of the ﬁeW'pOSition we have put forward; +the same
reiteration of those old outworn arguments is not a justification for turning down
the position we have put forward. | These are in fact the simple facts of the case.

Cur Soviet colleague sometimes does us the honour of quoting British
newspapers to us. Perhaps I could quote just one sentence from one of yesterday's
British newspapers because I think it sums it up. Iﬁ talking of the Soviet Union's
immediate reaction to our proposals, it said:

"What can we think when half the agreement is rejected because it is not the

whole and the whole agreement is rejected because it might prove effective?
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That is really the position, and I hope very much that our Soviet colleague will go
back again and that his Government will give him suthority to come some way to meet
us. We have made so many advances towards the Soviet Union. If it will not make
any advance towards us, is it surprising if we come to the conclusion that its
whole negotiating position is nothing but a colossal hollow sham? I hope it is

aot that. It is for the Soviet Union to show us that indeed it is not.

Mr. KUZNETSOV (Uniocn of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): I consider it necessary to make a few brief comments on the replies
which we have just heard from the representatives of the United States and the
United Kingdom.

It is not the first time that the representatives of the United States and the
United Kingdorm have tried to shift on to the Soviet Union the responsibility for
the lack so far of an agreement gb prohibit nuclear weapon tests. I think that
this attempt to blame someone else for cne's own fault is not likely to help us
towards finding ways and means of resolving the existing controversial questions.

I shall not go into the background of this question in detail. We have
repeatedly reported and stated here in the Committee how the situation was shaping
in the Three-Power Sub-Committee on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests and
who was responsgible for it. The responsibility for the fact that we still have
no agreement undoubtedly lies with the Western Powers. I would simply remind you of
one small detail from the background of this question,

As you know, a favourable situation was taking shape for the conelusion of an
agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests soon after the Geneva
negotiations started in 1958. But when, as the saying goes, agreement was just
around the corner and there appeared to be few remaining unsettled questions, the
United States suddenly put forward new demands which practically called in question
the whole of the work carried out by the experts in the swer of 1958, The
United States Government then went to a good deal of trouble to discredit these
recomendations, Its representatives insisted above all that the system of control

over underground explosiong worked ocut by the experts in 1958 was inadequate.
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Basing itself on this far-fetched conclusion, the United States first demanded
that all pfovisions dealing with the prohibition of underground nucleaf weapon
tests should be excluded frowm the treaty, and then, as you know, numerous o
discussions were started and, as one might say, the merry-go-round of this
absolutely useless work went round and round. As a result, we are still without
a treaty.

Further, I should like to draw attenticn to the statement mande by the
United Kingdom representative. ¥r. Godber frequently assumes here the role of a
lecturer, if I may say so, whe would like to give lessons on good manners to others,
lessons on how they shculd speak and lessons on what language they should use, I
should like to draw your attention to the fact that Mr. Godber is nervous today.

But in this case I think the proverb applies: "Jupiter is angry; that means he is
in the wrong", I should like to draw the attention of the United Kingdonm
repregsentative to the intolerable expressions he used, On what grounds does he
consider that the Soviet delegation cannot express its views on any question, and
who gave him the right to say whether the Soviet delegation should state its views
today or wait ancther few days? I think that such an approacih to the work shows
that the United Kingdom repregsentative still has, apparently, such approaches to
the work as are quite out of place in a Commitfee composed of fully sovereign
States.

In thisconnexion, I consider it intoclerable that he should say that the Soviet
delegation had insulted the Committee. I request it to be put on record that such
an expression cannot be allowed in regard to a delegation stating its views on
such an important and vital qﬁestion.

I turn now to the substancé of his comments. When dealing with this subject,
the United Kingdon fepresentative very frequently dishes up the same old question,
although this expression may not be a very polite one. The guestion is this:

Why has the Soviet delegation not kent to the position it occupied three years ago?
Vhy should it not take into account those changes and advances Which are taking place
in the world, and why should it continué to adhere to the positions which it occupied
three years ago? I understand Mr. Godber, and I realise that in the United Kingdom
and in some other Western countries, there are still many statesmen who would like to
turn back the world situation not oﬁly to what it was three years age, but probably

to that which existed, say, forty or fifty years ago. But I an afraid, Mr, Godber,
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that I caennot help you. History has its own inexorable laws, and the historical
processes which are going on cannct be arrested by any arguments or repetitions.
Therefore, the only thing I can advise lMr. Godber to do is to find the time and the
courage to analyse what is happening in the world and to act accordingly. I am
certain that he would then not go on repeating that we éhould revert to the position
of three years ago, or perhaps even further back.

Now I should like to quote a short extract from The Times of 28 August. This
short passage has a direct bearing on the question under discussion here. It comes
from a leading article headed "Putting Russia to the Test". I shall read out the
last two sentences referring to the idea of a moratorium, to the idea that the
nuclear States should assume the obligation not to carry out nuclear weapon tests.
dere is the quotation:

"These are not a major threat. The danger to the deterrent balaqpe lies
now in large atmospheric tests which would give a breakthrough to the anti-missile
missile. Besides, the distinguishing of all underground tests will probably
be possible in a matter of months".

It goes on to say that the assumption of such an obligation would not entail
any danger to the Western Powers either. So you see, Mr. Godber, that the idea of
the nuclear Powers assuming an obligation not to carry out any tests is not a new
cne. It has not been invented by the Soviet delegation, and it finds considerable

support in the country which you represent here.

The Conference decided to issue the following communique:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its seventy-sixth plenary wmeeting at the Paleis des Nations, Geneva, under
the chairmanship of Mr. Padilla Nervo, representative of Mexico.

"Statements were made by the representativesof the United States of
dnerica, the Soviet Union, Italy, Poland, Romania, Nigeria and the
United Kingdom,

"The next plenary meeting of the Conference will be held on Friday,

31 August 1962, at 10 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.40 n.m.






