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I C:.ecln.re open t~J.e seventy-seventh _ple:acr.f 

;::1eetine of the Conference of the Eighteer~. Nation Co1:1mi ttee on Disarnanent. 

I have o::~. L"fY list of speakers the ::1a.rJes of the representa.ti ves of Bulcaria, 

the United Kingdon, Brazil, Sweden, the United States of l.meric2., t:::.e l!nion of 

Soviet Socialist :2epub li c s, Cz echo s lovakio.,, Burma, Cc.neda, Ethiopia, India c,ncl 

Mexico. 

Mr. BtE1NS ( Canadc,): On a poi!"" ... t of order, l1ir. Chai rnc..:J .• You have just 

read out a list of twelve S?enkers, and it seems obvious that i£ our discussio~ 

proceeds at tl1e nornal pc..ce we shall aot be able to speak for as lonE; as usuel. 

As the arrangeDent is that our oeetings s~wuld end at a.bout 1 p.n. I slwul:l. like to 

2ropose, for your consideration and fo'l' t:1e consideration of the Comni ttee, t.c:.c~t 

if by 1 p.r.1. today we have not hear(t all t~1e spec..kers whose nanes are now inscribe.d . 

the list should be carried over to a oeeting this afternoon in or~er that ell t~ose 

who have insc:ribed their nar:1es should llave the opportu:L:i ty to speak. 

There are o:.:ly four r.1eeti,ngs remeinin.s,, includinrs this ~.1ne, before .we recess, 

ancl I think t~1at nearly every delegation. l~ere will have important stctel'!lents to 

nak.e which it will wish to appear on the record. Gone delegations may wis~1 to 

s~eak more tt~n once. Accordingly, it seems o:Jvious tLf'.t we s~-:..2-ll not be able in 

those four remair..ing r;teetin:.::;s to hear everyone who wishes to speak. 

I thin:~, therefore, thr;,t it woulcl be better to co:::clude t~:e list of SJ:1ed.::ers 

each do.y, ruther than to carry over speol1:.ers to the e:.1suine oeetinc; o..s we ~:e.:"'le 

done in the past. I Ui1clerstand that there is a long list of Sj_)eakers for !Jionc~:::~y 

also. So I :?ro:LJose that c...t l p.m. today we should consider t:'le situation, ~::-.:.d that 

unless it then a.pj_)eo,rs that "Ne could finish in twenty ninutes cr half an hour ·we 

should neet asain at 3.30 p.~. 

The Cf.J~IR1A1Jv (Nigeria): It has Peen proposed by the re::~reser:.tative 

of Canada tl.J.at, L.1 view of t:1e long list of speakers "ii~-.:.o have inscribed their ne,mes 

for today, "ive ~ight consiC:er nee tint{ at t:1ree o 1 clo cl-~ this after:1oon if at l ?•El• 

we have not e.JL::.2..usted t:1e list of speakers. The Cor:rr.1i ttee uay wish to express 

an opinion on i~is. If it is the wisl'! of the Corx1i ttee that we s;_-;.ould r.wet e,t 

3 p.m., the Co2~ittee nay so dGcide. 
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matter at a c.uarter to one. 
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~1iay I sue8'est that we tc.,ke a decision on this 

Si:nce we ~:u.ve alreac:y nade other f:rra:c .. geme::.1.ts for 

this c.fter~1oo;.1 it oight be difficult to Deet again toC.ay, althoush of course 'i'Te 

might consider it for another day. ~~is is rather u~expected. Of course we give 

first priority to this work. However, if we proceed now and see bow the situetion 

appears a little later in the norninJ, we may see whether v1e shoulG. hold a r.1eetint:, 

today, toraorrow or some otb.er day. 

Mr. GODBER (United.· Kj nudom): I should like to support tbe suggestio:;.1s 

of the represe:.1tative of C£.nc,da.. I quite understr.ncl. the difficulties to w~:icl:.. 

the represe:2t~ti ve of India refers. \'le all have fairly full programmes, a::.1.G. I 

realize that, but I should have thought it might be a greater i::.tconvenience if we 

were to leQVG it over. If we could l1ave net this afternoon, if o:.1.ly for a f2.irly 

short time, per~1a:;;s one a.::1d c. half or two hours at r..1ost, we mic.;ht c,t least ~1.£'-VG 

hoped to catc::"'" u:y with e. cood cleu,l of tl":.e backloe, but, if we were to contenl?lc.te 

meeting tor:wrrow, as I thi:1l:: the represe:J.trvtive of India su~gestec~, that mie:;ht be 

even more inco:u.venient t~1c:.n meeti!lg this 2.f'ternoon. \lith everybody wi shine to spe::tk, 

we are in Jvhis G.ifficulty. I should have thoue;ht, on balance, t:-::.at probably -we 

ought to try to neet tl~is afternoon, if it could be o,rranged and if the neeC. is 

shown, as I -b~1i::::L:: the list of speakers i::.J. fact does clearly L.1dic2.te it will be sLown. 

:Mr. Ti..R.iJ3ANOV (Bulzcria) ( trn.::.1s lation frmn ~·renclJ.): Tl-::.e Canadian 

representative's proposal contained a subsidiary ?roposal to t~e effect that we 

should discuss the po ssi bi li ty of ;;~ se co::.1c'.. meetinet s::ortly before the end of the 

prese:1t me0ting, which wc..s echoed by t~1e opinion expressed by the Indian 

representative. Nobody, I tLink, wishes to oppose this sub-pro~osal of the 

Canadian representative. 

I r~quest, t:lerefore, tl'J.G.t this question should :t1ot be discussed now but t:l:.:.at 

we should discuss it whe:;.1 vre cr.::.'l see v.rl~et:1er we ca,::: set to the enrl of our list of 

speakers. T~~&t sl:..ould be at out one o 1 clock or half-:;_Jc.st one. I do not tJ.1i ::1:.:. 

we need discuss it any r.J.ore just now. 

I take it to be t~e conse~sus that we s~ould 

proceed with our c~iscussion a:x~ interru:;_)t our proceedings at o:ae o'clock to c~ecicle 

whether or ::..1ot we should l::ave another r:1eeting this 2,fternoon. 
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L1r. TL:.l-J.B.ANOV (Bult:;eria)(translation from French): The subject :;.1ow 

under discussio:a in the Committee, namely, disarr:1ament measures coacernin~ 

conventional weapons and ~articularly t~10 production of these weapons and 

appropriate co~trol measures, is certainly important in itself, for conventio~el 

weapons contL.1ue to be an important fe..ctor in national armed forces. The bulk 

of present-de .. y arr:1ies are still equipped 'i'li th these weapons. But at the prese~t 

time, convor~tio::J.al weapons, tL.ough an ir:1portant elenent, are suppler:1entary to 

t~.e nuclGar strL.:ing force :;,t the disposal of the great Powers. 

circuUistances c~::.aracterizetl by the abolition of nucleD..r weapon vehicles ancl, hence, 

the i~~obilizatio~ of nuclear weapons i~ the first stege, as envisaged in tte Joviet 

draft, conver.tio~el weapons once ~ore become an important factor i~ the str0te£~r 

of all States. 

It is agcinst this background theJt one must study the reduction of conve:::Jtional 

weapons and their manufacture and the relevant control measures, as has in fBct 

bet~n done by e number of representatives. Thanks to the co~cessions made by -ti1e 

Soviet Union concerninz the working out of certain t1easures on wl1i ch the ~·'fester::l 

countries were ::;>arti cularly insistent, the positions reflected iP. ~l:e two clrafts -

tha.t of the 3ov{et Union a:.:::.c1 that of t:!.e United dtates - have moved a good dec:,l 

closer together on the questioH of the reduction of conventional vreapons. They 

are now so close Jc.ogether tha.t it will ::1ot be impossible to arrive at a mutually 

acceptatle text for the future treaty on the question of the reG.ucticn of coEventional 

weapons in tbe first stage. It is true that there are still coi~ideratle 

differences on certain points, for exar:1l_)le, on whether reductio:1. of conventio:.12.l 

weapons should cover all types without exception, as is contemplateC. in the 

Soviet draft, or whether only some types of weapon should be re&uced, as is )rO)Osed 

in the United States draft. I might rer,1ark in passing that the United States 

proposa.l o.a -this point co:.1flicts with the basic .Principle which tl:Lt country clair:1s 

to have follo,~reci in preparing its draft, namely that of an across-tl:e-boar<l 

reduction of all weapons. l·1ioreover, tl1is principle of uniform redu.ction -rr~::i cb t1:..e 

United States Qelcgatio~ hes stressed so often during our discussions, is not only 

not applied to all types of conventional weapon, but is not applied to nuclecr weapons 

either. 
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(J.".ilr r,•.,rnbanov T-lul -,~rl· r,) ,.;~.. • ...:...w '._.;.t - , 1.J ..... .:--:_ Q c.., 

These o"re tl·::.e poi -::1ts vr~·.:.i ell we have to consider c;,"t tl~e prese:;.'lt stage of our 

discussions 0'1. -t~:..e question of reducin{'; co.nventionsl weapons :::1uri:n.g the first 

stage; they s~-:..ow that the principle on vr~_:i ch the United States plcn is allecedly 

based is not ap~lied with ro~~rd to certain catedories of weapons which are very 

ir.1portan..L· or w~1ich, in certr:,in circunsta.:::lces, may becor::te very important. 

However inportn.nt it nr_y be, the q_uestion of the reductio::.:: of conventional 

weapons cannot bo treated in isolation end considerec cpart from the aggre~ate 

of the disarmament measures which shoulci be taken duri~g the first stage of geJeral 

and complete disarmament. If disarm(:I:wnt were carried out nccord.inii to the 

proposals of the Soviet draft treaty, tl.1e reducti01: of conventional weapons would, 

no doubt, be of considerable inportarrce, for it is :;~recisely these armamentG 

which would still be operetional, at tl1.e disposal of :.1ational arr:lies. 

If, however, di sarm8,EIGT.tt wore carried out according to the United States draft, 

the 30 per cent r:;ducti oa i:.1 co:.1.ventional weapons '\muld be prec-ti cally insignificant. 

'Vfe should not forget that tl1e e:.'ltire power of the conventional vm<::lJon.s at ::?resent 

in national arse:;_'la..ls is but an infini tesi1:1G..l part of the total clestructi ve povv-el" 

of the nuclear weapons at the disposal of States. in idea of the disproportion 

between the dostructi ve power of nuclenr \Ieapons e:r.t<i t:~at of conve:1tional vreL'1:J0!1S 

was given to us by the U::.1i-toc1 Stutes Secretary of Stute, r,.;r~ Dea::.1 ~~usk, who o:.1 

15 :&larch stateC:.: 

"~dodern \Yec-:;ons }}ave e., quality new to 1-.:.istory~ i.. single thermo-nuclec..r 

weapon today can cr-~rry t~1.e ex:plosi ve power of all the weapo::;.s of the le.,st 

By tl:e last ·v1e-r :1e meant, of course, the Second ~'TorlC:. -JE~r. 

Duri~·._; tl:o discus si o::.~ of 8'GllE:ral and conplE:te c.~i sarrnc.,ment, e.nc1 also of 

special questions which have come up on our Committee's agend0, t::e United States 

delegation h0s UJ.?lleld the view th&t in the field of armaments, there existed r~ 

t,·rilic:ht zor:..e where it wcs ir.1possible to C:.istineuisl: between nuclear weapon veilicles 

and conventional weaponso 0:1.ly tl:e other G.ay, tho United States represeat.?-ti VE, 

iilr. Dean, SlJeal:~ing o~'l tl1e q_uestioil of tl1c roductio1~ of conventiol'lal weapons iY"j_ t1:~e 

first stage of ~isurrnament, said: 

"We· he,ve sho·wn durinG, our discussions that modern technolo.zy ~}C..S made possible 

the deli ver:y of either ::-" nuclear or c... conventio::..:_:,l weapo:.1. by virtually ::-Jll of 
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(Mr. Tarabanov, Bulgaria) 

the C.elivery vehicles ·which are set forth illustratively i:l tl".:.e stage I 

categories of tl1e U:ai tee-:. States -~rec.ty outliae (ENDC/30, section A, PJ.?• LJ--5 )", 

(:8rJDC/PV. 74, P• 44) 

He W8..S Sl_:.:eaLins, of course, of wec..po:;.1s regarded c.s conventio:12..l by the United 

States. 

Further:-:1ore, it has been severr~l tii:ws assert co. by United 3tctes experts ::-Jnd 

statesme~ tl:.c,-t in the Uni tea States Array tl" .. ere is p:ractically ;1o Clifference of 

status betwe>)l.""l the tacti cc,l :'.."lUClear V10C...p0l1S and the COl1Ventionel weapons Wi t~l Vlhi Ch 

it is equi::_JpeG.. 

The fo:cr,wr President of ·the Uni tee. Stn.tes, General Eisenhovrer, said at t~1e 

eig:1t~1 sessio~1 of the U!.:.i toG. Nations General J .. ssembly on 8 December 1953: 

"In size 2.,:.-:d variety, t::..e develo:pme:1t of atomic imapons has been no less 

remarkeble. The development h2.s been such that atomic weapons have virt,uGlly 

achieveC. conventionc:.l status wi thi:i.l our armed services. 111/ 
'Tbere is l"lo c'coubt thet. si:"lce the!.'l t.::e number a,:Jc1 variety of tl;..ese nuclee,r 

weapons in the c,rraed forces of the gre2.t Powers vmich l::.ave sought to introduce 

them have i:acreased considerably, thus reinforcina t:1eir conve::.1.tional status i:: 

those armies ·wl1i cl: seek to i:.1troduce then as conventional types of weapon. 

If tb.e.t is so - and I o..D sure th2.-t ::1obody here doubts it - the reductiol1. of 

30 per cent in conventional ,·mapons, ti~ou:Zh it may apj_)ear a hich percentage, 

would not be equivalent to a rec1uctio::.: of even, say, 1 per cent of the nuclear 

weapons which ere becomi~i co~ventioncl. In other ~ords, a 30 per cent 

reC.uction in co:-lvantion.c..l we2.:i?ons could or~sily be compensated for by l per cer.:.t 

(I ;:::.m usinc£ t:~.is )ercentatS'G illustratively, as the o.,ctuel percentc.ge would probp,bly 

be far lower) of ::.1uclear WGO.)OTIS retained in natiOl.lC,l o..rsenals Wl1i ch, according to 

the statements cited, are c2,pnble of beco::1ing conventional wea::_JOi1s. 

To sum U:J, w~1i le the nuclear threct hangs over all mankind - which accorc~i:!.1.g-

to the United Ste te s draft, is still tl1e case after t:::.e first stcs'e when 70 :;_Jei.~ cent 

of nuclear weapo:.1 vehicles vrould rem8-i:1. in national arsenals, e::.1ough, according to 

l/(Official Records of tb.e General Assembly, Eightl;.. Session, Ple:1e.,ry }J.~eetiags, 
470th Qeeting, ?ara. 89) 
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(~r. Jurabanov, Bul0aria) 

certain experts, to destroy the whole world several times over - I repeat: 

while the nuclear threat is still ia~inent, the 30 per cent reduction in 

conventional wca:;_Jons represents in effect a fictitious r:1easure of disarmament. 

It would a.lways be possible, if necessary, to employ tactical nuclear weapons to 

supplement the conventional power at the disposal of armed force~. 

A 30 per cent reduction in. conventional weapons would only be effective r~nd 

significant if the Soviet draft treaty were carried out, according to which 

nuclear weapons, neutralized in the first stage, would have become u deadweit?;ht, 

unable to be really used by the States. 

It has often been said by the United States delegation and by other wester:1 

delegations that it would be practically impossible to distinguish between 

nuclear and conventional weapons and that therefore the abolition of nuclear weapon 

vehicles as proposed in the Soviet draft could not iake place. I should like to 

stress that, if the sole obstacle to the abolition of nuclear weapon vehicles 

consists of difficulties of this sort, such difficulties are easily overcome. 

The important thing is to have the will to get rid of these carriers of weapons of 

mass destruction. 

It should be noted that the United States proposals for a 30 per cent reduction 

of convention~! weapons in the first st~ge, put forward as part of a plan for 

balanced and uniform reduction, do not provide for the eliminetion or even the 

reduction of milita~ bases in foreign terTitory Q~d of troops stationed at these 

bases, In this way, the United States, w:hi ch has i:i1stalled hundreds of military 

bases all round the peaceful sociclist countries, is trying to secure a comiderable 

and even decisive military advuntage e~t the beginning of disarmament. The military 

bases in the territories of sooe of the European allies of the United States 

represent a considerable danger for the peace and security of the world: their 

existence during the disc..r:r.u:::.meat :;~recess would create e dangerous imbalance in favour 

of a potential a88ressor. 

The Soviet Union, which, accordi11g to the systera of zonal control ingeniously 

worked out by the United States experts, would have to open up its territo~ and so 

reveal its defence system nnd surrender ~n importa~t part of its most effective 

means of defence - global and inter-co~tinental rockets - would be placed in a 

particularly unfavourable }.)OSition in comparison with the Western Powers, a::1d. especially 
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in comparison with the United States. Under such conditions the United States 

military base~ in foreign territory could be used not only for offensive operations, 

if certain circles, which do not hide their aggressive intentions, were to succeed 

in imposing their desire to wage war against the Soviet Union. These bases would 

be used in particular to destroy the Soviet Union's means of defence in the event 

of the preventive nuclear attack which is mentioned in the statements of certain 

milita~ leaders and even of some of the statesmen of the United States. 

By concentrating their milita~ effort on bases in foreign territo~, and 

especially in the territory of countries surrounding the Soviet Union and the 

socialist countries, the United States would certainly seek to obtain a considerable 

military advantage. At the same time they would be ~ble to divert the ineviteble 

counter-thrust from the national territo~ of the United States. It follows that 

the countries in whose territory these American bases are situated would then become 

the target of tais counter-blow at the outset, since we know that the nucle~r weapon 

carriers of different types and sizes which might be used against the Soviet Union 

and the other socialist countries would still be concentrated in these bases. 

That being so, it is tru~ strange and incomprehensible to see the representatives 

of certain European countries in whose territo~ United States milita~ bases with 

rockets and nuclear weapons nre situated attempting to justify the absence in the 

United States draft of any measure for the liquidation of military bases in foreign 

territory. We were really amazed, in this connexion, that the Italian represe~tative 

in his speech of 27 August (ENDC/PV.75, p.31) defended these United States bases 

in foreign territo~. He declared indeed that he could not part from his J~erican 

friends. But the refusal to part from his J@erican friends necessarily implies 

that the nuclear threat continues to haunt the whole world and especially those 

countries where the bases are installed. 

We are persuaded that the people of the world, and in particular the people 

of the countries where these bases are installed, do not share this point of view. 

It is, admittedly, important to reach agreement on disarmament measures 

concerning conventional ~eapons in the first stage, a question on which Soviet 

concessions and modifications have made a rapprochement possible. It would, 

however, be an illusion to think that this rapprochement enables us to make serious 

progress on the road to disarmament if no measures for the removal of the thre~t 

of nuclear war ~re contemplated for the first stage of general c~d complete ~isarmament. 
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For, as we have· stressed, since conventional weapons constitute tJt ·present only 

an infinitesimal part of the destructive ?ower at the.disposal of Powers, and in 

particular of the nuclear Powers, the dangar will.persist if nuclear weapons·are 

not at least neutr0lized, if ~ot actuelly destroyed~ &s is pro?osed in the Soviet 

draft. 

In order thet disarmement measures in the field of conventio~al weapo~s should 

have any signif'i canoe, it is necessary to take ste:ps to liquidate and render i:anu cuous 

nuclear weapons themselvesa 'd·a must remove the thrBat of a nuclear war. It is 

only then-that practical measures of disarmament for conventional weapons will have 

any significance or impact within the general framework of genere~l and com:plete 

disarmament. 

Ivlr. GODBER (United Kingdom): It is my intention tod.ey to talk ~b. out 

point 5 (c) of document ENDC/5 2, but .befo_re doing so I should lil:e to say a ,few more 

words on the subject of nuclear testing. about which we heard certain comments at our 

last meeting. Unless anyone should think that the ~:;rest has 11;ot .adopted a .nevr 

position but, as I,~r. Kuznetsov told us then~ is putting forward .t:1e same old 

girl in a new dress, I would ask my colleagues round this table .to consider one 

simple fact~ The Soviet ]TO~?osals of 28 November 1961 (ENDC/ll) are, and h~vc 

been acknowledged to be in this Co~ference, an extreme positio~. I myself ;:e.ve 

pointed out hovr, in putting forward t~J.ose :proposals arrG. abandoning its agre~me::.1.t 

to on-site inspection anc:. to interna.tio:lally-man.a~d c:.etection ?OSts on Soviet 

territory, ti1e Soviet Union hE;,e. i:-t fact :~wved backwarc'. L long way. And here 

perhaps I ou3ht to pick Ul) ;::, ]Oi:nt meG..e by ltr. Kuz:1etsov at our last meeting •. 

said that a question I kept asking was: 
11 'Why has t:t1e Soviet delegation not kept to the position it c ccupied three 

years ego? 111 , 

and he went on: 

nWhy should it not td:e into accou::.1t those chai].ges and adyance~ which_ o.re 

T' n.e· 

taking place in the world, and wh~_snould it. continue to aw1ere to the positions 

which it occupied tb.ree years ago~" (ENDC/PV.76, n. 53 ) 
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Those were l:t~r. :~~uznetsov 1 s ·.mrds, r:,nd the question i'T:!:lich he seic~ I askeC. wo..s: 

11 Why hc::,s the Soviet dele~2;tio::-. not keJ_Jt t0 the position it occu:_Jied three yecrs ago?" 

But, of course, i·t is not EJ.Y ~uestioa c:.t all. Inaeec, it has ~ot been. 

question I r:-,m co::.1cerned vri tl~ is: if tl'le :3ovi et Uaiol'!. is desirous of obtaL.:..i:: .... 2; 

&greement, r .. s it cl2.ims, 'VTl:..y Ci d it t2.ke U::._) a rD.UCU nore extreme ::_JO si ti 011. lc.st 
' 
1'~-ovenber t~12..::1 it, ~,;.r_.(.l doae for~Jer ly? --.T.:: .. y does the ,.:;oviet Unio::1 2..l1treys move 

e., way from a!lc"'__ i1C. t to ware~ t:-:e ·:.re stern :;;>o si ticn? I re:;;>eat, therefore, th~t tLis 

is, i:-1 fact ti1e furthest -;osition fran t~1e Wester2.".;. ;osition -- e:1c .. in addi tio:.::, 

uf .rourse, the furt~~est posi tiu:l from tl:..e :? .. greed experts 1 report {3X?/NUC/28) --

that the 3oviet Union h&.s e:t :?:.ny tirae tr:~~o;:en up. It is, in fact, an extreme ?osition 

and, as I sr..y, it :has bee:..1 eclri.i.!cwledgeC:. -~o be so i:.'l ~~l1is Cor.rrnittee. 

h.t our tvTe:J.ty-fift~'l meeting the re;.resentati ve of India teE:ed of the two 

extreme positiJ~s. He referred to somet~ing I had s~id and then went on: 

":Please ~-:; :..1ot go into tile se neg;)tistions on ·the basis of tl:ose two ex-0rG::1G 

posi tioi:s. 11 (ENDC/P7. 25..J D• 48) 

Having that i1.1 mi:1d, I :.),sk ny collec,gues ·f,o realize thr..t under t~:e new tre,:,ty -~ext 

for a ban o3 nuclear wearyo3 tests in t~e atmosphere, outer s~ace and under w~ter 

(ENDC/59) i'v::1i c~: t~:e "Jest ~:es 2ut forvr2.rti, we ere r--,ccepting every :;>revision L:·_ -t~:ose 

Soviet proposals of 28 November except o~a, and that o~e is tie ?r~visiou for c. 

moratorium o~- unQerground tests. I :C.;;:,ve the Sovie-t text here ~J:..1.c. that is t:':.:e 

position. Ir: fact, it ce::.1 be clearly seen that the West has cm:.1e a long Yley ·IJo 

meet the Soviet Unioi1, a::1C. we &.re enti JG~eG. to elQpect some respo:ase. 

I must sey that, to me, :::-..:.egotis..tio:£.1 -- except where a d efe.2..tecl enemy is 

concerned -- does not meen t:1e .. t one side should col1Cede every dema:.1d put forvrcrC.: 

by the other, :x:,xti cularly v1:1en the ot~1er side has made its demands more exacting 

as time goes o~. Real negotiation means concessia~s on both sides. 1-.nd if 

the Soviet Unic:1 xeally vla.nts a solutio:.1. 1'le are e::."'ltit.led to loa~~ -0o it now to r£:.at:e 

the sm~ll co~cession from its extreme ]Osition th&t is needed for agreement. 

I too ~-;:;::..ovr "0~1e grer_,t, er-1dety anel t!:~_e co:1cern e~nong our non-::' .. ligned colleagues 

here. I be~ieve the anxiety to see ag~eement on this vital ~atter is i~ all our 

minds, and I s~ere that co~cern. I ~O?a it can be eccepted, however, that if 

agreement is -ts, be reacl1eC. it is for -h:le Soviet U::.1io::.: ::J.ow to ::neke :::orne move. 



(If:r. Godber, United Kin_gC.om,) 

Particularly I ho::_-:,e it is clear thRt a:ay suggestion -that the \';'est sl.1.ould now c.ccept 

a moratoriw:.1. i:1 :-Jcldi'tion to the offers vre have alreE~dy made is ts:J.tamount to 

accepting cor.1pletely tl.:e extreme Soviet position of 28 November l96lo li'or, 2.-s I 

have shown, ... Gl!e ·l1ew Vlestera :;_::roposals fo:r a pe,rtial treaty acce:?t every conditio!~ 

of those proposD.ls of 28 1Tovember 1961 with this o~~e exception. rr·o ask t!::9 \lest 

to go further c~::.1d to acceyt. a r;wro..toriur.1 is, in fc:,c·~ J to acce2t e .. nd. to endo:rse the 

extreme Soviet positic~. I referracl eo..rlier to c cc;:a:ment by our colleague froEl 

India. 

11 ••• pler..se rememb t3r t~1e.. t there is 1 :::.:.o to 1 on the ~~t:vsi s of t~.:.e tvm extre~:'.o 

positions. 11 (ibJc1) 

The phrase 11
:.::.:) go 11 is ex?ressive, 2.~1d I t~1ink that is truly e, fe.c-l~o 

And why ce::.1not the i'leGt accept o. nort> .. torium o:.:. u;::..Gergrounc!. tests? It is not 

sufficient for me just to Day ti1at becQ.use this is 2. Goviet conditio1-::, ancl bece .. use 

I think the So7iet Union should move L:1 some res::;>ec·b -towards the \'!est, therefore it 

must abanc.on its call for e ::10ratoriur11 in these circumstances. I would :~1ot for 

one moment see::, for reaso~lS either of equity or of national pres-tige, to drE.;,W soiJ.-;.e 

concession f:::..~orrr 'h~1e Soviet Union merely to balanca some concession from the Jest. 

The issues here are fa!' too serious to ::~erw.i t of suc:1 a na.rrovi attitude. no, 
the reasons whicl1 impel t:1.o ~"Test to resist any form of uncontrolled or un:policecc 

moratorium are too serious a:::.d too rece::1-bly embedded i~1 history ·t.o warrant our 

ignoring them. During t~1e long ancl protracted discussions tl12.t went on i:..~. ·c_:..e 

three-Power ·~o:.~re:rence on t~1e Disco:1tL.1.ue.nce of l~uclea.r ~:reapon Tests betwee::.1 1:;53 

and the SUlTh'1l.e:r of 1961 ti1e o:::1e thini$ the,t gave ho:;?e to the worlc_ was the sell"~im::_Josed 

restriction o:'l the part of r:::ll parties r~c;r.-Jinst testing while t:-:..ose talks :proceeced.. 

It is true that t;.1e Soviet -:.Inion, whicl1 'Nas the lest -to test before this self·-iD::_Josed 

restraint becc.me fully effective, diC. cc:,rry out SOTl10 tests shortly c,fter t~-:e ·b:-,lks 

had started.. Du-'li n.s f;;,T ,-::,s the Uni-ted Eingdom .1~:cd the Uni tee~ :Jt::-:.tes were co:1.cerned, 

and whatever ffi[~y ho,ve bee::.J. s~~id in ei t~1er of our cou:.:.1tries, nei t::e:r of us c':' .. :rTied 

out any tests cLu::cing the Yl~-:ole of the :::eriod up u::.J.til Ceptembe1' of l~ .. st yer_,l" \:i~~.e;:;: 

the Soviet U:.1io::"" so flc,gre .. :1tly vioL-~tec~ its ovm undertc,king. 

In view of comments thc,..~0 ht: .. ve bee:.1. mr,C:~e recently I must rer~1i:n.c: my colleC-[:;:J.GS 

of these fr&cts, .:-'_,~1d I must remind them t~1::-..t undoubteE.ly o:-:.1e of t.~:e fcctors w=.-.:..i c~::. 

very much i::.1fluenced the \'Test in o,ccc2_")-bi::.:.g wha, t W[~S c:. self-im:;::>osed. morn. tori um i'ln.s 

the ce1tegori c c:.:::..c~ explicit st::-:..temen·L, m::.c.e by no le £.:. ::. person -G~-:::-J:;.~ :.il~. }{hrusl:~c~1.ev 
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himself, th.:;.t t~~Le Soviet ·J·~_io:::.. woulc:·. ::ot be the first to stn.rt -testing .:::..gc.i:.i. iTo 

heed of St:2/Ge coulc!. hn.vo :J::..oc~~ed ~1imself more clec .. rly. ,.;:.nd yet, i:.1. the e7e::::.-~, of 

Purt~"1er t:i.1.an ths.t, C:.uring the fi:rst eight :·.10:.:tl1s 

of 1961 the U:;::.itaO. .:,t'J.tos :":1c~ t~1e United. :~ingdom were continuously in negotic:.tion 

with the 3ovie ... li TJ:-,;.ion, nec~oticting 0:2 ou:r side in c·Y . .'llJlete ,sood fc .. i t:n, relyi:.-,_2 on 

the undertcl:i::.t K-r,t I ~:.::.-re _:ust referrac1 to, Lnd J.uring the wi.1.ole of thc.t -C,i:ne 

w~s sti 11 r-.. :-c:i ous to se cu:ro 2~ trer,ty t-iLe::.:. we now k:..1c-w tha. t, unc'_er cover of t~_:J se 

It il1USt 

follow, thereforr.;, that r.!ego-biLtions bei:.1..::; ca.rrieO. ~Y'~ in the SUL'l!.:J.er of 1961 -:rere 

being used o-:::~ t~-.:.0 Goviet U:.1.io:::.-: side r,s c .. cover for J?Tapc..r::..tions vr~~ich it vr~,s -::.::en. 

mc~king to te.s-G. I tak& :-.:.o ::_Jlensure i:.1 reminding :re.::_J:"esents ti ve s of these :f:;,cts, 

however s:pecificc.J.ly give:.'1, i~ this fielC: unless it is :p8.rt of r, t.»ec~ty vii:dc~::. is, 

on the one ::...:::nc"'., fully cor.a?:rehensi ve 2.-nc-: cc...rri e s wi t:t i-t tl:e sbi li ty to che c::: 

·ilrhether, in fc,ct-, violc..tio~:~s of th[.;.t tre::-::ty have t82:e:;,1 ?lace, o:r, o:.1. the otl·:.e:r ::_,_~J:i.1.d, 

u bo,n in those 2:.:::.-.rironme:t-.:!is in w!:.icb. t~::.e:rc c:::;.n be ::.1o q_uestion w~:.e-t:1er oblig2.-'viOJ.1S 

undertaken h:::-Jvo -oee~1 car:L"iecl out while, ~,t the same -time, war:: zoes forw~rd -be i:~J.prove 

identificr~tio::.. -bec:"lniques in -b~1.e remc...1::1n[;' enviro:::1Ine:.lt to whic~:.. ::, ?['_,rtial bc.:::1 ·vrould 

not apply. 

I have :1.o-~ :recorded t~1e f::-Jcts of t::.8 recent ~?c-,st in order ·bo embarrf'.SS t~:e 

representative of the Goviet U~ion. I clo it only to remind 2JJ..~ C:.eleg~,tio:.'lG r.J<:, 

this Conference r..'i':..1y it is t::cJt the U:1.ited States o..nC. t~J.e Unite6 .. =·~i=.[,;C.om feel bound to 

decline any i::.'lvit.[jtion to .:-.. ccept n mor:.::..to:rium on underground te:Jts. 

every de leg['~ti O.'i.1. wi 11 ::tO"i"T see -tl:Q,t, wl:.i le we hsve r:w ... .r.sC:. for"'ft·,~~rc.. c, considercb le -.·.r2.y, 

-there is a limit to concessi8~s th~t c~~ or shoul~ ~e demanded o~ the West; ~~~ I 

to the Soviet U:.1ion to !'12~~::.e sm!le move for;v-e..rd in orc-:.er to re,::,c£ ... .:'.e;reement. 

Before la:-~vi:t1.g the suoj ect of nuclec.r tests I would just so.,y -t~:£Jt I welcome 

o.ncl support t~::e stc,teme:;,yc of Preside::.1.t ~~:e:r..~edy coa::?irraing l Jc.,nu2.r.f :1ext c...s a 

tQrget dete fo:r ~ tre~ty to come into effect. A.s bot:: sides h2,ve :..1.ow suiCl. -b:J.c:,t they 
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are willing to uce th~t ?~te ~s ~ t~raet, that oug~t to lend uo sll to incre~ze 

I t~~-8~ofore rec1ouble my plcc. r-- r .... nd it i:J ·:1 

very ~enui:ae -:Jle:::~ =- to t~~e Cc7iet U:..~.:Lo::.1 -:::.o sl1ow sou.1e forwcrd move. 

LS this Co:·JrJittee will be ;sware, rry .:.~elega..tio~:'l .!.lC:...S, ,..,_t v~-:.::ious 

times in t~e cc-:..:!.::::' se of our c~i n cussi ons, ·.ro lcomed r~:.-~c ::.;u-_--:i1orteC: U:d ted Stn ten 

proposals fo:c ;:_, 3( per cer..:.·c l"Gc1.uctio::::. r..:Jr-Jss the bo~-:,r(~ of both nuc2.ea.r deli ve-.:::1 

vehicles c.~d co::::.ver.:.tion~l ~~::.·m:::x::ents i:."l 

they ~ .. -.:.": 

well knovrn to t~·-O Comr:d-~teG. ~owevor, it is clear tict, so f~? ~c the reduc~ion 

of conver~tio::J.el n.rrac~mentE:. i::.:. Dt::',ga I is concerned, t?w OLsic ~~rr'Jvioions of t::.e 

United :Jta tos ::-:..--:.(~ 

· I · ... ' '" l • ~ f ., - - ~, · ' i. t ' 16 - 1 (--. -·~"'~;T.r·r ,.. '· \ " 1-• LS SEl.l C ~ T1 -.i . .::0 -trl':ne, 1 OU:::lCL 11..T. LJOTL.'_ C s·~.~a 8.'c18::1 .. u 0:i.1 JU y . .JL. .. A., l '. •) ! ; JO-vn 

interestin~; :.J:-:.:~ im:porta:nt. 

particular pro~lo~. 

I;c. this co~'li"lexion I 3~:..ov.:;.c~ lL-te .;,,=.sc to welco:.ne t~1e stater.10~1t made by t~·_:_e 

representative of the Uni-toc~ ..Jt[!,tes o~:l 6 ..:_u~'Ust C];H3J]/2V. 66) on -t~:.e ~uestior.:. of 

productio~. 2-llQ~·r~.::.~.ces in s-G:-J3o I. 

Ve conci&ar that t~e 

to clarify i-ts :JODi tion. I ">·ms &,-l:::~z: t~:.:::::t, at our seventy-fift:: r1eoting, 

~iir. Kuz:1etsov -'c-... Ot..cght t~:-~,t so:,1e co:nuno:,'l g::..."'ound exir:·'·,ed. vli th regc.,rC. to productio:.:.:. 

allowances. Guc~:. signs of flexibility c:::. both siCI.es 8'i vo us 2,ll Cf'.,use fo1' c~uclified 

hope in this G]~ere. 

I shoulc_ li~:0 to tc::.:.e t::,c opportu::.::.i ty to endorse the remE':.l'::s ·w:-.:.i ch t~1.o 

representctive sf the Un.i-C,ec~ ,_;t~tes mc.c:e e>~ 24 August (EVDC/PV.7~·) to the offec·t 

that our dis cilssi o::.1s on ito~:.. 5 (b) cc_-c:..'lo-0 re:::.lly be completely eli vor ced fror:1 -'G~·-o se 

on it em 5 ( c) • I think rnust be clo[~r ;-.;e refer to CO:!.'J.Ve::_~_ti onal 

armaments 'il'J must at leas-t 2-ll ;::..1ow ~n~'l~t \'le r1..re tc-,lld:;.1.E,' about; -~: ___ ;:-,-~ is to s:.-:,:;, 

unti 1 we k:..1ou ,ez::,ctly w·l~o,-(i the 3ovi et J!.'li o:..;_ representc-ti ve me c.:.; s ·oy ~uclea.r r~"e :.~_--.rery 
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vehicles, then the phrase 11 convention~Jl armaments 11 is open to so~:1e misundersta:nd.ing. 

I think thc.t i:~r. Kuznetsov is clearly r..vrare of this J?i~oblem. Indeed, it seess to 

me that he wc:,s rc.ther tryin.£ to laugh it off by casting aspersions on. the mili ·\;,::~ry 

advice whic~1 ::-:e would like t~::e Committ.ee to believe ti:e i'iest receives. 

to be found on pcge 39 of ~ocument ENDC/PV.75. I \rould be the l2.-st to deny 

Ivlr. Kuznetsov a!.1Y opportu~1.i ty to enliven our proceedings here, but t:O.ere rec:ly is 

:::. difficulty il1. -Qhi s case. ~·~:e Soviet t!'lesis is t~:.o.,t by eliminc-,tir_g delivery 

vehicles the t~:re.::.t of i1Ucleg:r war is eli1;1inated. ':::'l:e 0oviet d.elega.tion cl.:::.irns 

that this measure alone does that; t~0i is to say, thst the Soviet proposal is ~ 

sufficient measure in itself. But my C:.elegation ~~ like, I yrould suspect, ;JfJny 

deleg~tions erou~c this t&ble -- is not in the least convinced by t~at argrune~t. 

Indeed, to rei tere_.te such e:.n argument uncritically is, I submit, to hold out 2, cruel 

hope to an expe c·tc..nt war ld. ~that did i.1~:r. Kuznetsov say? Lot :~1e c..:J.alyse O:i1.e of the 

deto.i led statements whi cb. ~:.e m::.de in :~is speech on :i.:londay last, 2~1 J...ugust, ·vr:!.i c~1. I 

must confess I fou:::1.d some·H~'lat depressing. He • "l sa1u.: 

"Our mi li -tar-.1 experts consider t:1~..,t there is ;.:..o C...iffi cul ty i:1 d.etermini:.~~s· 

the type of r:,ircraft u:asui table for the combat use of nucle:=-:.r ·weapons, 

such es, fo:r instance, ~~ti-aircr~ft defence fig~ter planes, milita~ 

transpoxt yla~es, conmunications aircraft and helicopters and aircreft used for 

initial tr~.ining, irrespective of ti-;.eir airborne weight. 11 {EITDC/PV. 75, ~1.40-41) 

I want ·&o ~:lf!,l.te it quite clear thet I a.m prep::-:..rec1 to agree thc,t some of t:_:..ose 

aircraft were :10t designed. to d.eli ver nuclear weapons aad are ::10t no1.;.r intended_ to 

be used to deliver nuclear wee,:pons. ~3ut ror. Kuznetsov said catego:ricnlly t:1rJt they 

could not be useQ for the delive~ of ~uc!ear weapons. There, I do beg to ~i1fer. 

I submit th2,·t suc:1 aircrsf<:. cr-::.1 be so usee~ and that., :::.s nucleax I'TG::~"Jons be come less 

heavy and more compact, 1110re of those 2.i:rcrgft coulcl.. be so usee~ i:'l the future. I 

should like to give the CoEll":1i ttee one or t1·m simple examples. 

I do no·~ ~::aow how ad.vc..:1ced li.ussie-::.1 technology is, but in -t:1e ~'Test we <io ~1sve 

fighter c:.irc:rc,ft which ce.::1 carry missiles with nuclear warheads. j.Jlr. Kuz::etsov 

said thet figh-ter planes could not be us eO. for the delivery of ::.1.uclear weapo:.1.s. 

Perhaps there e..re no Soviet fighters wi1i c:~:, at this r.1oment, CCI"' c;:,. __ ce,rry nuclear 

weapons -- al·though I must say that I would be surprised if that i'•Tere the C2JSe • 

Furthermore, I would s~ that the bulk of ~ussian milita~ transJort aircraft, as 
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(Mr. Godber-~. Vni ted Kingdom) 

well GS rna~~ of the Soviet Union's civil airliners which are adaptations of their 

bonbers, could be used to deliver nuclear weapons. I have gone into t2is at 

some length before, but I .am afraid that I have to repeat it in view of what 

:Mr. I{uznetsov said. Indeed, that most improbable of aircraft, the helicopter, 

could be used to deliver nuclear weapons. After all, we all know tha.t the Russians 

have e helicopter in the :rtil Mi-6 w-hich .can lift up to twenty passengers and which 

has wide opening doors at the rear for loading vehicles -- not perha?s en ideal 

militeiY vehicle, but, if the conventional types had been removed, it could indeed 

be used as such. 

Turning now to land weapons, Mr. Kuznetsov said: 

"In their opinion there is no difficulty in d.aterming conventioncl ,·reapons 

for land forces. After all, everybody, even :len-military people, know 

qui-te well that it is necessary to include among these weapons, for 

instance, such types of armaments as ta~~s and self-propelled guns, 

ermoured carriers and armoured cars of all types, artillery unsuitable 

for firing nucleor shells, such as field guns, anti-aircraft gQ~s, coastal 

defence artillery ~nd anti-tank guns, mort~s and rocket-firing guns of 

every Cfdibre unsuit0 ... ble for the co!!lbat use of nuclear weapons." 

(Ibj.d., p . ., 41 ) 

At first sight, of course, this is an i!!lpressive list, but I would suggest t~at 

1Iiro .. ;uz;netsov. should heve a quiet ·vrord with his military advisers. Perh[~ps they 

coulc tell him, and indead tell us, how it·is that the mere fact that a piece 

of artillery is self-propelled makes it ipse f~cto incepeble of delivering a nuclepx 

shell. Perhaps they would tell us how they would define a piece of 2.riillery which 

canna-(.; in any circumstances fire n. m'.cleEll: :::~:--~11 either now or in the indefinite 

future. You see, we really are in difficulties here because scientific development 

does not stand still and, although it is broadly true that only large pieces of 

artillery can now fire nuclear shells, research n.nd development provide each year 

smaller and smaller nuclear shells which can be fitted to smaller and yet smaller 

weapons. 

Let me quote also another extract from J':{r. I~uznetsov 's speech, this time 

dealing with naval matters. In listing weapons which could be classified as 

conventional armaments, Y~. Kuznetsov said: 

"Surface warshi:;.)s and ships that cannot be adapted for the col7lbat use of nuclear 

"o;reapons should be reearded as conventional wee..pons, whereas all submc..rines without 

exce?tion can be used for delivering nuclear weapons to their targets enQ therefore 

should all be subject to destruction in the first stage." (ibide ) 
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(1Ir. Godber, United l~i:1gdom) 

The question that I would like to ask 1.lr. Kuznetsov is: Why does the mere feJct 

that a vessel can submerge mcl~e it automuticully c nuclear delive~ vehicle? 

Is Mr. Kuznetsov saying here thut no surfc..ce vessels cen in any circumstances. 

deliver nucler:..r ·vreapons? I am sure he is not. Or is he saying that some can 

and some cannot deliver nuclear weapous? Well, novr, if that is so -- and I take 

it to be the case I hope he will tell the Committee which surface vessels i~ his 

opinion could not in c.ny circumstcnces be used to deliver such weapons. kgain, I 

do not know how advanced :dussian tech::1ology is, but in the West we have many :nuclear 

weapon systems which can be mounted on surface ships and which could be mou~ted 

on merchant ships. 

It is for these re~sons that I support our United States colleague's ap~oal 

that the Soviet delegation should come forward and should clarify as soon ~s possible 

what in its view constitutes nuclear deli very vehicles and what conventional 

armaments. Until it docs so I am sure that everyone here will agree that we are 

in fact working in a twilight zone here even if we are not quite in the dark. 

Having said that, however, I do not propose to dwell further·today on that 

particular difficulty which we see and always have seen in tho Soviet draft tr:::cty. 

I should liko instead to draw attention to certain aspects of tho proposals for the 

reduction of conventional annaments which in my view deserve further consideration 

by the Cormni ttee before ''re ere in a position to get down to drc..fting treaty la:'lguage. 

In our previous discussions we have already touched on one of those aspects. 

Mr. Dean referrocl to it at our seventy-fourth meeting rJnd :&1r. Kuznetsov. referred to 

it at our seventy-fifth ~oeting. But this morning I should like to refer in 

particular to the speeches meJde by our Cenadian colleague Mr. Burns and by our 

Swedish colleague It!rs. Myrdc.,l who, on 6 June and 13 j-une respectively, drew our 

attention to the special problems facing the smaller Powers during the later stages 

of the diso.rrnaraon-t process. 

As ttirs. t1iyrclal pointed out, their interest in disarmament is particularly 

related to the question of the reduction of conventional armame~ts; they do not 

have responsibility for limiting and eliminating nuclear weapons, and, to quote 

Mrs. ~wrdal 1 s actual words: 

"The fact that we erG passively concerned as potential victims of nuclear 

war, as well as nuclear tests, needs no re-emphasis. However, co:aventional war 

remains a threc.tening reality from the point of viov of the smeller Powers." 

(ENDC/PV.55, p.64) 



ZliDC/PV. 77 
20 

(1:Ir. Godber, .Id.~ted Kinr.;;C:.on) 

Mr. Bur:ls raised. the seme problem i::1 some detail and, taki:1g tl:e exLr::yle of c., 

hypothetic~l cou~t~, suggesteQ: 

" ••• t:'le.:b t~:e correct C:!?::?roach to ~~etermining t:-:;.e cuts in its r..roed forcc:s in 

the seco:.1C:. stage, or even in the first, is to know with some preci sio!l vf~.n.t 

forces or ::_)alice this country woulc.._ require to fulfil its obligations es a 

sovereign ;_::tate under conc1i tions of' rreneral o:nO. complete di s:: .. :i"'De:.ment. 11 

(ENDC/?V. 5 o., ... Jl! .. i2J 
When we ree,ch i tern 5 (f) of our agreed procedure we shall be c.i s cussin&; 

disarmame~t meesures with regard to arme& forces together with ~ppro~riate control 

measures and I do not tberefoxe wish to G~ticipate our discussio~s on that poi~t, 

but, in spite of vrl'lat our Go viet colleegue told us at our seve:1ty-fifth meeti:1g, 

I think there is e real problem here for very many com1tries of t~e world in 

connexion wi -Gl1 ti1i s question of conve:1tio::1al armaments. Indec~ t~is problem is 

clearly af direct and im.tnecliate concer:1 ~to ell sue~: Powers whet:'!er they are 

represented ::~~~ ...~c.::is table or :'lot since they will l12.ve to consider when to eC:.}lere 

to a world-wide treaty on general and complete disarm~ment. But if, for exe..m:)le, 

we. try to apply 2. 30 per cent cut of co:;.1ventional r.rmaments in stage I on a vmrlc

wide scale, sorae Powers mig!J.t argue vrf-~h some degree of justific2 ... tion that t:1ey 

would be faced. -rri th serious end difficult problems, the complexi·l:iy of whid1 would 

permit of no easy solution. They might be unable in fact to c~cceJ_Jt such a cut 

in stage I until they knew 'ltrhat finel fieures would be allowed fsr their i:1ter::2.l 

security forces. Some COU:::ltries whose existing armco. forces ::.re :?Jlready <iesi2;nea 

only for inter~el security ~urposes mi3ht not be required to ma~e a~\f cuts in 

conventional ar::1aments at r ... ll. In t~e case of other countries t~e reductio~ i~ 

such armaments might not beer a~y direct proportional relationshi? to the reduction 

of conventional ~ ... rrnaments by the great Powers. Tnus, in assessing the scale orr 

which armame:i:lts s:1ould be reduced, we ~·i.1ay have to ta:.:e as a besi s for our 

calculations the final figure requirea for each cou~t~'s obligatio~s at the e~a of 

stage III aad tlJ.us, as it were, work bac~~wards. 

I would not wish to draw any firm conclusions from this brief analysis at this 

stage. Ho,·1ever, I might just say in passing that when the final requirements for 

internal security purpos-es -- particule,:rl:l of the smaller Powers of which I e.m thinking 

now -- come t.o be considerec:. it may well be found unrealistic to ay=:ly on a ivorld-wide 

scale a reductioJ of 30 per cent on all small conventional armawents in stage I. 
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Even if this proposal were applied only to.the United States and the Soviet Union 

th~re is the objection, with which we are all familiar, that the verification 

process could well be overloaded at the e~rly stage of the disarmament p~ocess •. 

Be that as it may, I think it is already clear that in considering other 

countries' needs --and nw delegation is very conscious of these problems --we 

must take into account the complex variety of factors involved; for ins~ance, the 

size of the country, the terrain, the density of the population, the adequacy of the 

internal co~nunications and any special internal problems which could exist in any 

particular country. 

All these factors, I submit, will have to be exemined -- and examined ~n 

great detail -- and so I would like to take this opportunity of endorsing the 

practical suggestion put forward by mr. Dean on 24 August.(ENDC/PV.74, p.5o), 
that a working sub-committee might be set up to exanine the problems involved for 

smaller Powers in a 30 per cent cut in conventional-armaments. I should be 

interested to hear the views of other delegations on this particular sugge~tion. 

I was sor~ to hear Mr. Kuznetsov 1 s reaction to it (ENDC/PV.75, p.49) because it 

seemed to me that he misunderstood the proposal that had been made. Mr. Dean did 

not propose that a sub-committee should be set up in order to decide whether 100 

p~r cent or 30 per cent of nuclear delive~ vehicles should be eliminated in 

stage I; that is a problem which those countries possessin~ nuclear delivery 

vehicles will clearly have to resolve. But th~ purpose of the proposed.sub

committee, as I understood it, will be to examine the problems involved for .the 

smaller. Powers in a 30 pe.r qent. reduction in conventional armaments in stage I. 

Such a cut in the case of the United States and the ·Soviet· Un.ion is something on 

which, as liAr •. Kuznetsov himself has said, we have already r.eached a broad measure 

of agreement. But it is the question of the effect on the smaller countries with 

which the .sub-com...111i ttee would be concerned. 

Mr. Kuznetsov asked why the. West should be so concerned about the position 

of the soaller countries. He asked how we knew that those countries would not 

wish to reduce their conventional armaments in the first stage. He went on to 

suggest that it would be better to leave it to the smaller countries to state what 

they require in order to defend their security and independence. Those are 

precisely the questions which in my view a sub-committee could and should consider. 
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I was ~f cours.e glad to hear :Mr. Kuznetsov say that as regards the reduction 

of conventional armaments in stage I some exceptions would have to be made for 

some of the smaller Powers. Surely this is another aspect of the question which 

the sub-committee could useful~ consider, I do hope -- and this is a 

practical suggestion, it seems to me -- that our Committee could agree on this. 

I frankly do not understand opposition to such an obviously sensible measure as 

this one, and I hope the Committee will agree to set up a sub-committee. If so, I 

would suggest that it ought to include some, or possibly all, of the non-aligned 

delegations represented at this Conference. 

As I said at the beginning, it is encouraging that, unlike our discussions 

on certain other issues before this Conference, we seem on this question of 

conventional weapons to have some measure of agreement in principle on the 

reducti o'ri of 'these· particular weapons. L.l though there are many prob ler.1s sti 11 to 

be tackled ·thi.s should give us some start in the finding of detailed solutions which 

have to take into account the interests of all countries, as I have just been 

sayin·g; and I be"tieve we ought to be able to make real progress on this particular 

item. 

Before I finish I do want to s~ one word to inform ~ colleagues that I 

should like to circulate to the Conference this morning a paper prepared by the 

United Kingdom,11 This paper is not related to the item I have just been talking 

about but is, in fact, related to item 5{d) and is entitled "The Technical 

Possibility· of International Control of Fissile Material Production". I want to 

say at once that I am not proposing that the Committee should consider this paper 

at this stage or, indeed, before we proceed to item 5(d). I do not wish in any 

way to anticipate our discussion on that item; nor am I suggesting that we are now 

concluding our discussion on item 5(c): certainly not. My delegation is circ~lating 

this paper purely for the convenience of the Committee because many of my 

colleagues from other delegations were kind enough to express interest in the two 

papers (ENDC/53 and ENDC/54) tabled by my delegation when we were discussing item 5(b); 

but some of them did say that if the papers had been circulated in advance of discussio 

1) ENDC/60 
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of that item, it would have been more help. Incidentally, recalling our Soviet 

colleague's reaction to them I think if he had had further time to consider them 

it might have helped him too. 

In view of this I thought that the members of the Committee would on this 

occasion care to study this document in advance of reaching this item on the 

agenda, in order to be aware of the points in it when the time comes to make their 

comments on item S(d). I hope that in that way the work of the Committee will be 

facilitated, and I shall be ready when the time co~es, under item 5(d), to comment 

on the points in the paper. I therefore ask that it should be circulated as a 

Conference document. 

Mr. de ARAUJO CJ~TRO (Brazil): ~y delegation is fully appreciative 

of the constructive efforts of the United States and the United Kingdom Goverr~ents 

in submitting two new draft treaties on the cessation of nuclear tests for our 

consideration and discussion. While we have carefully examined and considered both 

documents, I shall confine ~ remarks today to the alternative partial draft treaty 

banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water 

(ENDC/59). 
In this connexion I wish to state the position of my delegation. With 

special emphasis my delegation has repeatedly demanded from the nuclear Powers 

the cessation of all nuclear tests. We have stated, and we repeat today, that 

all testing is bad, whether it is undertaken by the Soviet Union, the United 

Kingdom, the United States or France; and that would be our position tomorrow 

if it were undertaken by China or a~ other count~. We do not recognize the 

right of any country to test, be it in first, second, or last place. 

We have claimed an absolute priority for consideration of the nuclear 

tests issue and we have not concealed our feeling that any discussion on the wording 

of articles of an eventual treaty on general and complete disarmament appears 

to us rather pointless and sterile when we cannot agree on the more direct and more 

clear-cut issue of a nuclear.cease-fire. Particular and constant emphasis on the 

question of atmospheric tests has been made by Brazil since 16 March, at the very 

start of this Conference, when Professor San Thiago Dantas first addressed the Eighteen 

Nation Committee on Disarmament. These were his words at the third plena~ meeting: 

"Another matter on which I wish to inform the Committee of Brazil's point 

of view is the cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear tests, particularly tests 

in the atmosphere.u (ENDC/PV.J, p.8) 
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"The technicians of the nations most advanced .in nuclear S"cience nre, 

I believe, agreod on· the possibility of effective control .of- .tests under . 

water, in the atmosphere and in the biosphere, without more thorough on-site 

inspection~ and checks being necessary. We therefore consider that thes.e 

tests should be suspended immedi~tely. J_s regards underground tests, studies 

should be undertol~en wi tl1out delay to determine the minir:mm degree of on-site 

inspP~tion. that is essential to ensure t:lat the undertcl{ings given Bre being 

fulfilled." (ibj.d., p. 9) 

We de not think •thct any kind of testing should be permitted or condoned; 

we are for the i~~ediate cessation of all tests. We do not believe·in·the 

existence of a "clean" bomb; no bomb can be clean, when the so-called "clean bomb" 

brings with it, 6r has the concentrated power to bring with it, the destruction of 

hundreds of thousands, and maybe Qillions, of hlli~an beings. 

In an official note (ENDC/56), my Government has addressed an earnest appeal 
- . 

to the nuclear Powers to come; through·mutual concessions and a spirit of'compromise; 

to an agreement on the ~odality of control envisaged in the eight-natio~ joint 

memorandum (ENDC/28). My delegation firmly believes that the eight-nation joint 

memorandum is still the best available docume~t to help negotiations on a 

comprehensive test ban·; we feel that somehow or other negotiations on the document 

have not materialized., My delegation does not, however, consider "'the eight-nation 

memorandum as an untouchable docu~ent, and we have urged the great Powers not to take 

such painstaking efforts to ascertain the rea,l intentions of the eigh~t nati'o~ns, 

as the real intentions of the eight ~ations were, in our opi~ion, to press-for 

negotiations l'ikely to bring aro·ut the cessation of ali nuclear tests. 1->-S a matter 

of fact I have committed my delegation to defend any mutually ag'reed.interpretation· 

of the terms of our joint memorandlli~ on ·one sole condition-- :that suer~ an 

interpretation --would not allow for the unchecked continuation of ·nU:cte~ar tests. 

Because of the stalemate that pre·va'iled on the o·ver-£111 question, in the 

light of disagreement on the problems of control, my delegu.tiort .. ·a.'t the p1enary 

meeting of 25 July addressed a question to the· nuclear Powers·· (ENDC/PV.6l, p.36): 

if the mp,in divergencies did ref-er; to the problel!l of d'etectioh arid verification of" 
'' 

underground tests, why should not· tht3 · Sub-Comrni ttee on nuclear t~sts·, concentrate its 
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efforts, as a first step, on those tests which did not present proble~s of control? 

i'J.t that time no e,nswer was forthcoming fran the nuclear Powers. Three weeks later, 

at the plena~ neetine of 17 August (ENDC/PV.71/p.l6), we reiterated our questio~, 

and again no answer, wl::.ether public or private, was forthcoming from the nuclear 

Powers. 

Although we keep pressing for the simulteneous cessation of all nuclear 

tests, on a mutually ~cceptable bBsis, my delegation was gratified to see that 

the new proposals submitted by the United States and the United Kingdom in the 

alternative draft treaty on ~ partial ban do represent an important step forward 

and a genuine effort towards the reconciliation of opposite views on the cessation 

of nuclear tests. It should not pass unnoticed that the dispute has disappeare~ 

as regards the necessity or the lack of necessity for control of atmospheric, 

outer space and under water tests. This fact should be stressed. Je have 

covered a lot of ground since 27 .c'"ugust; it vmuld be less than fair not to 

acknowledge that. The divereencies are now confined to the question of detection 

and identification of underground tests, the importance of which we do not 

underestimate. 

From the verbati~ record (ENDC/SC~I/PV.24) of the last meeting of the Sub

Co~nittee on nuclear tests, as well as from what we heard at our last plena~ 

meeting (ENDC/PV.76), i~ is obvious that a new stalemate has developed, but it is 

important to make this clear: this stalemate -- for there is one -- is situated 

some steps ahead, at a more adv~nced stage of our progress towards the cessation 

of all nuclear tests. We may indeed be fa.cing a rather strange situation in w~:d ch 

the nuclear Powers heve come closer to an agreement than they would dare or care to 

admit and acknowledge. 

From the arguments set forth by the nuclear Powers, in the Sub-Committee on 

nuclear tests and at our last plenary meeting, we have the impression that the 

possibility of a partial ban was not altogether discarded by any delegation and it 

is our considered opinion that negotiations should proceed on what appears to 

present better chances of iw~ediate agreement. 

Regardless of the discouraging conclusion of last Tuesday's meeting of the 

nuclear test ban Sub-Committee "\'IG see some hope in the fact that the nuclear Powers 

are willing to ce..ll enother neeting of that Sub-Committee. A partial agr~ement 
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on the question of nucleQr tests may not be the best solution to this problem, 

but I dare say such a possibility is a step worth considering by the nuclear Powers 

in the framework of the over-all settlemee.t v.rhi ch we are all bound to seek. 

As both sides have stated here, underground tests :play a part in the 

development of nuclear weapons, and this canEot be neglected if we eJre to put 

a stop to the arr..1s race. But, besides beiag tbe most d2.ngerous for mankind, 

both actually al1G potentially, -bests in t~1e c..tr:wsphere L:J.d in outer space play 

still a more omiaous and disquieting role ir:. the develvpner~t of high-yield 

weapons, which ha:J.£ over the l1ead.s of huma.::d ty. Let us reflect for one moment 

on what would be the effects on t~1e alarmine 2.rsenal already held by nuclear Powers 

of an unchecked a~ti-missile niasile race. Suoh c race is clronqy taking shape. 

It is our understanding t~1at at its next r.weting the Sub-Committee will 

consider all proposals, ideas end suggestions -bhnt have been submitted by several 

del···gations to this plenary Committee, with special emphasis on Dr. Padilla Nerve's 

suggestion (ENDC/PV.34, p.l6) regarding a deadline for the cessation of all nucleer 

tests. On this question of a nuclear test baD, no position can be recognized as 

final and immovn.ble. The only final o.nd innnovable position which we would recog:.1ize 

as a valid one would be a joint position, arrived at through negotiations, carrying 

with it the cessation of &ll nuclear tests. While :negotiations proceed no position 

is final, ~nd · of course we c..re sti 11 pres sine for further negotiation. vlo are 

prepared to accept c..nd welcome any solution, with any a.mount of control, on whic~1. 

the great Powers micht agree in order to bring about a simultaneous cessation of 

all nuclear tests. At this staee we she~ll, therefore, refrain frora advancing new 

suggestions until we feel they are likely to facilitate ~ mutual agreement. 0~ a 

matter like this, which cannot be settled by vote or by the sum of opinions and 

positions, agreenent, not poleuics, between the two sides is of the essence. Vle 

shall be pressing for negotiations in :NGw Yorl~ within the General J_ssembly if, 

contra~ to all ~opes, no positive results are achieved in Geneva. But we still 

hope for such results. 

Mr. EDBZRG (Sweden): Like the re:presentati ve of Brazil to whom my 

delegation liste:aod 11i th gre['Jt care n.nd c:.ttention, as we always do I will limit my 

intervention this morning to some comments on the question of a test ban. 
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After severel months of ~n often polemic exchange of views on a test ban 

treaty, sometimes giving us a disconsolate feeling that both sides were 

rigidly bound in their positions, there have been taken during the past few 

weeks several si::;nificant initic.tives which have made things move. In tlle 

first place I am of course thil~~ing of the proposal of the United Stutes and tao 

United Kingdom on a first-s-tep treaty banning cJll nuclec..r weapon tests in the 

atmosphere, in outer space and under water, presented on 27 August (ENDC/59); 

Llr. Kuznetsovts speech of 17 August (ENDC/PV.7l), with its extensive account of 

the Soviet position with regcJrd to an internetional cor:unission ancl to the .question 

of on-site inspection; and the acceptance by the Western Powers of ~ Qetection 

systen based upon nctionally=naaned observetion posts. 

All this represents impo:ctant steps from both siG.es which we in the 

Swedish delegation welcome. In several inportant are~s they have brought the 

parties closer together and should, therefore, facilitate a final agreement. To 

state this· does not mean that one underestimetes the remaining differences. and 

difficulties. Thet they exist we all know. It was plainly emphasizec at our 

la::,t plenary meeting. But it is hBrd to imagine that those who lead the nost 

powerful countries in the world should not heve the power to master the re~aining 

difficulties ageinst the background of the alternative to an agreement banning 

nuclear tests. \'le c..ll know that al ternnti ve: u continued upward turn of the 

nucle~r ~rm~ment spir~l, continued testing, continued poisoning of the air we 

breathe nnd the fooc'l. we eat, nei·r c:.nd: ever rnor·e destructive weapons :::.nd, c,s c, 

consequence of c..ll this, incre~sed dangers even in pence-time for the well-being 

of millions of people, for living a,nd unbar~ generations. 

I have many ti~es asked qyself how.uny count~ c~~ nllow itself to gnmble 

with the surroundi~gs of the globe ~s if those surroundings were its o'vn exclusive 

property. But thc:t is exactly what is happening and whc..t will continue to. ha.ppe.:1, 
'I 

with steadily increasing risks for mankind, if, we do not manage to mc..ster the 

paradox of our time: the fc~c-t, thrJt the lew of the jungle is o.llowe:i to rule us in 

the a.tomic age. It is this state of aff::.irs which has resulted in what. Mr. Fcttah 
Hasso.n in his e.xcelleat speed."_ Oi'l 15 August described c.,s: "nothing short of a.ctuC".l 

aggression against huma,nity" (END~/PV.70, p.21) 
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Where woulCl c., continued nuclec,r arr.1s rc,ce lec~d us iE the lone; run'? Sometic!es 

we ~retold th~t it is unrealistic to try to ~chieve disGrmQment, since it would 

mon.n reversing nc,a' s po,tter:-.1 of behaviour ns it hns develo:ped. from c, for:;[:;y pc,st. 

But it would seem ove:1 more u:nre:::..listic to L~t:.gine th:::,t the nuclear c ... rr.:w race 

could continue with outual thre~ts ond increasing fear ye~r nfter yecr, decade 

after decad.e, without this leo.,cnn.z one dc.,y to c, cataclysn. 

Since 1945, ·when the s~1ocl: of the first ~tor.lic boDbs vro.s sprec.cl c.:.ll over 

the world, we ht:,ve wi-tnessed. explosions of borabs three tiwusand tir.1es c.s powerful 

as the Hiroshia~~ bomb <--- supGr bonbs with explosive enere;y fifteen to twenty 

times as bie fl.S thct of o.,ll the botJ.bs used c-lurinE' the Jcco.:J.cJ :Torld '.'!e_;:r, which, to 

use another compQ.riso:n, men.ns thc,t one sinsle such supGr boE1b possesses more t~"J.o.n 

five times the explosive power of c..ll conventional projuctiles usee"'. L.J. o,ll wars 

since the dis cove:ry of £iUnpo-,rc1er. 

Eo.ch year thG..t p2.sses wit~-l continuoci.. perfection of c:_ostructive ·w·er:.pons must 

obviously and wit~ r.J.~thematic~l certQinty increase the risk of c~tastrophe. I 

suppose this is whc..t 111r. Go~bor l1c,d in mind ui:.en he str/c,ec~: "the fc..te of mankind 

may be involved.. ir.. this issue." 

when he said:" If 11e do not stop testing c..ltDe;cther, we mc.,y stop hur.1c,:!. progress 

altogether' (ibid.' u,5); o.,nd w::J.0t r'.'ir. Kuznc·bsov had in C1ind wLon ~18 stressed~ 

" ••• the contir1uo.tion of u:.:dorgrouncl ::.i.uclec:.r we Gpo:.-::. tests 1vi ll certrdnly 

not stop the nuclear arr.:w r:::~ce end, co:1.se~uently, t~:e thref'~t cf r~ thermonuclear 

war will only be increc.sed." (ENDC/PV.76, P• 19) 

I c:.m referrine to stcteoents !:'l:::~C.e et our 1::-:,ot two plenc"ry meetines by represe:ntc"ti ves 

who should know better th0n a1~ of us what is involved. rrlJ.i s is c-~ prospect w::i ch 

we must see before us as a pill~r of dust i~ the day ~~d a pillar of fire in the 

night. 

A test ban is obviously the e:::::,te throut:) .. 1 which we h::.ve to po.ss if vm are 

at all to travel further. Ui t:hout c.. test baD the prospects for n.chieving an 

agreement on ge21erc.l c,nc'l cOElplete clisc.rr:to.,nent seem small, whereas o, cessation of 

nuclear tests woulc-: eo...se the tension, bri:r..ce c..bo ut a better ~,tm.osphere e.nc1 serve c ... s 

a starting point for continueC:. efforts to reduce the burc-:.e:1s of armmJe!J.t. ~{i tb.out 

a test ban it is doubtful wheti:cer vre shall c:.c:i~~ie ve Q..ll o.[:;'Teement preve::.1ting the further 

spread of nuclec..r Yrec..pons, wl-:i le, o·-, th.e otl-.;,er hand·, :::;, test bc..n trenty would in itself 



ENDC/PV.77 
29 

(1v1r. Edbere, Sweden) 

have the morel and pr~ctical effect of a bur on other countries that ~re ~bout to 

enter the nuclear arms race. ~ith6ut a test ban there is this desper~te and 

frightening prospect for the future which ,.m ell know only too we 11. 

In that perspective the remaining differences und difficulties must seem smell, 

indeed very smo.ll. I think this would have been still nore obvious today if all 

the time, effort end intellicence that durinG recent months have been used for 

finding points of ~isagreement ~~d instead been devoted to the more constructive 

task of trying -to find points of agreement. 

Today we can eli stingui sh tw·o r:w .. in lines in our work. One is to o...rrive · 

at an agreement which would for all time ba!l all kinds of nuclear weapon tests. 

The other ha.s e more limited eoal: an agroenent to put c,n end to c.,ll tests that 

do not require any international verification machine~. ~~ delego...tioj does not 

consider those objectives to be alternatives. The more limited one should, in 

our opinion, be regarded as complementa~ and preliminary to the more comprehensive 

objective. The fi:1r..l aim of our efforts must be to c.chieve a trenty bc..nning for 

ever all nuclear weapon tests in all environments. That is the kind of treaty we 

have been discussins here for nlmosttalf a ye~r, and it is in such c... treaty that 

a permanent solution of the probleQ will be found. 

At our plenary meeting on l:~onday, 27 J,.ugust, the United States end United 

... Kingdom delega.tions presented 2- draft of such a comprehensive trec,ty (ENDC/58). My 

delegation regards that document us a sincere effort to bring us dow:1 to detaileG. 

end concrete negotiations concerning a tre~ty. We t~e it that the United States 

and United Kingdom draft is intended as a bid for consideration in such concrete 

negotiations. 

was negotiable. 

Bot~1. Mr. Decn end i.·.lr. Godber were anxious to indicate tha.t the offer 

In that case, it would seem that the ~/estern Powers o.,nd the Soviet 

Union are on the whole in agreement as to future procedure. I would dr~w attention 

to Mr. Kuzn.etsov 1 s :ieclaration thr.,t the Soviet delegation is of the opi~1ion that 

the three-Power Sub-Committee should proceed forthwith to the drafting of a test 

ban treaty. (EHDC/PV$69, p .. 29) 

It is such a procedure of concrete and detailed negotiation that the non-aligned 

countries have repeatedly asked the nuclear Sub-Committee to embark upoil. 
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But the presentation of ne~otiating bids also means that the eight-Power 

joint memorandum of 16 April rema,ins in the middle of the road. The 

memorandum does not contain the text of a treaty. It has been emphasized 

repeatedly that the memorandum does not free the nuclec,r Powers from the painstaking 

work of hammering out the deteils of a treaty, but it does contain certain basic 

principles and offer some guiding lines for a compromise. We still feel that it 

provides not only a realistic but probably the only possible bridge for a compromise. 

·;·men j.vir. Kuznetsov recommended the immediate drafting of a test ban treaty, he 

added on the basis of the eight-Power joint memorandum of 16 April (~). 

Sir i~tii chae 1 Wright expressed a similar vievr in his statement on 20 J..ugust, when 

he declared: 

"We believe that the bridge should be provided by the eight-Power 

memorandum. 11 (E~{DC/PV. 72, nP• 5-6) 

With your permission, Hr. Chairman, I shall now make a modest effort to 

indicate a few poir1ts on which the two sides seem after all to have drawn closer 

together. It is therefore natural that I should use the eight-Power memoranduD 

as a signpost -- without, of course, making eny textuel interpretation of a 

document which rests on its own merits. 

As has often heen pointed out, the memorendum aimed at finding a solution 

to the problem of observation and control on a purely scientific and non-political 

bc.si s. The first basic principle was that continuous control should be based 

end built upon the already existing networks of observation posts and institutions. 

That approach differed essentielly from the 1961 proposal of the Western Powers, 

vmich provided for internationally menned detection posts. What was therefore 

demanded on that point was a concession by the Western Powers. Tod~ we have 

such a concession. After his return from Wcshington :Mr. Dean made it known tht:.t 

the Western Powers, basing themselves upon their own new scientific results, 

accepted the principle of netionally manned and nationally operated observation 

posts. fl{y delegction attaclJ.es great importance to that; it means a new posi tio=-1 

on the Western side which should certainly facilitate the endeavours to reach 

agreement on a test ban treaty. 
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We.all know the differences between the parties wit~ regard to the con~ept 

of "internetional supervi.sion 11 , w::dch has bee:.1 further elc.boro,ted in tLe draft 

treaty submitted ·by the ·,jester:::-.~. Powers. Obviously, I clo :wt intend to go into 

any details here• I imagine thct even if the approach of the two p~r~bies is 

di'ff,erent ·a certain flexibility would prove to exist once real and concrete 

negotiations were entered upon. 

Prirhaps we should.not foreot enother concept in this connexion that of 

co-ordination .. · Ih the scientific fields ,·v-:::ic~l are most relevant to us the trend 

is towards an increased degree of co-ordin0tion. Durine the Geophysical Year, 

when observatio~s from local stctions were transmitted to world date centres 

within various scientific disciplines, o. certain degree of co-ordination: was 

cailed·for. lv.fy delegation has tried earlier to show how a number .of stations 

in differ·erit parts of the world ere now co-operating in a plan to et:-t more ra_pid 

and mo're homogerieous re.cords of seismic data, and also how plans hnve bo,.en advnnced. 

to es·tablish within this field e:, central world institute for the proce,ssing o.f 

data with the aid of electronic computers. }urthermore, the Econo~ic end Socic~ 

Council, at its lll6th plenary meeting, adopted resolution 767(XXK) c~l;ing for 

further co-ordi~ation of seismological observation and research. The purpos~:o~ 

this''is to reduce, by edequate use of national and intor:i.1ational services,.the 

great loss of human life and extansive materiel damage caused by eertnquakes and 

seismic·sea waves. But whet is c~lled for is also of interest to our Committee, 

because the development towards increased co-ordinatio;1 which takes plD.-ce 7 

particularly in seismology, is of importance for our purpose~. too and should be . 

further encourueed. We take i·b that in c. system for the supervision of a test 

ban treaty regular scientific work would, as hitherto, be the main function of the 

different stations, which would mean that t~eir special tssk in connexion with c 

test ban agreement would be an i~togral part of their roeular scientific endeavours. 

Whether to choose a limited number of posts for that specicl task or e more flexible 

system with more posts and irrstitutions involved would seem to be a matter·to be

decided on purely pTactical consider~tions. 

What I have just so.id only 30es to emphasize tho fact that onco ti1e Western Powers 

have accepted the principle of national observation posts there should not·b.o too 

serious difficulty in reachin2 aercement on tho practiccl shaping of tbe detectio~ 

system. 
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The second bcsic principle in the memorandum is that of an international 

commission entrusted with tile tasks of processing all data receiVGQ from the agreed 

system of observation posts and reporting on o,ny nuclea,r explosion or suspicious 

event. J').s all will remember, when we met in the sprine; the Soviet delegation 

was opposed to every kind cf inter::.1ational element. ·;·Jhat was asked for in this 

context, therefore, vras a concession by the Soviet side. On 19 .April that 

concession was am1ounced in a st~tement by t~e Soviet Government (ENDC/32). Thet 

oeant that the Soviet Union wns taking a position which was new and different from 

the one held at the beginning ~ the Conference. W~ delegation considered that en 

important step towards the achievement of en effective egreement banning nuclear 

tests. 

As far as I c~n remember, the idea of an international commission consisti~e 

of highly qualified scientists has not met with aqy difficulties at all during our 

negotiations si~co t~e principle was accepted by the Soviet Union. It would 

not be unreasonable to assume, therefore, that the final sh~ping of the commission 

and its duties could be carried out in an etmosphere of understanding. It is 

true that no deteiled discussio~s have yet tru~en place es to the composition of the 

commission, the size of its staff, its location, its equipment with modern and 

efficient instrlli~entetion, anQ so on, but they are all practical questions which 

should involve no controversial principles. 

In regard to both the detection system and the purely practical functions of 

the commission there are certain questions of an organizational and technical 

nature which should preferably be treated o:1 the expert level. ·Jould it not be 

worth while to consider now the establishment, at lec..st on an interim basis, of 

the commission pro~osed in the eieht-Power memorandum, about which t~e parties 

are in agreement, wit~~, as a first task, tl1e scientific examination of the 

question of how a co:ntrol system should be oreanized? ·Jo believe that that 

would extend the ~rea of agreement and thereby also facilitate our endeavours 

to arrive at a permanent test b['.,n treaty. NY delegation would have welcomed the 

forthcoming recess being used for such pre:pcratory- work. 

Let us now look for a moment at the third element -- the relationship between 

the commission r,nd t!1e contractine parties. If we still follow the lines of direction 

in the eidht-Power oemorandmn we find that East and West are in agreeoent to a lBr;o 

extent on this point too. Botb sides accept an obligation for the parties to furnisL 
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L- ~db ,.. d ) ~cr. l!. er-:;, _ u'\Ie en 

the commissio::1 vri-l:i~-=- :f ~cts nocass£:.:;:-y to estc.blish the :'lature of c..:w sus:;>icious anc:_ 

significant eve~t. ::,otl-: si~_os r_,erec thr:,t ·0:.--.. e commissio::, if it is u:..1r..ble to ree..c~: 

a conclusion oil t~:.o :.12"ture Ji 2.. suspi ci oun eve:.1t, shoulc"':. i::."J.f -.:rm ihe psTty concer:2ec 

of the points on ~Lic~1 ure-ent c::.rJ:rificaticn seems necessc:.::;-. 

prepared to tdr.e ?C_,rt in a procecu:ce of consult.e.tions p,s tc what furt~:.e:r measu:ros 

of clarificatio::, i::::c:..udin£ vorificatio::J. i~L l9_££, woulc~ i'2-cili tate -t::.e c.ssessme:-_-0. 

facilitate the r:.ssessr.1ent. 

reservation", decJ.2..rcd l:.r.:r. ~{uz::;.etsov in his im:;;)Qrta:n.t s:_;ee:c~:. o~l l'( Aueust 

(ENDC/PV~71, p.42). 

If I have ua~crstood ~,.-~ 
lil-<. • Desn anC: i'-Jir. Godoer correctly they 1:2.ve followed -t~:.ei:r 

Soviet colleague u~; to t:t.is c:rons·-~road. ::t is when we :reQ,Cl1 the :g:rocec.ure of 2:1.-si te 

ins?ection that t~e roads se?~rate. The Western Powers keep to c.. sc~1eme of oblir_:etory 

on-site inspectic~. 'I'he 3ovie·Ii U:1ion statc::l_: ""He do ~.:ot preclude ·t:_e :!.JOSsibili-Gy of 

on-site inspe ctic:::;_ i:.1 specific cese s ~ 11 O:r ·t.c_ C'Uote agc,in P .. I! extrs,c·t from 

Mr. Kuznetsov Is ceclc.r<?"tion of 1'1 LU2USt ~ "Il'l the li0~:t oi all tl:eso co;.lsiderr.;bicc:.S 11 ' -

lvir. Kuznetsov huG. .in·ter alia S:Jo::e:.l ubout t:;::..e reaction of worlcl public opinio:1 if a 

nuclear ?ower s~:ou 1_c~ :refuse to i:avi to the cormni ssion to r~sse ss the :1c·bure of 2"E 

event -- ttis it ?O ssi ble to come to the co:..1clusion th~t t:-_e nuclear ?·.)Tmrs will 

el ways refuse to i:::-,ri ·be the cor.liTiission to vi ::>it their terri tory? Oi course, i ·t is 

impossible to C·.)ll'W ·t.o such n, co:1clusion: it 'wuld be q_ui tG unjustifiec"':." (ENDJ/_?V. ?'1, -p s 4 

This is a state;i.:o:..r~ ·t:1-e sig::.:ificance of vrhicl-~ is evide:n.t t·:J everyboc'ly. It. mea,r-_;_s 

that the Soviet U::1io:.1 in pri:.1ci)le ha,s acce::;-~eG. on-site inspections. 

It is obvisus -t~~-c,t t:1ere is still e:c1 esse:1tial differa:1oo betweo::_ tl-"'e .Anglo

American approac~.: 2-::..1.d -'c,:!:--'-at of t::.-.:.o Soviet Ur:ic:::_ to the prc..blorJ of t:::.e 0~1~-si te i::spection. 

It is no use tryi:::c; to shut ou:r eyes to t:1.at .f::.ct. It is here we ~ava hsd ~ur reel 

difficulties fror:.1 tLc beginnillt?;• iJld tl:c.t is where they remain. Dti 11 I thi:1~: -GD.at 

if one would sit C'..mr .. 1 end loo~::. c:-~ tl~e me., tter from purely practical ~::.nc :_Jraema tic 

points of view, t::.-:.0 c;c,:J vmu.~c: ;-rove to be smaller tha~:.. it cppears ·v:1.o:: looked upo::-.:. 

through the spect.;:,clos of prL::.ci::~les. "The cifference between t!1e two sides is not 

wide, it is :1ar:ro·:rn, said 3ir :1.~i c~:.e.,el Wrie:~-t, _i:"l e statement some d.u.ys ago (END8{ZT'! 7~ 

.A careful stuC:y ;:;f ti.Le posi tio:.1 cf' both sides l1as led my delegatio:l -tJ t~:.e sv,me 

conclusio~. 
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The areu, w:i:lich vre have to c:1ver here is also limitec:. It is o:::y the und.ererounci 

tests which we 2.-:re co:1cerned r,::wu"'t.i when vre tal!.:: about J~·~si te ins:pect.io!l. 

here the field has s~rucl~. :i.'=r. :Geen has i:1formed us t.hat on the br,sis of the 

experience gainec. t::..rough -t~:e so-celled 7e"la ?roject (~~l-DC/45) the ~:Iestern Powexs 

have, to e greater extent then 1~s earlier believed to be possible, been able to 

exclude certain categories of un~ergroun~ events from obligeto~ on-site inspeciio~. 

:basing myself o:.::.. our own scientists I thi:"ll: t~~e si tuatio:..1 can be ex:_Jressed r:s i'ollo-.;.n.:;: 

elmost all eveD..t..s of the size of r~ nuclee,r underground. e:<::::_:>losion ce.::l be aetectecl... 

:6xplanation is also :_Jossible i;:: a t:;re2.t :.l.Uluber of cases, 'Qut one h2.s still not 

reached so far t~et this can be achieved 100 per cent. ~i:e conclusiou is the~ 

doubtful cases :re]resent a :pei~·b, an.O. we mig::.-~ be justified in belieYil:.2 a shrii:i:1t_: 

part, of all u~1C.erc;Tound eve:.1.-ts. Because vr~1ile we continue our deb2.tes here tcc~-:.:-.:.ic£.1 

development also co~tinues. ·:ra cannot exclude the possibility the,t with refi:1e:-: 

instruments and l"'-GVv r.1ethods 1.'Te migl1t in t~1.e not-too-distent future be ~ble to e::.irain2.te 

completely the remaining margiu of uncertcinty. TherGby t~e whole problem of o~-aito 

inspection would disappear. Eorrever importer.~.t the question of inspection m:?..y be, 

it is still only a pc,rt of a E;res,ter entirety. 'ile refuse to believe t:i::_c::,t disat;recme:Llt 

on this point woulu be allowed to block the road to a test ban treaty. 

l.tlr. Buxns had some wise ·vr\Jrc_s to sey i~1 t£lis con...i'lexion on 15 ~~J.l[~ust. 

"Instee,C. of becomiu&; 0_ec.dlocked o:J. t~:e princi:9le of on-si-te 

inspection, members of tDe Conference, ?articularly the nuclear Powers, 

should exen:in.e t~:te practical steps required in settL.1g up, as e::..visE,ged 

in the eig21t-:::.etio:;."i memorrx~C:.um, a worldvlide detectio:.~ system tl1e essential 

elements of w~::.ic~1 appear to hr~ve been 2.ccepted by sll the nucleer Powers." 

(ENDC/PV.70. ?• )6) 

wy delega.tio:.1 ·wholeheartedly concurs i:1. this. Thet is why we hope that t:-_c tuc 

parties will no·w· ste,rt concret.a c:.:lcc d.etailed. preparatior::s for a comprehensive test 

ban treaty, followi:::.g the guicli::.1.g lir ... es of t:1e eight-Po,~re:r memorandum. 

I would now like to say :::~ fevr words ,,bout the pro~)Qsc,l of the U:J.i ted States 

the United Kin:?;c'.o~~~ for a parti:;:,l ae;reement ba:21:ing all 21uclear tests in the 

atmosphere, outer S)C,ce and u::-... \:"'..er water. Ls I mentioned ct the begi::~.~ing of 
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my statement, we ~0 not regarc ~ treaty of such a more limited nuture ~s an 

alternative to c. -best ban tre&.t::r- embracing r;.ll categories of tests. :~very pa.r ... ~iel 

solution that the ~uclear Povrers can agrac u:pon pending t:he elaboretion of a 

comprehensive a&;reemont and its e:::1tering into force woul(;_ l:owever mea.:n Q.n importa::t 

step towards a defi~ite nucle~r ce~se-fire. Lbove e~ll, tlli s applies to those 

tests which represent the greetest dangers for the life aud well-beine of man. 

The posi tioa of tt~e Swedisl~ Jovernment in regard to the nuclear armaments 

race is well know~ from our worl~ in the United Nations. In particul~r all t~e 

members of this Committee are well familiar with our views. -Je consi Qer thet 

no effort should be spered UJtil ell tests i~ all enviro~1ments have bee~ 

outlawed for all -t:r:o future. In t~e SBQG spirit we are Gnxious to contribute 

to preventing further spread of ilUClear weapons; tbis WCS the underlying motive 

of the Swedish i:.1i tic,ti ve at lest year 1 s Ge::1eral Assembly on what l1.c.s popularly 

been called a rrc~-~tomic club. But where it h~s not bee~ possible to reach 

immediately the Ultimate goal \'lG r1aVe welcomed every provisional measure' every 

partial solution t~et has seemc~ to be within reach and which has been aimed at 

bringing us some steps closer to the goal. It was this ?osition of principle 

which was reflectea in ~rs. ~yrdel 1 s speech on 1 August, \rl:en she a~pealed to 

the Sub-Committee "to take up c.s a primary item on its ae;onG.a Lfor C:ecisiorJ' 

this matter of a prelir..1inary· .test bn.n treaty, restri ctet:. if necessary to tests 

in certain enviro:;.-:..'!lents" (EHDC{?V. 64, p .. 8). h~rs. h_iyrC!.el stated in t:1is 

connexion: 

"for the s~~G of demonstr~tine good will the nuclecr Powers would 

now at least ~1cve to assure us thf'.t c .. ~1 agreement o::.1. those catceories 

of tests for w~ich no inspection is needed and no 1espionage 1 is 

to be feared would be wi t~in our immedicte rep,ch" • (Jbid., P• 7 ) 

.And she added: 

"If such [',:..1. und.ertcking were restricted, as an ini tiel measure, to 

atmospheric eLd outer space tests -- plus, I hope, underwater tests 

a treaty would be easy to drE-Jft and the iwpes of ti:.e tormentec~ world 

would mount er_ci. confic!ence would begin· to be felt,. 11 (Ibid. ) · 
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On this bLsis my dele3r~tion Welcomes tb.e propose! of a pc-rtiel treaty as e. 

constructiv0 contribution tc the solutiou of a probleo that more tfia.n any other engages 

our thoughts ~n~ presses oz our nerves. 

The Soviet reply to tho \'!estern proposals ce:::1 be divided. i::1 two parts. In the 

first the Soviet delegatio~ declares its readiness to errive ~t a~ agreement of & 

final nature bc.:nni~g fror.1 a date i!1 ti1e aear future nuclear tests in the n..J..ii'10S::_:>:lere, 

in outer sp~ce and under weter. In t:1e second pc.rt of its e.ns,·lor the Sovi.at delegation 

puts as a condition for its p~rtici~~tion that an uncerstendiniT be reachei 

simultaneously "to refra.i::.1 from underground tests. That understa~ding woulc remcin 

in force until such tioo ss it could be replaced by a permanent solution. l:o the.t 

the Wester!l Powers answer t;:;,:.z:.t they cn.:anot accept an uncontrolloc~ moratorium in e,ny 

guise on u~dercround tests. 

Does tl:.at mean the..t :triere is no possibility to build. a bri8.ge between ·b~·-e 

apparently i~compatible positions? ~'Te refuse to eccept such D.. conclusion U.:..1til all 

possibilities of' bridging t~e gap have been explored. ·~re believe that this ~::.as not 

been the ·c~se so fnr. It would, of course, be presumptuous of !ilY delegatio::t to try 

evt this juncture to bring forward e.ny ideas for solving the dilemma, but ·vm feel tt .. at 

there are still certain lines and combinc,tions whic2 the. nuclc~r Powers coulL c~d 

should carefully consider in c, serious effort to fi:nC:. a coinmo:n :;?l~ .. tform. 

therefore·,- o:.tly r,ppeal to tl-.:.e nuclear Powers to renew their efforts to find ways 

both to a ?C.r-tic..l agreemen-~ e.nd to an r_ll-categories embracing test bo.,n trecty' 

which still reB~ins the ultimate goal. 

Comprouiscs can never be reached wi tl:out concessions and. sr,crifices on bo'th sides. 

l:..s I have ·t,riec to point cut, in the c'ourse of our ;J.egotiations ir.1portant concessions 

have been mece by both parties. In spite of all siens to the contrf'vry, the siC..es 

have, in reQ.lity, come closer to eaci: ot~1er. Seea ~.e:einst t!1e frightenine el ternati ve 

of no agrceraent at ell'·-the remaining differences must seem so smP,ll tLat iJc v-rill be 

d.ifficul t for the nucleer PoVTers to exple.in to W•Jrlcl opinion wl1y they cari:aot egree, 

B,nd difficult to ·defend t:~c fact th2,t mo::1th r..fter month is passi:1g by wi th.)ut 

substantial rosults while manito~ sig~nls from ever aew explosions are ri:1£ing in our 

ears .. 

We have ·t::e assu'ranccs 0f both sides that they sincerely Ylis~:-. to end ell :w.uclear 

weapons tests. Vic certai!lly want to believe their words. But tben we also ~ave 

the riE,;ht to CX!Ject ther:1 to clo their utm-:;st to reelize their own v:is~1es. 
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Mr. DEAN (United States of America): My delegation has listened with 

the greatest interest this morning to the statements made by the representatives of 

Brazil and Sweden, and they will of course be studied carefully by us. 

On Wednesday, at his news conference, President Kennedy made an important 

announcement regarding·the effort of the United States to achieve an effective 

treaty on nuclear weapons tests as soon as possible. I wish to quote. his 

announcement. The President said: 

"In Geneva this morning the Soviet representative proposed that an agreement 

should be reached on a cut-off time for all nuclear weapons tests and that 

this date should be set as of January 1, 1963. I am happy to say that the 

United States Government regards this as a reasonable target date and would 

like to join with all interested parties in a maximum effort to conclude 

effective aereements which can enter into force on next New Yearts Day. 

To accomplish this purpose, the Governments involved must accelerate their 

negotiations lookine towards an agreed treaty. For our part, in the 

United States, such an agreed treaty must be presented to the Senate for 

consent to ratification. We therefore have no time to lose. The world 

will welcome an agreement that a way should be found to stop all nuclear 

testing at the end of this year. But I must point out again that in order 

to end testing we must have workable international agreements. Gentlemen's 

agreements and moratoria do not proTide the types of guarantees that are 

necessary. They do not give assurance against an abrupt renewal of testing 

by unilateral action." 

I have been informed that the United Kingdom concurs with the United States 

that 1 January 1963 is indeed a possible cut-off date. 

We now have agreement between the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 

United States that tests should stop on 1 January 1963, provided of course, as the 

Western delegations understand; that an effective international treaty has been 

concluded by that time. This is, indeed, a noteworthy advance in our negotiations. 

I firmly believe that on the basis of the two treaty drafts (documents ENDC/58 and 

ENDC/59) which the United States and the United Kingdom have already submitted to 

this Conference we should earnestly attempt to reach an agreement which would 

become effective on l January 1963. 
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That means that we have only a very short time in which to complete our task 

in order to reach agreement by 1 January 1963, as we sincerely hope, either on a 

comprehensive treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in all environments for all time 

under appr·opriate iEterna+,ional supervision or, if need be, then at least on a 

limited treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 

u~r·water. Therefore, the nuclear Powers at this Conference must work even harder 

than they have worked up to now in order to meet this cut··off date. We sincerely 

hope that the Soviet Union will give us an indication that it is prepared to 

negotiate on the basis of our two treaty proposals and to reach agreement as soon 

as possible. 

In order to meet the cut-off date my Government, after consultation with the 

United Kingdom, formally proposes to the Conference that our Sub-Committee on a 

Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests should continue to meet during 

the recess period. My Government believes that, by keeping the Sub-Committee on a 

nuclear test ban in session, and with maximum pressure on the Sub-Committee to reach 

agreement, it should be possible to complete our task of reaching agreement on the 

text of a treaty by 1 November of this year so that it could become effective not 

later than 1 January 1963. We intend to conti~ue the negotiations on the basis 

of the two draft treaties which were tabled by the United States and the United 

Kingdom. 

The So7iet representative, Mr. Kuznetsov, in his statement on 29 August 

(ENDC/PV.76), reiterated a number of areuments with regard to why the Soviet Union 

felt that it could not change any of its positions in spite of the major moves made 

by the United Kinedom and the United States in introducing two draft treaties in an 

effort to reach agreement. 

Let me review briefly the reasons why the Soviet Union maintains that it must 

reject out of hand all moves made by the United States and the United Kingdom to 

reach a satisfactory nuclear test ban agre~ment. 

First, the Soviet representativ:;. states that the United States-United Kingdom 

position on a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty is really the same old girl 

dressed up in new finery to catch a suitor and that our treaty has not changed. 

I reeret to say, in view of the great regard which I have for the representative of 

the Soviet Union, that in this ma~ter he is in factual error. The position has 
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indeed changed. The position of the Unit~d Kingdom and the United States is 

xeally a new baby, and it is a new baby quite unpainted and in di~?ers and seeking 

Cffection from the Soviet Union. For a comprehensive treaty the nature of the 

operation of the detection stations on each party's territory has changed. The 

staffing·of inspection teams, as the representative of Sweden pointed out this 

morning, has 'chane;ed. The number of detection stations will be changed. The 

nunber of annual on-site inspections will be changed. The Soviet representative 

might argue that the United Stutes and the United Kingdom have not changed enoueh 

to suit the .Soviet Union, and that the United States and the United Kingdom, to 

reach agreement, must accept all the terms demanded by the Soviet Union. This 

the Soviet representative can argue because this is apparently what he means; but 

l1e cannot convince anyone who is willing to examine the facts that the position of 

the United Kingdom and the United States has not changed. 

Secondly, the Soviet representative argues that the requirement of objective 

obligatory on-site inspections by an impartial international co~nission is 

unjustified. This also is an error of fact, The United States had demonstrated 

conclusively, by bringing to this Conference experts and data, that on-site inspec

tions will be necessary in some cases to detect, locate and identify the nature of 

an unidentified seismic event. As I have pointed out previously, it does no good 

to detect if we cannot identify and if we cannot locate. We o,ll hope that, 

despite the enormous advantages that we hn.ve received through scientific research, 

this scientific proeress will go on. But, as we can hear many·more seismic events 

of rather low yield, the problem only becomes more complicated, w~ile our scientists 

will undoubtedly continue their research according to the best scientific advice I 

could get -- and I have done nw best to try to determine this on a highly objective 

basis there is no immediate prospect of any further improvement in this field. 

The Soviet Union has not adduced here at this Conference a shred of scientific 

information to show that the data and the evidence presen·ted by the United States 

and the United Kingdo~ are incorrect. We have· invited the Soviet delegation to 

bring its scientists here, and it has declined. We ·can, however, carry.the 

argument one step further. If, by some technique that the Soviet Union is riot now 

willing to disclose, all seismic _events can be detected, located and identified by 

distant instrumentation, then the treaty.proposed by the United States and the 
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United Kingdom provides a proper procedure. Ir. such a case t~e hiehly competent 

international staff, including the executive officer of the international 

scientific commission under the treaty would never certify that a.n event renained 

unidentified; ~nd if there were no certifications of unidentified events, then 

·there simply could not be any on-site inspections on Soviet terri tory. If the 

Soviet Union is positive that o.n on~site inspection will never be called for, 

then it rhould be willin8 to accept the objective and scientific procedures 

contained :;.n the United States-United Kingdom comprehensive draft treaty (ENDC/58). 

And under i,ho.t treaty on-site inspections can only be certified by the commission 

using defjnite and objective scientific criteria, as set forth in the treaty. 

Thir~ly, the Soviet representative maintains that inspection can only take 

place by invitation from the party on whose territory an uniden{·,ified event has 

been certified by the commission. But an invitation is something which rests 

entirely in the ha.nd3 of the person who is considering issuing i-t. This position 

is contrary to the pledee made by the United States and the Soviet Union in the 

joint statement of agreed principles that disarmament measures 

"should be i~plemented fro~ beginning to end under such strict and effective 

international cont:.."ol as would provide firr.1 assurance that all parties are 

honourine their obligations" (~!1]CLJ~. 

Inspection ~r invitation gives no assurance that t~e parties are honouring their 

obligations, because ins:pection by invitation is really inspection at the will of 

the possible viola-t.or, who may or may not· issue the invitation. Inspection by 

invitation gives no assurance that the obligations are being or will be honoured and, 

theref0ie, it cannot ue the basis for an effective verification system in a treaty 

banning all nuclear weapon tests on which parties can ·rely. Inspection by 

in vi tat ion put.::: a pre:.:ium on violation. Inspection by invitation penalizes the 

party living up to its obligation. The non-violator can never be sure what the 

other persnn is doing. To say that one accepts inspection by invitation, that one 

accepts inspec~ion by the commission but will decide oneself whether the inspection 

will take place; is, I submit, takine away with one hand what has been granted with 

the other. So there really is no acceptance of the right of inspection by the 

international c·ol!luission in the position so far advanced by the Soviet Union. If 

t1e Soviet Union would ~eet us on that small point, then we would have our 

comprehensive treaty. 
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So long as the Soviet Union persists in its adherence to this untenable 

position of inspection by invitation, it throws in grave doubt -- ve~ grave 

doubt -- the Soviet Union•s obligation to stop testing. If the Soviet Government 

really meant it, it would accept effective verification. Its refusal raises grave 

doubts whe~her it really intends to stop testing, That, it seems to me, is the 

plain truth of the matter, 

Fourth~, the Soviet representative argues that, as the price for the 

cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet Union 

ttmust lay open to the.Western Powers and the military NATO bloc its system 

of national defence in the circumstances where the Western countries do not 

hide the fact that they are carrying out preparations for a nuclear war against 

the peace-loving States." (ENDC/PV.76. p. 14) 

·, That charge is not only false; it is absurd. I have referred to the alleged 

evidence with respect to it and I have pointed out that it is completely groundless 

and that there is no such intention and that there are no such preparations. I 

submit that the Soviet Union only poisons the atmosphere of this Conference when 

it wrongfully charges that the United States is preparing for an attack against the 

Soviet Union, The Soviet Union evidently believes in the tactic of the big lie, 

which it repeats again and again and again without the slightest regard for the 

truth. 

Furthermore, the Governments of NATO would have nothing whatsoever to do· with 

inspecting the Soviet Union's territory under the draft comprehensive test ban 

treaty proposed by the United Kinedom and the United States. ~o say otherwise, 

I subm~t, would be a reflection on the dedication of international civil servants 

who serve so faithfully and so objectively on many international bodies, and who 

would serve similarly on the proposed international scientific commission. 

Moreover, it is impossible for us to understand how the Soviet Union can contend 

that its entire defence system would be bared by inspection in a test ban treaty~ 

If representatives will refer to article VIII, clause 5, of the comprehensive draft 

treaty (ENDC/58), they will see that it reads as follows:· 

"When a seismic event has been certified pursuant to paragraph 1 of this 

Article, the Executive Officer shall designate an area lying within the 

circumference of a circle, the radius of which' is ___ kilometres, and the 

centre of which is the location of the epicentre of that event." 
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Now, the inspectors of the commission must go directly to the site so certified by 

the commission. The size of t4e area will be specified in the treaty. If the 

few inspections that would take ,place. occurred only in areas in which seismic 

events have occurred in the past, then .very little of the territory of the Soviet 

Union would_ be subject to inspection. And, since the inspection teams ef the 

commission would be completely .regulated by the host country in terms of travel 

they would travel on the host countr,y's planes with the host country's pilots. and 

tne host countr,y would determine the routes from the border to the site of the 

on-sit.~. :i,.n.spection and would make any other arrangements, so long as they did not 

interfere with the actual scientific work of the inspection teams it is beyond 

the comprehension of my Government, or, I submit 'beyond that of any reasonable man, 

how t~e defence system of the Soviet Union could in any possible way be compromised 

or affected. I just do not see how the representative of the Soviet Union can 

say, as he did at the last plenary meeting, that the inspection teams would have 
11 the right to penetrate without hindrance into the most secret places in the 

territories of States 11 (ENDC/PV.76,pp.l5-16). It is clear from the passage which I 

have just read out from the treaty that that is a plain distortion of the terms of 

the treaty. 

Finally, the Soviet representative argues that the United States position is 

not identical with the position outlined in the memorandum {E~DC/28) submitted on 

16 April by the eight new members of this Conference. W~ll, each of the 

representatives here can examine the contents of the United States-United Kingdom 

comprehensive draft treaty (ENDC/58) and learn for himself the many aspects of the 

eight-Nation memorandum which have been incorporated in it. But I submit that, 

as the representatives of Brazil and of Sweden indicated this morning the last 

thing desired by the eight nations is to have their memorandum used, as ·the 

representative of Burma said, as a volley b~ll to be tossed back· and forth from 

side to sid·e (ENDC/PV.65, p.l5). 

I contend that the United Kingdom and. t.he United: States have taken that 

memorandum and have used it, a::s I believe its. a~thors ·intended, in drafting an 

entire treaty. The representative of Ethiopia said. on 19 April· (ENDC/PV.24; p~S) 

that the memorandum was not a treaty, that its ;.~uthors were .. not going 'to interpret 

it, but that they expected us to use it in working out a treaty.'· That is what they 
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0;1r. Dean, Uni-ted States} 

I beli~ve that the eight 

nations do not want us to argue any more about the contents of the eight nation 

memQrandum, which we can all read for ourselves. What they want us to do is to 

negotiate. As the representative of Brazil said on a previous occasion, 

(~IDC/PV.71, pp.l4-15) they do not want us to indulge in long speeches as a substitute 

for the long and hard work which awaits us if a treaty is to be signed in time to 

come into force be~ore the end of this year. I am sure I echo tne sentiments of 

the eight nations when I say that what they want is that the Soviet Union should 

stop arguing about this completely untenable point of on-site inspection, which I 

submit is a red herring, and work with us -- that is, the United Xingdom and the 

United States -- to reach agreement on a workable and effective nuclear test ban 

treaty. 

The Soviet representative's statement on 29 August (ENDC/PV.76) implied still 

other arguments against the United Kingdom-United States draft co~rehensive treaty 

(~iOC/58). He remarked rather critically on the treaty's provisions for some 

international supervision of the detection stations, on the role of the executive 

officer and on the role of the international scientific commission. It is true 

that the Soviet representative did not say explicitly that he was opposed to those 

provisions but, nevertheless, his remarks were on the critical side. But I would 

point out that those provisions are in many respects reasonable and normal to the 

functioning of most international organizations, and we do not understand, on any 

ordinary treaty-drafting basis, to what extent they cause problems for the Soviet 

Union. We would of course welcome further clarification on these points. 

Also on 29 August the Soviet representative criticized too the draft treaty 

(IDiDC/59) proposed by the United Kingdom and the United States banning nuclear 

weapon tests in the atmosphere, in out~r space and under water. \Vhat did he say? 

First he said that such a treaty would legalize underground testing. But if·under

ground testing would be legalized under such a treaty then underground testing is 

legalized today, for the status of underground testing would be no different undor 

a limited treaty not applying to underground testing than it is now. Underground 

testing would, unfortunately, only be exempt if the Soviet Union continued to refuse 

to accept a reasonable verification system under a comprehensive treaty which would 
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ban all tests including underground tests, as the United Kingdom and the United 

States have proposed in document ENDC/58. I submit that the inclusion of some 

aspects of the arms race in an agreement does not necessarily affect all the other 

parts which are left out. The other parts must be included just as soon as 

agreement on them can be reached - in this case in the form of a comprehensive 

draft treaty. 

Secondly, the Soviet representative argues against a limited treaty because 

he says it will not stop tne arms race. The United States has never said that 

even a comprehensive test ban treaty would stop the arms race; .we need a further 

treaty on general and complete disarmament to do that. But we do submit that 

either a comprehensive treaty or a limited treaty would be a major step towards 

the goal of stopping the arms race, and the arms race will not be stopped until we 

bring all kinds of weapons under reduction and control. The Soviet Union and the 

United States are pledged in the joint statement of agreed principles to "seek to 

achieve and implement the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible date" 

(ENDC/5, p.3). Does the Soviet Union not believe in that principle? Does it not 

want to achieve the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible date? I 

submit that that is what agreement on a limited test ban treaty would do until the 

Soviet Union was willing to accept the reasonable comprehensive test ban treaty 

proposed by the United Kingdom and the United States. 

Thirdly, the Soviet representative argues that a limited -iTeaty would not 

prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons among other States. No treaty, 

comprehensive or limited, will stop the spread of nuclear wea2ons if a non-party 

countr,y is really determined to go ahead despite what the present nuclear Powers 

do; but a limited treaty would be a gain. Any demonstration of agreement in 

stopping tests by the nuclear Powers at this Conference would have a decided impact 

on other States. Moreover, once the nuclear Powers had agreed they would be in a 

strong position to persuade other parties to accede to the treaty; that is, to 

persuade other States to becooe parties to it. It is a certainty that the longer 

we delay the more likely it will be that other Powers will begin to test and produce 

their own nuclear weapons. 

Fourthly, the Soviet representative implies that radioactive fall-out is not 

a matter for concern. Since when has that been the position o1 the Soviet Union? 
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On 14 January 1960 Chairman Khrushchev expressed a contrary view. He said at that 

time that he favoured an agreement and stated that "people will feel confident that 

the atmosphere is not to be contaninated with radioactive fall-out." Fall-out, 

I submit, is a oatter of concern to people everyvrhere and if we can act together 

to stop it we should do so. It does indeed surprise my delegation to note this 

new attitude on the part of the Soviet Union~ 

F lfthly, ·bhe Soviet representative suggests that in a partial treaty the 

United States could improve its weapons while the Soviet Union could not. Again 

I submit there is no truth in that argument. Both the United States and the Soviet 

Union have tested unde~ ground. The United States has apparently tested more 

weapons u:aderground than the Soviet Union: but this is only a natter of degree 

and it is only a r.~a-Gter of choiceo 

underground is to limit fall-out. 

The main reason the United States has tested 

The Soviet U:;.1.ion is currently testing in the atmosphere end apparently plans 

to continue~ as it did last year when it tested bigger and bigger weapons. The 

Soviet Union began to test this year, and '\'rhile there were several low yield tests 

in the low kiloton ranee prior to 5 Aue;us·~. in Central Siberia, the first of the 

announced tests that is one detected by other stations -- was on 5 August at 

N ovaya Zemlya o It was abou-t 30 mee;atons. That was followed by: 

7 August in central Siberia -- in the low kiloton range; 

10 August in Novaya Zemlya less than 1 megaton; 

20 August in Novaya Zemlya of the order of several megatons; 

22 August in Novaya Zemlya in the low megaton range; 

25 .August in Novaya Zemlya of the order of several megatons; 

25 August in Semipalatinsk of a low yield; 

27 August in Novaya Zemlya of the order of several megatons. 

I would draw o:t·tention to t:":e fact that these are several days apart and that 

we can probably continue the announce1:1ent of further tests by -M:e Soviet Union in 

the atmosphere; and, as I have said 1 as Soviet tests continued last year they 

increased in the number of megatons of yield. Underground testing, if it had to 

be exampt if we could not get agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty as we 

would hope -- would be open to all parties to the treaty. 
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Those are tile arguments put forward by the Soviet Union regarding the two 

treaties submitted by the United Kingdom and the United States in an effort to 

advance the work of our Conference .. For the reasons stated we do not believe 

those .arguments are valid and we have pointed out in each case why we believe they 

are not valid. 

As a final point the Soviet representative suggests that a limited treaty 

banning tests in the atmosphere: in outer space and under water be accepted, but 

that a comprehensive treaty banning tests in all environments be entered into at 

a .later date. My Government is net only willing but anxious to agree to that 

procedure. It is exactly what we proposed on Monday, 27 August, (ENDC/PV.75) 

when we submitted our two drafts of treaties. 

But our Governments, as the representative of the United Kingdom has pointed 

out, cannot agree to the other suggestion made by the Soviet ·representative that 

with respect to underground testing there be an lli~derstanding not to test or to 

refrain from testing in that environment. That procedure has been tried before, 

and I regret to say it did not work. No matter what te~ is used -- voluntary 

restraint, gentleman 1 s agreement, exercise of voluntary control, or moratorium-

the United States just cannot accept such arrangements. We must know what the 

other fellow is doing. We are quite willing to bind ourselves, but we submit 

that the other fellow should be equally bound. 

The United States first proposed a moratorium in 1958 for the purpose of 

stimulating and facilitating agreement. 1Vhen President Eisenhower first proposed, 

on 22 August 1958 1 that the nuclear Powers negotiate an agreement to end all tests, 

based on the experts 1 report of 1958, he said: 

" ••• in order to facilitate the detailed negotiations the United States is 

prepared, unless testing is resumed by the Soviet Union, to withhold further 

testing on its part of atomic and hydrogen weapons for a period of one year 

fromthe beginning of the negotiations." 

We were so reluctant to test that we stretched that one year on and on for almost 

three years until the Soviet Union itself began to test in the atmosphere in 

September 1961, despite Chairman Khrushchev's solemn words on 14 January 1960 to 

the contraryo It began to test in the atmosphere in September 1961, and it is 

testing in the atmosphere today. 
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The United States )roposed and entered into a moratorium-, the ref ore, as a means 

to facilitate agreement. Unfortunately we were proved wrong, and we will not be 

~roved wrong again. We also proposed the moratorium because we had thought that 

the Soviet Union was pr0pared to accept effective verification for the ending of 

nuclear weapon tests. In that also we apparently were proved wrong. The two 

bases on which the United States agreed not to test pending the completion of an 

agreement were found to be completely illusory. The United States cannot now 

accept a moratorium which has been tried by us and which has failed so 

ignominiously. 

It has been said tl~at, whatever the risks, the United States must assume those 

risks in accepting an w1inspected, unpoliced moratorium with respect to undergrom1d 

tests. ·well, I do not lmow quite what· the phrase "whatever the risks" means. 

The risks could be very great. We are quite prepared to accept the risks of an 

adequately policed comprehensive test ban treaty. \Ve are quite :9repared to accept 

the risks of not testing in the atmosphere, under water or in outer space without 

any international commission, but we are not prepared to accept the risks of an 

unpoliced, uninspected ~::wratorium on underground testing. But the United States 

is prepared to negotiatu fully, adequately and sincerely for a COLlprehensive test 

ban treaty or, if that cannot be negotiated, for a limited treaty as we have outlined. 

Our ti~e to reach agreement is running out. The United Kingdon and the United 

States, recognizing that, have nade very far-reaching proposals to the Soviet Union. 

So far the Soviet Union aas not moved one inch as a result. 

President Keune~ also said at his Press Conference on Weili1esday: 

"Those who oppose an agreement. should consider what our security will look 

like at the end of -~his decade if we do not have the agree:.Jent and we have the 

possibility of ten or fifteen countries having these weapons. And when one 

goes off, it Qay me~n they all go off. So this Administration will leave no 

stone unturned to eet an agreement, if we can get it, and provide for our 

security." 

That is why, with -t.:~,e co-operation of our United Kingdom colleagues, we have 

proposed that the Sub-Cor:m1ittee on the test ban treaty should continue to work 

during the recess, and t1·~at we each should continue to negotiate on the basis of crw 

two drafts of treaties which we have proposed to the Conferenceo That is the 

position of the United States and United Kingdom. 

position of the Soviet 1J:nion. 

We hope that it will also be the 
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£~Ussicv1,) Today my delegation intends to make a statenent on tl1e questions 

referred to in item 5(c) of the agreed procedure of work on the first stage of a 

treaty on general and cooplete disar8rurc1ent (~mC/52). Before doing so, I should 

like to make a few comments in connexion with the statements we have heard this 

r~1orning. 

We shall study the statements made by the representatives of Brazil and 

Sweden. They are of considerable interest for the consideration of the questions 

on the agenda. The Soviet delegation will also consider the joint proposal of the 

delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom that the three-Power 

Cub-ComrJittee should continue its work while the Committee is in recess. 

Now I should like to nake one renark in connexion with !vir. Dean's statement. 

As regards the clarifications which Mr. Dean offered here in support of the two 

draft treaties that have been submittted (ENDC/58 and ENDC/59), I ~ust say that 

these clarifications are not encouraging. They show once again that the United 

States is sticking to its previous position. The United States wants its draft 

treaties to be accepted unconditionally and is trying in every possible way to prove 

tl1at these drafts are a very great step forward. The Soviet delegation has already 

stated its opinion in regard to them. Today' s statenent by l.:lr. Dean has confirr:1ed 

once raore that the United States is not prepared to negotiate on the basis of the 

eicht-nation memorandum (ENDC/28). TI1e United States does not intend to seek for a 

coopromise solution, as proposed by the non-aligned countries, a solution which 

would be acceptable to all parties. A number of delegations have spoken about such 

a conpronise approach to the solution of the question of nuclear tests in the course 

of the discussions in the Conmittee. I may mention yesterday's statement by the 

representative of Nigeria (ENDC/PV. 76) and the statem·ent made today by the 

representative of Sweden who spoke about the ne~orandum as follows: 

"'Vfe still feel that it" - that is, the nemorandum - "provides not only a 

realistic but probably the only possible bridge for a corJpromise." 

(supra, p.30 ) 

I want to emphasize once again that the Soviet Union suppor·ts the memorandum 

submitted by the eight non-aligned States and believes that on th~t basis we can 

soon reach agreeoent on the discontinuance of all tests in the atmosphere, in space, 

under water and underground. 
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Now I should like to deal with another question which was referred to by 

:i~r. Dean, and also by 1vlr. Godber, in their statements. The representatives of tl1e 

United States and the United Kingdom have today made another attempt to saddle the 

Soviet Union with responsibility for the continuance of :nuclear explosions. 

The United Kingdom representative repeated his old, far-fetched arguments which 

con~lete~ distort the whole picture of the negotiations and the ~osition of the 

sides in carrying out test explosions. 

On a number of occasions already the Soviet delegation has cited an exhaustive 

list of facts showing that the responsibility for beginning and continuing nuclear 

weapon testing rests not with the Soviet Union, but with the Western Powers, and 

primarily the United States. Since this subject is raised so persistently by our 

~·/estern partners, I should like to cite some facts, although perhaps this may mean 

repeating to some extent what the Soviet delegation has stated on ~ore than ·one 

occasion • 

.As long ago as March 1958 the Soviet Union, noved by the desire to facilitate 

the drafting of an international agreenent on this question, unilaterally ceased 

nuclear weapons tests, although, as is well known, the number of test explosions 

carried out by the Soviet Union up to that date was several tir.1es less than the 

number carried out by the United States and the United Kingdor:.1. How did the 

Governments of the United States and other ''i estern Powers respond to that initiative 

by the Soviet Government? 

V&en the Soviet Union unilaterally ceased the testing of its nuclear weapons 

in 1958, the United States responded with a series of experimental nuclear bomb 

explosions of unprecedented intensity. 

During the whole course of the three-Power negotiations in Geneva, the 

United States refused to conclude a treaty which would hav·e banned all nuclear 

weapons tests. Furthermore, while it was still negotiating, it continually 

threaten8d to resume testing. 

I will recall once again the s·tatement made on 29 Deceober 1959 by Llr. 

Eisenhower, the former President of the United States, in which he said that the 

voluntary moratorium on testing would expire on 31 December, and that the United 

States considered itself free to resurae nuclear weapon testing, 
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Thus the United States Government announced that it did not wish to adhere 

any longer to its voluntary undertaking in regard to nuclear tests. 

Speaking on 21 November 1960 at the 268th meeting of the Conference on the 

Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, the United States representative, Mr. 

Stelle, gave the following explanations of the statement by President Eisenhower 

w~ich I have mentioned above. This is what the United States representative said 

on this subject: 

"We need to malre no justification for the resumption of testing. 

The President of the United States last Dece~ber stated clearly that the 

United States did not consider itself bound any longer by a moratorium on 

testing and would be free to resume testing at any time we believe it to be 

in our national interest, subject only to a prior announcement," 

( GEN/DNT /PV .268, p .24) 

The Soviet Government, in its statement of 31 August 1961 on nuclear tests, 

made the following observation: 

"Nor can the Soviet Government disregard the fact that the United States 

ally in NATO, France, has long been conducting nuclear tests. \Vhile the 

Soviet Union was refraining from nuclear tests and tr,ying at the talks to 

reach agreement with the United States and the United KingdorJ on their 

discontinuance everywhere, France carried out explosions of nuclear devices 

one after the other. It is continuing to do so despite the appeal of the 

United Nations to all States to refrain from such tests, despite the protest 

of wide public circles in all the countries of the world and despite the 

Soviet Union's warnings that it will be compelled to resume testing, if France 

does not cease its experiments with nucleJ..r weapons." (GEN/DNT/117. p.7) 

In this connexion, it is not irrelevant to stress the aggressive character of 

Ni ... TO, although :Mr. Dean tried to deny it today.. What is needed in these matters 

is not mere words, but proof in the fern of deeds. And the deeds show tt .. at the 

activities of this Organization are aimed at intensifying the arms race and 

preparing for a new war. In the sane statement, the Soviet Government stressed 

that: 

"The peoples are now witnessing the ever-increasing 2-[:;gressiveness of 

the policy of the NATO military bloc. The United States of Lmerica and its 

allies are setting the fly wheel of their war machine going ever more 
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intensively, whipping up the aros race to an unprecedented extent, increasing 

the strength of t~:.::~ir armies and bringing to white heat the tension of the 

international situation. The matter has gone so far tha .. b the leaders of the 

United States and of the countries allied to it are resor-bing to threats to 

take up arms and unleash war in reply -t.o steps taken by the Soviet Union with 

a view to improving the international situation. Faced with these facts, 

which cannot fail to cause alarn, the Soviet Union considexs it to be its duty 

to take all the necessary ~easures so that the Soviet Union would be fully 

prepared to rende:c harmless any aggressor, if he should attenpt to carry out 

an attack." (ibid p.l) a 

I think it is qui+e clear from what I have said that it is not the Soviet 

Union that is responsible for the continuance of nuclear tests. The Soviet Unic!'. 

has been striving continuously and persistently, and it will go on striving, for 

the discontinuance of all nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in space, under water 

and underground as soor: as possible. 

Now I should like to pass on to item 5(c) of the agreed procedure of work on 

the first stage. 

Today the Soviet delegation would like to make some additional comments on tte 

question before the Conmittee, namely the reduction of conventional armaments and 

curtailment of their production in stage I. 

As the exchange ol views has sho~~, there are a number of points of contact 

between the positions of the Soviet Union and the United States of America on this 

question; or at least one can say that we are close to one another in our.under

standing of certain as7;ects of the problem. 

First, the fact ti':.a.t the Soviet Union has agreed, in the interests of reaching 

agreement as soon as possible, to accept the United States proposal for a 30 per 

cent reduction in convc-:..1.tional armaments in stage I has created what one may describe 

as connnon ground for tLe solution of the probleo" Both sides now base themselves 

on the principle that ~0 per cent of tanks, armoured cars, ar~moured ~arriers, 

non-nuclear artillery Eystems, and so on oust be destroyed in stage I; in other 

words, where conventional armaments are concerned .. about one third of all the 

swords must be beaten into plough shares in stage I. It is true that in an ago 

of inter-continental rockets and theroonuclear bombs tanks and artillery are far 

from being the most pov/erfu.l strike weapons. Nevertheless, agreer~ent between t:.1e 
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USS£t and the United States on the proportion by which weapons of tl1is type should 

be reduced in stage I does have quite a positive significance. 

Secondly, there can be noted a fairly wide area of agrecmer:t on the reduction 

of conventional armanents production, which is inseparably linked with the reduction 

of these armaments themselves, Both sides, it would seen, share the view that only 

a strictly limited production of conventional armar.1ents - within the limits required 

for the replacement of weapons and military equipment which have become unserviceable 

under normal conditions - will be allowed to continue in stage I. The intention 

here is that unserviceable weapons may be replaced only by equipment of the sar.1e 

type, and that no new types are to be developed. Both the Soviet Union and the 

United States have expressed themselves in favour of not permitting States to re-arm 

with new or improved types of weapons under the ~~ise of replacing unserviceable 

weapons, 

Both sides hold that from the beginning of the first stage the construction of 

new plont facilities for !!lili tary production, and the expansion of the productive 

capacity of existing plant facilities, should be prohibited. Once States have 

begun to destroy their war machines in the first stage, there can be no question of 

any parts of the war machine being improved, expanded or consolidated. 

The sides are also in agreement that in the second stage even more far-reaching 

s~eps should be taken to solve the problem of reducing the production of con

ventional a~aments. 

It goes without saying that these principles should be reflected in the text 

of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. If this entails hav.ing to give 

c:reater precision to the existine wordings, it is hardly likely t:1at this will 

involve any difficulty, since mutual understanding on the substance of the question 

appears to have been achieved. 

Thirdly, as we see it, our positions are fairly close in regard to the 

establislnnent of strict international control over destruction of the arh1aments to 

be reduced in the first stage. Both sides base themselves on the principle that 

States will have to furnish the international disarmament commission with information 

on ·tile quantity of conventional armaments to be destroyed by t:1em in the first 

stace7 inspectors of the international organization will have to be present at the 

::~laces where the weapons are to be brought for destruction, and lvill supervise the 
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actual process of their destruction. There do not appear to be any difference of 

o~inion, either, in the respect that the transfer of suitable transport vehicles 

and auxiliary equipment to peaceful uses should also take place under careful 

supervision on the part of inspectors of the international organization. 

Fourthly, both sides are on common ground in their treatr.1e1rt of provisions 

recarding control over a reduction in the production of conventional armaments in 

the first stage. Here too both sides, apparently, base theQselves on the principle 

... lil1at States will have to furnis:1 the international disarmamen ... ti coE1C.ission with 

information on all plant facilities for the production of conven ... tiional annaments 

which are subject to reduction in the first stage. Subsequen-tly international 

inspectors will be able to inspect all factories or workshops wl1ic::.. are being shut 

down in connexion with the reduction of production for military ::;>ur:9oses .. 

How are we to assess the progress we have made in this way in the course of 

the discussions on the question of reducing conventional armaments and their 

production? Have we made much or little progress? 

In this connexion we should like to draw the CorillDittee's attention first of 

all to the following. This drawing toge·t.her of the positions of the sides on the 

question of reducing nuclear armaments is taking place at a tine when there is not 

only no sign of any progress in solving the most important problen, nanely the 

elinination in stage I of all means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets 

and of all foreign ~ilitary bases on alien territory, but every statement by the 

United States delegation shows that the United States is not seeking to bring the 

positions closer on this question. Take a look at the verbatim record of the 

previous meeting of the Co~ittee. You have only to read the statement made by 

the United States representative at that meeting to be convinced of this. Over 

and over again attempts are being made to prove to the Committee that tne elimina

tion of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in stage I is impossible. 

Moreover, the United States representative has even tried to dispute the 

self-evident proposition that the complete elimination of nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles would, by the end of stage I, make it virtually impossible to unleash a 

nuclear war. He called that an "unsubstantiated assertion" (ENDC/PV.76 p. 8 ). 

Eow are we to assess this approach of the United States delegation to the question 

of the elimination of delive~ vehicles? 
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We realise that even if both sides a::~ptoach the matter in -t:1e most 

conscientious manner possible, differences of opinion may arise in the course 

of the discussions in regard to -particular details or specific asnects ··of the 

major disarmament problems. These differences can usually be ironed out in the 

course of negotiations, if all the participants are really interested in solving 

·the problems under discussion. But how can we nake any progress, if one of the 

sides does not even wish to hear about the eliinination of all nuclear weapon 

delivery vehicles in stage I? One cannot even describe that as a difference of 

opinion; just as one cannot describe as a difference of opinion a situation where, 

for example, one side, according to the rules of arithmetic, says that twice two 

makes four, and the other side asserts that, twice two makes a w2.::t candle. 

The trouble here, of course, is not that the Western Powers fail to understand 

something, or that the question is not yet sufficiently clear, but simply that they 

do not want to part with the means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets. 

They want to keep them, and thereby retain the possibility of unleashing a nuclear 

war. 

Today the United Kingdom representative once again put forward the far-fetched 

argument against the Soviet proposals regarding delivery vehicles that the civilian 

aircraft remaining at the disposal of States after the elimination of delive~ 

vehicles could be used for carrying nuclear bombs. The Soviet Union has no 

intention of doing this. :au~ if the Western Powers are really concerned about this 

possibility and if this prevents them from accepting the Sovie·t proposal for the 

elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage, then the 

Soviet Union is prepared to meet them half-way. 

In this connexion I should like to remind the Connnittee that on· 10 July 1962 

the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. ID1rushchev, made the 

following statement on this question: 

"It is said tl1.at nuclear weapons ean also be carried in TY-ll4s, Boeing 

707s and other civil aircraft. But if there· is a real desire for disarmament, 

·the various countries may for a while keep. t:1eir means of defence -·anti

aircraft artillery t .and a~r defence rockets and fiehters ~ :t~:odern means of 

warfare make it possible to shoot down any aircraft flyint.; ai any altitude. 

As you see, the ar~ument is thorouGhly untenable." (ENDC/47, pp.lO-ll..} 
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Why did we decide to focus attention on the question of -t:1e eliraination of all 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stace as one of t~1e central points in 

our negotiations? Because the peoples of all the States of t~1e world, Vlestern and 

Eastern, large and small, whether they possess nuclear weapons o? not, have only one 

desire and that is to renove as quickly as possible the threat of a therinonuclear 

war which is hancinc like a thundercloud over maPJ~ind. It is t~1e duty of all 

~overnments to neet the hopos and expect~tions of nillions of peo~le and to work 

out and agree on measures the impleoentation of vrhich would really (Jive mankind the 

chance to heave a sit:;h of relief, to be freed froo anxiety about t:1e future and to 

be rid of the nichtmarish prospect of whole countries beinc turned into radioactive 

deserts. 

How can this be done? 

The most realistic approac2 to the solution of this question in the conditions 

existing today in the world is to reach asreement to destroy in the first stage of 

disarmament all devices and mechanisns, including rockets, aircraft and submarines, 

intended for deliverinc nuclear bombs and rockets to the selected targets of nuclear 

strikes, for.deliverinc these weapons of death and devastation to tbeir targets. 

l_1~lis is why the Soviet Gov~rnment proposes that we start disarmament with the 

elimination of all means of delive~ of nuclear weapons. We rec~et th~t the 

United States and other Western Powers refuse to adopt a position in harmony with 

the spirit of the times on this crucial question. 

One meeting after another passes, yet nothine of an encouraging nature appears 

in the position of the United States in reGard to yet another most important question 

of the first staGe - the question of the elimination of all foreisn military bases 

on alien territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops therefrm:1. i:1oreover, 

the United States deleeation carefully avoids even to touch upon this question as 

though it were some kind of 'taboo' to the United States. At the previous meeting 

of the Comn1ittee, the United States representative solemnly declared that: 

"For our part, we are prepared to respond to any serious and straichtforward 

qu~stions which the Soviet delecation may wish to ask about our proposals." 

(ENDC/PV ~ 76. p. 13) 

Yet we have repeatedly asked tlle United States delegation whether tl1e United States 

intended to propose any measures for the dismantlinc of foreicn nilitary bases on 
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We asked for clarification as to whether the 

United States had any intention of doing away with foreig~ military bases on alien 

territory and how it proposed to do so. But we have received no reply to any of 

these questions. Perhaps the United States delecation regards them as insufficiently 

serious or straightforward? 

Moreover, we cannot ignore the fact that even on the question of reducing 

conventional armaments and their production, despite the existence of a number of 

points on which our positions are substantially close, there are still certain 

divergencies. This applies above all to the question whether the 30 per cent 

reduction should be extended to all types of conventional.armaments or whether this 

reduction should cover only certain of weapons of conventional type, leaving States 

free to increase the remaining conventional armaments. To tell the truth, we had 

hoped that on this question the United States delegation would show itself prepared 

to bring our respective positions closer. After all, the question is perfectly 

clear and involves no difficulties. However, we do not see any readiness on the 

part of our Western partners in the negotiations to pay heed to convincing arguments 

and to adopt a constructive position on this question, On the contrary, the United 

States representative again and again repeats the selfsame, essentially far-fetched 

ar&~ments against extending the 30 per cent reduction to all types of armaments. 

There is also something else that has caused us concern. In dealing with 

the question of control over the reduction of conventional armaments, the United 

States representative has once again put in the foreground the demand for the 

introduction of selective zonal inspection. At previous meetings we have explained 

in detail the reasons w~ selective zonal inspection cannot be accepted as a basis 

for agreement on control questions. Enough has been said here to show why it was 

impossible to agree to the openine up of the territory of States at the beginning 

of the disarmament process. Many facts have been adduced showing that the time is 

not ripe for this. It has been shown that the proposal for selective zonal 

inspection, which envisaJes actually the opening up of one third - roughly 7 million 

square kilometres - of Soviet territory in the very first stage of disarmament, is 

obviously aimed at giving NATO intelligence agencies legal access to the defensive 

system of the Soviet Union. This demand, the purpose of which is to impair the 

security of the Soviet Union, is contrary to point 5 of the agreed principles for 
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I& it still not clear enoueh that in regard to 

the first stage it is impossible on this basis to reach agreeoent on control 

questions, including control over the reduction of conventional aroaments? 

However, the United States delegation ignores arguments, no matter how 

convincing they may be, and continues to insist on its proposal for selective zonal 

inspection, and thereby, of course, it deprives the Committee of the possibility of 

making progress. 

Certain other aspects of the United States' position and the question of 

xeducing conventional armaments and their production also militate against otir 

reaching agreement. For instance, we asked for clarifications as to how the United . 

States delegation envisages the future of .those military plants which cease military 

production in the first stage. In tbe United States outline (ENDC/30) and also in 

the amendments to it submitted by the United States on 6 August (~IDC/30/Add.l), 

nothing is said about this, although it is obvious that all such plants must be 

eliminated or converted to peaceful production. However, we have received no reply 

to this question either; the United States delegation remains silent. 

In the licht of all that has been said, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary 

to repeat once again that the Soviet Union is prepared to co-operate in eliminating 

the remaining differences on the question of reducing conventional armaments and 

their production in the first stage. We continue to think that it should be 

possible ultimately to reach agreement on this question. But, as we have now seen, 

the drawing together of the respective positions on this question is not having very 

QUch influence on the general situation in the negotiations on general and complete 

disarmament, since no progress has been achieved on the main question of the first 

stage, namely the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, the elimination 

of foreign military bases on alien territories and the withdrawal ~l~, military forces 

therefrom. On these major questions it is now the turn of the United States and the 

other W' estern Powers to speak. .-· 

The CHAI&~ (Nigeria): It is now past one o'clock. May I suggest that 

this is a convenient moment for a break. We still have six speakers on the list and, 

in accordance with our earlier understanding this morning, it wight be best for us to 
:~ 

adjourn now for lunch and resume at 3.30 p.m., if that is acceptable to the Comoittee. 
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Russiau): The Soviet delegation has no objection to the Co1~ittee finding ways and 

means to provide additional time in order to hear all the representatives wh.o would 

like to speak. 

As regards the practical side, the Soviet delegation would like to state its 

views. It seems to us that it would be better not to meet this afternoon, since 

today 1s schedule has already been drawn up beforehand and an afternoon meeting 

would upset many previous arrangements. I can also foresee that tomorrow, being 

Saturday, would not be quite convenient for some delegations, since, here again, 

certain engagenents have been made and agreed upon. It might therefore be 

advisable to consider the alternative of findind this additional time on Monday. 

I should like to submit this suggestion to the Committee. 

Mr. DE~N (United States of America): As far as my delegation is concerned, 

we should be happy to ~eet this afternoon or, if that were not convenient, this 

evening. In general I agree that we ought to give those who have notified their 

desire to speak the opportunity to be hoard. I regret that I have planned some 

ra·bher intensive work in connexion with the conclusion of the Conference for both 

Saturday and Sunday, so that tomorrow mornin0 would be most inconvenient for my 

delegation. I realize it is difficult for all representatives to be on time in 

-the morninG, but if we could all agree to be in our seats by five minutes to ten on 

Monday, and then to hold another meetint:t M.:>nday afternoon if necessary, perhaps we 

could accommodate those representatives ·in ·-that way. 

I think there is a great deal of merit iri what my Soviet colleague says about 

scheduling meetings, but my deleuation would, within reason, be very happy to agree 

to afternoon or evening meetings. l1.l thou~h we originally scheduled our meetings to 

commence at 10 a.m., I am afraid we have slipped into the rather unfortunate habit 

of not arriving here until about 10.25 a.m., so that we really do not start until 

about half an hour later than our scheduled time. 

Mr. TARABANOV (Bulga.ria) (translation from French) : I agree with the 

United States representative that we should be more punctual in beginning our 

meetings, and I do not think that anyone will object. We would not have any 

objection either to our meeting a little more frequently so as to be able to discuss 
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t~e questions before us. But I think that two meetings on the same day would 

involve difficulties, especially if the second meeting had not been scheduled 

beforehand. There must be other possibilities of carrying on our work without 

~aving two meetings a day, which seems to ~e to be a somewhat overloaded programme. 

Instead of having a meeting on Monday afternoon, could we not have one on Tuesday 

morning? In that way we would have a rather more balanced scll.edule of work and that 

would enable us also to prepare better the subjects to be dealt with. 

I think therefore that it would be preferable to have a raeetinz on Tuesday 

morning rather than on :{onday afternoon in order to hear the spea,kers whose names 

a:t:e on the list but have not yet had an opportunity to s :~aak. It'urt4ermore, we 

sl1ould arrange for our work to be ·:.)arried on next week in such a way as to enable 

us to complete the discussion on the questions under consideration. 

ivir. BURNS (Ca!lada): I h9-ve listened to the remarks of the representatives 

of the Soviet Union, the United States and Bulgaria and I would say, first of all, 

that I hecrtily endorse what they have said regarding an earlier start to our 

meeting:=;~ This morning we started at 10.20 and each speaker so far has taken, on 

the average, thirty minutes. So we would not get more than one extra speaker by 

starting at ten olclock, desirable as that is. We have six speakers left on 

today 1 s list. We have been told by some of the representatives that they have 

arr~ngements scheduled for this afternoon. Of courne 1 the Canadian delegation 

would be reluctant to interfere with any other important duties, but we do feel that 

the importance of he~ring those representatives who wish to speak on this matter 

and of getting their views on record should perhaps come before any other matters 

which may engage the attention of delegations. 

As far as I know, neither the Sub-Committee nor the co-Chairmen have scheduled 

a meeting for this afternoon. As for the suggestion that, instecd of meeting twice 

a day i.n order to give everybody an opportunity to speak, we should meet every day, 

as the representative of Bulgaria suggested, we feel that it would be preferable for 

the Conference to hold two meetings in one day. The reason for t3at is that, in 

order to be able to reply properly to some of the statements that hale been made, 

it is desirable to have the verbatim records before us. Subject to the opinion of 

the Secretariat on that possibility, we believe that the interveninrr days -- such as 
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we have had since the resumption of our work on 16 July -- could be used for study 

and for preparation of our statements. Therefore, the Canadian delegation favours 

holding two meetings a day on the three days of the week rather than meeting every 

day of the week. Of course, we are willing to accommodate ourselves to the views 

of the Co~~ittee as a whole. We presume, however, that if the Committee decides 

not to hold another meeting before l\tlonday, 3 September, those whose names are on 

the list at present and who have not had an opportunity to speak today will be 

called on to speak in that order on ~.1onday. 

lJr. BARRINGTON (Burma) : As far as I an concerned I should be quite happy 

to have a meeting this afternoon, but if other representatives feel that they 

would prefer not to meet until :Aonday, I would have no objection. I only wish to 

point out that I shall be leaving for New York on Monday -- although sufficiently 

late in the day to permit me to make a statement here, provided I can make it 

fairly soon after we begin. I think that, as things stand, I urn second on the 

list-- or will be if Mr. Burns' proposal is adopted. On that basis I think 

that I could catch my plane and make a statement as well. 

The CHAIID!AN (Nigeria): I take it that it is the consensus that we 

should adjo_urn now and meet again on ~~londay, 3 September, at 10 o'clock sharp. 

In the light of Monqay's events we can see whether a discussion about the number 

of our meetings is considered necessary. Is that acceptable to the Committee? 

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): I am sorry, but I am not quite clear about 

the position. I unde.rstand your feeling, Mr. Chairman, that it is the general 

wish that we should not meet again until Monday morning, but I.am not clear 

whether you anticipated that we would meet Monday morning and afternoon. We ought 

to know in advance~ otherwise, people will say that thoy have engagements for 

Monday afternoon and we shall have the same problem once again. I think that, 

for the benefit of us all, we ought to clarify the position before we leave now. 

I would suggest that we do agree to meetings morning and afternoon on hionday, 

which would seem to meet the general view of the Committee. 
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The CiiAI~~~ (Nigeria}: I take it that we accept tent~tively that it 

is the wish of the Committee to hold two meetings on Monday, one in the morning 

and one in the afternoon, and that we shall decide upon the basis of the progress 

of our work what we should do on other days. 

The Conference decided to issue the following cor.amunigue: 

"The Conference of the Eit;hteen Nation Com:r.littee on Disarmament today 

held its seventy-seveth plenary meeting at the Palais des Nt~.-'liions, Geneva, 

rmder the chairmanship of Mr. Mbu, representative of Nigeria. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Bulgaria, the 

United Kingdom, Brazil, Sweden, the United States and the Soviet Union. 

"The United Kingdom delegation tabled a pape~on the technical 

possibility of international control of fissile material production. 

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

3 September 1962, at 10 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 1.35 p.m. 

!} ENDC/60. 




