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The CHAIRMAN (Nigeria): I declare open the seventy-seventh pleusry

meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Cormittee on Disarnament.

I have o2 iy list of speakers the names of the representatives of Bulgaris,
the United Xingdom, Brazil, Sweden, the United States of fmerica, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Czechoslovakia, Burme, Conada, Ethiopis, India and

Mexico.

Mr. BURNS (Canada): Orn a point of order, lir. Chairmen.  You have just
read out a list of twelve speakers, and it seems obvious that if our discussion
nroceeds at the normal pace we shall 0t be able to spesk for as long as ususl.

As the arrangement is that our meetings slhiould end at sbout 1 pem. I should lilke to
»ropose, for your consideratién and for ti:e consideration of the Committee, tiict

if by 1 pem. today we have not heard all the speckers whose nares are now inscrilbed .
the list should be carried over to a meeting this afternoon in crcer that 2ll tiose
who have inscribed their names should hgve the opportunity to speak.

There are only four meetiﬁgs remeining, including this one, before .we recess,
and I think that nearly every delegation here will have important stotements to
make which it will wish to appear on the record. Some delegations may wish to
speak more thcn once. Accordingly, it seems osvious thet we slzll not be able in
those four remaining meetinss to hear everyone who wishies to speak.

I thinz, therefore, thet it would be better to conclude tle list of spezizers

each day, rother than to cerry over speakers to the easuing meeting as we have

done in the past. I understand that there is a long list of speakers for lioncey
also. 3o I nropose that ot 1 nems today we should consider the situation, end that

unless it then appears that we could finish in twenty minutes cr kalf an hour we

should meet egein at 3.30 p.m.

r

The CitIRMAN (Nigeria): It has been proposed by the renresentative

of Canada tiat, in view of the long list of speakers who have inscribed their names

for toda we might conmsider meeting at three o'clock this afterncon if at 1 .
’ G 19 =

we have not exi:zusted the listv of speskers. The Cormittee may wish to express
an opinion on whis. If it is the wish of the Committee that we siiould meet at

3 pem., the Committee nmay so decide.
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fxs LLLL (India): lMiay I suggest that we toke a decision on this
matter at o cuarter to one. Since we have alrealy made other crrangements for
this ofternoon it night be difficult to meet again today, although of course we
might consider it for another day. This is rather unexpected. Of course we give
first priority to this work. However, if we proceed now and see hiow the situetion
appears a little later in the morningy, we may see whether we should hold & meeting

today, tomorrow or some other day.

Mr, GODBER (United Xingdom): I should like to support the sugpestions
of the representative of Canada. I quite understand the difficulties to which
the répresentative of India refers. Ve all have fairly full prograrmes, and 1
realize that, but I should have thought it might be a greater inconvenience if we
were to leave it over. If we could heve met this afternoon, if only for a fairly
short time, periaps one and & half or two hours at most, we might ot least heve
hoped to catch un with a zood decl of the backlog, but, if we were to contemplate

meeting tomorrow, as I think the representative of India suggested, that might be

even nore inconvenient thon meeting this afternocon, With everybody wishing to speak,
we are in this difficulty. I should heve thought, on balance, that probably we

ought to try to meet this afternoon, if it could be arranged and if the need is

shown, as I thinxz the list of speakers iz fact does clearly iadicete it will be stown.

Mr. TiRIBANOV (Bulgoria)(tronslation from French): The Canadian

representative's proposal contained o subsidiary proposal to the effect that we
should discuss the possibility of = second meeting sihortly before the end of the
present meeting, which waos echoed by the opinilon expressed by the Indian
representative. Nobody, I think, wishes to oppose this sub-provnosal of the
Canadian representative.

I request, tlherefore, that this question should not be discussed now but tiat
we should discuss it when we can see whether we can get to the ernd of our lisv of
speakers. Tiat siiould be atout one o'clock or half-past one. I do not thin:

we need discuss it any more just now.

The CosIRdiN (Wigerio): I toke it to be the consensus that we should

proceed with our discussion and interrupt our proceedings at one o'clock to decide

whether or 2ot we should lave gunother meeting this sfternocon.
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wir. Ti3ABANOV (Bulgaria)(translation from french): The subject now

under discussion in the Committee, namely, disarmament measures concerning
conventional weanons and particularly the production of these weapons and
appropriate coutrol measures, is certainly important in itself, for conventional
weapons contiiue to be an important factor in national armed forces. The bulk

of present-day armies arestill equipped with these weapons. But at the preseat
time, conventional weapons, though an importent element, are supplementary to

tl:e nuclear sitrizing ferce ot the disposal of the great Powers. However, in tle
circumstances claracterized by the abolition of nucleaxr weapon vehicles and, hence,
the immobilization of nuclear weapons in the first stege, as envisaged in the Coviet
draft, convenitionzl weapons once more become an imporvant factor in the strateys

of all States.

It is ageinst this background that one must study the reduction of convexntional
weapons and their manufacture and the relevant control measures, as has in fact
beer. done by 2 number of representatives. Thanks to the concessions made by tie
doviet Union concerning the working out of certain measures on which the Westora
countries were particularly insistent, the positions reflected in the two drefiis -
that of the Soviet Union and that of the United states = have moved a good deal
closer together on the question of the reduction of conventional weapons. They
are now so close together that it will not be impossible to arrive at a mutually
acceptable text for the future treaty on the question of the reducticn of conventional
weapons in the first stage. It is true that there are still comsiderable
differences on certain points, for example, on whether reduction of conventionz
weapons should cover all types without exception, as is contemplatecd in the
Soviet draft, or whether only some types of weapon should be reduced, as is »roposed
in the United States draft. I might remark in pessing that the United Staies
proposal on tais point conflicts with the basic nrinciple which that country claims
to have followed in preparing its draft, namely that of an across-the-board
reduction of cll weapons. lioreover, this principle of uniform reduction which the
United States deleogation has 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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These ore Vhe points which we have to consider ot ti.e present stage of our
discussions con the question of reducing conventionsl weapons duriag the first
stage; they slhow that the principle on wiich the United States plen is allegedly
based is not applied with regord to certain categories of weapons which are very
importan® or wiich, ian certein circumstances, may become very important.

However important it may be, the cuestion of the reduction of conventional
weapons cannot be treated in isoclation and considered apart from the aggregate
of the disarmament measures which should be taken during the first stage of general
and complete disarmament. If disarmament were carried out according to the
proposals of +the Soﬁiet draft treaty, tie reduction of conventional weapons would,
no doubt, be of considerable importance, for it is precisely these armaments
which would still be operational, at tie disposal of national armies.

If, however, disarmement were carried out according to the United States draft,
the 30 per cent roduction in conventional weapons would be proctically insignificant.
We should not forget that the entire power of the conventional wezpons at oresent
in national arsenals is but an infinitesimal part of the total destructive power
of the nuclear weapons at bthe disposal of States. in idea of the disproportion
between the destructive power of nuclear weapons and that of conventional weojsons
was given to us by the United States Sccretary of State, kr. Pean Jusk, who on
15 March stated:

"tiodern wesuons have a guality new to Listory. A single thermo-nucleor
weapon today can carry the explosive power of all the weapons of the laest

war", (Z1D¢/PV.2, 0.17)

By the last wor I:e meant, of course, the Second Vorld Ver.

Duri: ; the discussion of general and complete Cisarmament, and also of
special guestions which Zave come up on cur Committee's agends, tlie United States
delegation hes upheld the view that in the field of armaments, there existed g
twilight zone where it wes inpossible to distinguish between nuclear weapon vehicles
and conventiongl weapons. Only the other day, the United States representative,
ir. Dean, speaking on the question of the reduction of conventional weapons in the
first stage of disarmament, said:

"We have shown during cur discussiocns that modern technoleogy Zes made possible

the delivery of either -, nuclear or & conventioizl weapon by virtually =1l of
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(Mr. Tarabanov, Bulgaria)

the delivery vehicles which are set forth illustratively in tie stage I
categorices of the United States treoty outline (ENDC/30, section 4, pp.4-5)".
(ZNDC/PV. 74, 1.44)

fe was spealing, of course, of wenpons regarded os conventicnel by the United

States.

Furthernore, it has beeéen several times asserted by United Stotes experts ond
statesmern thot in the United States Army there is procticelly o difference of
status between the tacticel nuclear wecpons and the conventionel weapons witlh which
it is equinped.

e former President of the United Stotes, General Eisenhower, said at the
eighth sessioa of the Uniteld Nations General iLssembly on 8 December 1953:

"In size zuad variet the development of atomic weapons has been no less
’ je P

Lol

remarkables The development haos beer such that atomic weapons have viriuslly

"—/

There is no doubt that since then the number and variety of these nuclear

achieved conventional status within our armed services.

weapons in the crmed forces of the great Powers which Lave sought to introduce
them have iacreased considerably, thus reinforcing thieir conventional status in
those armies which seek to introduce them as conventional types of weapon.

If that is so — and I am surc that nobody here doubts it - the reduction of
30 per cent in conventional weapons, though it may appear a high percentage,
would not be equivalent to a reductic: of even, say, 1 per cent of the nuclear
weapons which cre becoming conventionel. In other words, a 30 per cent
reduction in conventionel weapons could casily be compensated for by 1 per cert
(I am using this Hercentage illustratively, as the actual percentage would probebly
be far lower) of nuclear weapons retained in nationcl arsenals whick, according to
the statements cited, are ccpable of becoming conventional weapons.

To sum u3, wiile the nuclear threct hangs over all mankind - which according
to the United Stetes draft, is still the case after tle first stage when 70 pew cent

of nuclear weapon vehicles would remein in national arsenals, enough, according to

1/(0fficial Records of the General Asseﬁblzl Elﬁhtb Session, Plensry Meetings,
470th meeting, nara. 89)
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certain experts, to destroy the whole world several times over - I repeat:
Whilerthe auclear threat is still imminent, the 30 per cent reduction in
conventional weapons represents in effect o fictitious measure of disarmament.
It would always be possible, if necessary, to employ tactical nuclear weapons to
supplement the conventional power at the disposal of armed forces.

A 30 per cent reduction in conventional weapons would oniy be effective and
significant if the Soviet draft treaty were carried out, according to which
nuclear weapons, neutralized in the first stage, would have become a deadweigit,
ungble to be really used by the States.

It hes often been said by the United States delegation and by other western
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 ke place. I should like to
stress that, if the sole obstacle to the abolition of nuclear wespon vehicles
consists of difficulties of this sort, such difficulties are easily overcome.

The important thing is fo 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 conventionzl weapons in the first stage, put forward as part of a plan for
balanced and uniform reduction, do not provide for the elimination or even the
reduction of military bases in foreign territory ond of troops stationed at these
bases, In this way, the Unitec States, which has instelled hundreds of military
bases all round the peaceful sociclist countries, is trying to secure a comsiderable
and even decisive military advantage at the beginning of disarmament. The military
bases in the territories of some of the Furopean allies of the United States
represent a considerable danger for the peace and security of the world: their
existence duriny the dissrmament process would create o dangerous imbalance in favour
of a potential aggressor. -

The Soviet Union, which, according to the system of zonal control ingeniously
worked out by the United 3tates experts, would have fto open up its territory and so
reveal its defence system ond surrender sn important part of its most effective
means of defence - global and inter-contimental rockets -~ would be placed in a

particularly unfavourable position in comparison with the Western Powers, and especially
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in comparison with the United States. Under such conditions the United States
military beases in foreign territory could be used not only for offemnsive 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
military leaders and even of some of the statesmen of the United States.

By concentrating their military effort on bases in foreign territory, 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 able to divert the ineviteble
counter-thrust from the national territory of the United States. It follows that
the countries in whose territory these American bases are situated would then become
the target of this counter-blow at the outset, since we know that the nuclear 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 truly strange and incomprehensible to see the representatives
of certain European countries in whose territory United States militery bases with
rockets and nuclear weapons are 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 emazed, in this connexion, that the Italian representative
in his speech of 27 August (ENDC/PV.75, p.31) defended these United States bases
in foreign territory. He declared indeed that he could not part from his imerican
friends., But the refusal to pert from his Americen friends necessarily implies
that the nucleer 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 nct share this point of wview.

It is, admittedly, important to reach agreementi on disarmament.measures |
concerning conventional weapons in the first stage, a question on which Soviet
concessions and medifications have made a rapprochement possible. It would,
however, be an illusion to think that this rapprochement enables us tc make serious
progress on the road to disarmament if no measures for the removal of the threat

of nuclear war zre contemplated for the first stage of general ard complete disarmament.



ENDC/PV. 77
12

(Mr, Terabanov, Sulgaria)

For, as we have stressed, since conventional weapons constitute =t present only
en infinitesimal part of the destructive -~ower at the disposal of Powers, and in
particular of the nuclear Powers, the danger will persist if nuclesar weapons are

not at least neuirelized, if =ot actuslly destroyed, &s is proposed in the Soviet
draft.

In order that disarmement measures in the field of conventional weapoans shoculd
have any significance, it is necessary to take stens to liquidate and render innccuous
nuclear weapons themselves. We must remcve the threat of a nuclear war. It is
only then -that practical measures of disarmaement for conventionadl weapons will have
any gsignificaince or impact within the general framework of general and complete

disarmament.

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): It is my intention todey fto talk gbout
point 5(¢) of document ENDC/52, but before doing so I should like 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 “est has not .adopted a new
position but, as lr. Kuznetsov told us then, is putting forward tie same old
girl in a new dress, I would ask my colleagues round ithis table 1o consider one
simple fact. The Scviet orovosals of 28 November 1861 (ENDC/11) are, and have
been acknowledged to be in this Conference, an extreme position. I myself zave
pointed out how, in putting forward those proposals and abandoning its agreement
to on~site inspection and to internationally-manned cetection posts on Soviet
territory, the Soviet Union hal in fact moved backwarc & long way. And here
perhaps I ought to pick up o moint mede by Ir. Kuzaetsov at our last meeting.  he-
said that a question I kept asking was:
"!Why has tae Soviet delegetion not kept to the position iV cccupied three
years ago?!'",

and he went on: .
"Why should it not tezie into accouat those changes and advances which are.
teking place in the world, and why should it ccntinue to adhere to the positions

which it occupied tiree years ago?" (ENDC/PV)?é, 5., 53 )
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Those were iir. Tuznetsov's words, and the question waich he seic I asked was:

"Why hes the Soviet delegetioz not kept to the position it occupied three years ago?"
But, of course, it is not ry cuestion at =all. Indeed, it has not been. Tre
guestion I om concerned with is: if the Joviet Uniocn is desirous of obteining

agreement, as it claims, why did it toke un a much more extreme Hositicn lost

Novenmber tihen iv 204 done formerly? Wiy does the Coviet Union alweys move
gwey from and ncd toward the estern positicn? I repeat, therefore, that iris

is, in fact bike furthest -osition from the Western josition —~- and in additioz,

of wurse, the furtlest positicn from the zgreed experts! report (IAI2/NUC/28) ~-

i

that the Scviet Union haes at zny time dulien up. it is, in fact, an extreme position
and, as I say, it kas beex ackncwledgel 5o be so in tihis Committes.

£t our twenty-fifto meeting the resresentative cf Iadie talized of the two
extreme positions. de referred to sometining I had scid and then went on:

"Please <z not go into these negotictions on the basis of those two extreme

positions.”™ (ENDC/PV.25, 1.48)

ot

Having that in mind, I ask 1y collecgues o realize thet under the new trezty text
for a ban on nuclear weanc: btests in the aztmosphere, outer space snd under wa
ENDC/59) whici the West has put forward, we are nccepting every provision inm those
Soviet proposals of 28 November except one, and that one is tae nrovision for =
morzborium orn underground vests. I =zve the Soviet text here oad that is the
position. Ir fact, it cen be clearly seen that the Vest has come a long wey o
meet the Soviet Union, andé we asre entitled to expect some response.

I must sey that, to me, negotiation ~= except where a defezted enemy is
concerned —— does not mean that one side should concede every demand put forwerd
by the other, particularly vien the other side has made its demands more exacting
as time goes on. Real nepotiation means concessiosns on both sides. ind if
the Soviet Unicn really wants = soluticn we are entitled to looit to it now to make
the smell concession from its extreme nosition that is needed for agreement.

I too know the great erxiety and itne concern among our non-aligned colleagues
here, I believe the anxiety to see agreement on this vital matter is in all ocur
minds, and I shere that concern. I hope it can be ccecepted, however, that if

agreement is 4 be reached it is for tire Soviet Unioc: now to make come move.
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Particularly I howe it is clear that zuy suggestion that the Test should now zccept
a moratoriwm in oddition tc the offers we have already made iz tantamount to
accepting completely the extreme Soviet position of 23 November 1961. Tor, os 1
have shown, the uew Western mHroposals for a pertial treaty accent every coaditior
of those propesals of 28 Uovember 1961 with this one exception. To ask the Vest

to go further znd to accent a moratorium is, in fect, to accept and to eadorse th

extreme Soviet positicn. I referred earlier to o ccament by our colleague from

b

BRI T
[P VR ¥

same mecting:

o

India. He s2id also s

", ..plense remember that there is 'no o' on the besis of tie two extrene

positions.™ (ibid,)
The phrase "uo go" is exoressive, snd I think that is truly o facb.

£nd why cennot the Weot accept o moratorium on uncerground tesius? It is not
sufficient for me just to say that because this is g Doviet condition, and because
I think the Scviet Union should move iz some respect towards the Vest, therefore it
must abandon its call for a moratorium in these circumstances. T would not for
one moment see:, for reasous either of equity or of national presitige, to draw some
concession from bhe Soviet Union merely to balance some concession from the Vest.
The issues here are far too serious to permit of such a nerrov attitude. o,
the reascns which impel the Vest to resist any form of uncontrolled or unpolicec
moratorium are too serious and too recently embedded in history to warrant our
ignoring ‘them. Luring tae loang and protracted discussions that went on i the
three-Power Colference on the Discontinuance of Huclear Weapon Tests between 1559
and the summer of 1961 the one thing that gave hope to the world was the seli-imposed

restriction on the partv of 21l parties epgninst testing while those talks proceeced.

o=

It is true that the Boviet Union, whick was the lest Yo test before this self-immosed
restraint become fully effective, did carry out some tests shortly after the 4-1lks
had started. but as for os the United Kingdom nd the United Svntes were coxzcerned,
and whatever moy haove been stid in either of our countries, neitler of us enrried

‘

out any tests curing the whole of the seriod up until Ceptember of laost yerr when

the Soviet Union so flagrantly violsted its own undertaking.

In view of comments thot heve been made recently I must remind my collecjues

J.

of these facts, cnd I must remind them thnit undoubtedly one of tike foetors wiich
very much influenced the VWest in accenting whal wos o self-impesed moratorium wos

S

the categoric nzd explicit stotement,

e by no leg: o person thon Lv. Xhrusihchev
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himself, thav the CJoviet U.ion woull 2ot be the first to start testing cgoit. ilo
hecd of State could have pledjed himself more clecrly. snd yet, ia the evernd, of

whot volue woo bust assurance?  Furtiaer than that, during the first eight montias

of 1961 the United States ond the United Tingdom were continuously in negoticiion

+

with the Joviet Uzien, negobicting ox our side in complete good foith, relying on

vime

the undertoking ot I just referrad to, and during the wihole of thot

being repectedliy ossurel by tie Soviet nezotiator in Fereva thot tie Soviet Union

wos still amzcious bo secure o tresty whex we now kacw that, uncer cover of tlose
negotintions, it must bove Desn prentring for that esnormous volume ¢f testing thot

wes earried ouv liost ~utums.

ot

such 2 gerien of tesvs recquired vogt preparciics over many MCLuhS. It must

£i“

follow, therefors, thot negoltictions bein carried on in the surmmer of 1961 vrere
being used om the Soviet Union side ns o cover for nreperctions waickh it woe then

representetives of these facts,

making to tect. I take =o wmleasure iz rveminding

but it is «y duly to explein vwhy the Vost cennot oeccent once ngoin ooy uadertoling,

however specifically given, in this field unless it is »part of & ®recty wnich ig,

on the one Zond, fully comsrehensive znd corries witih it the cbility to cinecz

whether, in foev, violotions of that trenty have tazen »lace, or, on the oilher =and,
o bon in those exvironments in wrich tiere czn be mo guestion whether obligoiions

o

undertaken hove been carried out while, ot the same time, worx Zoes forward %c iuprove

-

identificetiocn technigues in tae remoining environmment to which o sortial ben would
not apply.
L

I have nob recorded the focets of ihe recent pest in order to embarress tlie

representative of the Soviet Union. I do it only to remind 2il celegntions o

this Conference vizy it is thct the United States ond the United Yirgdom feel boumd to

decline any invitvation tc nccept o moratorium on underground tecis. I hope tazt

r.

every delegation will now see thot, while we have moved forwsrd o considercble ey,

n

there is o iimitv to concessions thet ¢ or should be demanded of the West; cud I
nope that I om mov unressonchlie in sgying thet, for once, we cre entitled to ook
to the Soviet Taicn 4o meze some move Torwerd in orier to reach rzreement.

Before laaving the subiect of nuclecr tests I s d just say tret I welcom
cnd support the sitotementv of President enmnedy confirming 1 Jonuziy next os a

target date foxr o trenty to come into affect. £s bot: sides hove now said thot they
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are willing ¥o use thet Jote ns o torzet, that ought o lead us ol to increcse

our efforts to ceieve o trecty. I tie¢refore redouble my ples —= aond it is 2
very genuine nlen -~ to the leviet Uniosn o show some forwnrd nove.

- - —- - - ' - . N
How vexssons I could wurzn bo some couments thot I wonted to molze on item 5{c)
of our ugendn. ‘8 this Jommittee wiil be aware, my lJelegatioxn hos, ~t vorious

times in the ccurse of our 4i sreleomed and sunported United States

proposals for o 20 per cen. cross the bonrd of both nuclear delivery

Py

['ad

L

cxe I of o treaty on gorerwl ond coriitve

-

vehicles ond conventionzl o

@

disarmament. I <o not thizl t-ot ony wsedul purvose would be served by iy
reiterating thic morning the srguments in faveur of these propostlsy they ox:
well known to tic Commiiitec. Iowever, it is clear Uhot, so o oo the reduction
of convertional armoments in stoge I is concerned, the vosic drovigions of tle
United States ond Jovicd »Hlong nmow show some measure ol opreement ia princinla.
. & i
Thot I would valze =8 .. honeful and encourcging sigzgs, oond I belizve that this

Committee is wow in o posivtlon to maks resol progress ir this particulsr ficid.

is I said ot She time, I found Lx. Zorii's statenexnt on 16 July (TJ05C/PY.57) hoth
interesting = important. It has fociliitoted the Comittee's opproach to dthis
particular nrodleni.

» this commexion I sioulic lixe zlsc to welecome t2e statement made by the

representative of the Unitec Jtates on 6 -ugust (IMSC/2V.66) on die cuestior of
production zllowcnees in stoge I My delegrtion supnorts those chonges to the
proposals previously nut Jorword by tae United Stetes. Ve consider that

, L

amendmeats rejrescnt o hel il attempt ol the pard o the United Stotes Govermrent

to claerify its position, Ivwos g v, at ouxr seventy—fiftl neeting,

Nr. Zuznetsov {tlought ticot some common ground exighed with regord to productiox
allowances. Sucl signs of {lexibility oo both sides give us 21l couse for cuglified
hope in this zolere.

I shoulcd

the opportunity to endorse the remaziis vhich the

o

representative of the United Jlates made on 24 sugust (EUDC/PV.74) to the effect

thet our discussions on itoer 5(b) coonot really be completely divorced from 1l ose
on item 5(c). I toink 1% muast be clear fthant when we refer to conventional
armaments we must at least all ‘zoow want we are tolking about; .ot is to sny,

until we kiow exectly what the Soviet Union representotive mecne 0y nuclear celivery
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vehicles, then the phrase "conventionzl armements” is open teo somne misunderstanding.
I think thet ir. Zuznetsov is clearly aware of this problem. Indeed, it seems to
me that he wos rother trying <o laugh it off by casting aspersions on the militoxy
advice which 2e would like tie Comnitiee to believe thie «est receives. Thet is
to be found on pege 39 of focument ANDC/PV.75. I would be the last to deny

br. Kuznetsov any opportuaity to enliven our proceedings here, but there reclly is

e difficulty in this casc. e Soviet vhiesis is that by eliminatirng delivery
vehicles the threat of nuclear war is eliminated. The Soviet delegation cloims
that this meesure alone does that; tast is to say, that the Soviet proposal is &
sufficient measure in itself, But my celegation -~ like, I would suspect, ncn
delegations around this table =- is not in the least convinced by tiat argument.
Indeed, to reiterate such on argument unecritically is, I submit, to hold out e cruel
hope to an expectant world. Yhat did lr. Kuznetsov say? Let me caalyse one of the
detailed statements which e mede in his speech on lionday last, 27 sugust, wiich I
must confess I found somevhat depressing. He seid:

"Our military experts consider thot tiere is no cifficulisy in determinizg

the type of sircraft unsuitable for the combat use of nucleocr weapons,

such as, for instance, anti-aircrait defence figater planes, military

transport nlanes, communications airecraft and helicopters and sircraft used for

initisl trcining, irrespective of their sirborne weight." (EUDC/PV.T75. .40=41)

I want to meite it quite clear that I am prepared to agree thot some of tlose
aircraft were not designed to deliver nuclear weapons and are not now intended to
be used to deliver nuclear weapons. 3ut Mr. Kuznetsov said categorically thot they
could not be used for the delivery of nuclear weapons. There, I do beg to differ,
I submit that such aircrzfv cca be so used and that, os nuclear wecopons beccme less
heavy and more compact, more of those circraft coulé be so used in the future. I
should like to give the Committee one or two simple examples.

I do not now how advenced Russicn technology is, but in the Vest we do hsve
fighter circraft which can carry missiles with nuclear warheads. vr. Ruzzetsov
said that fighter plenes could not be used for the delivery of nuclear weanons.
Perhaps there are no Soviet fighters wnicl, at this moment, can carry nuclear
weapons —- although I must say that I would be surprised if that were the cose.

Furthermore, I would szy that the bulk of HJussian military transoort aircraft, as
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well =g many of the Soviet Union's civil girliners which are adaptations of their
bombers, could be used to deliver nuclear weapons. I have gone into this at

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

Mr, Xuznetsov said. Indeed, thabt most improbable of aircraft, the helicopter,
could be used to deliver nuclear weapons., After all, we #ll know that the Russians
have o helicopter in ‘the ¥il Mi=6 which can lift up to twenty passengers and which
has wide opening doors at the rear for loading vehicles —= not perhaps zn ideal
militery vehicle, but, if the conventional types had been removed, it could indeed
be used as such.

Turning now to lend weapons, Mr. Kuznetsov said:

"In their opinion there is no difficulty in determing conventional weapons

for land forces, A4fter all, everybody, even non-military people, know

quite well that it is necessary to include among these weapons, for

instance, such types of armaments as tanks and self-propelled guns,

armoured carriers and armoured cars of all types, ertillery unsuitable

for firing nuclear shells, such as field guns, anti-aircreft guns, coastal

defence artillery ond enti-tank guns, mortars and rocket-firing guns of

every calibre unsuitable for the combat use of nuclear weapons."

(Ibig, ps 41 )
it Tirst sight, of course, this is en impressive list, but I would suggest that
Lir. Juznetsov. should heve a quiet word with his military advisers. Terheps they
could t¢ll him, and indeead tell us, how it-is that the mere fact that = piece
of artillery is self-propelled makes it ipsc facto incepable of delivering a nuclear
shell, DPerhaps they would tell us how they would define a piece of artillery which
cennot in any circumstances fire a nnclear srell either now or in the indefinite
future. You see, we really are in difficulities here because scientific development
does not stand still and, although it is broadly true thet only large pieces of
artillery can now fire nuclear shells, research and 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 kr. Muznetsov'!s speech, this time
dealing with naval metters. In listing weapons which could be classified as
conventional armaments, Mr., Kuznetsov said:

"Surface warships and ships that cannot be adapted for the combat use of nuclear
weapons should be rezarded as conventional wespons, whereas all submorines without
exception can be used for delivering nuclear weapons to their targets and therefore

should all be subject to destruction in the first stage." (ibid. )
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The question that I would like to ask iir. XKuznetsov is: Why does the mere fact

that a vessel can submerge mcke it automnticslly o nuclear delivery vehicle?

Is Mr. Kuznetsov saying here that no suricce vessels car in any circumstances
deliver nucleczr weapons? I am sure he is not. Or is he saying that some caon

and some cannct deliver nuclear weapons? Well, now, if that is so —- and I take

it to be the case -~ I hove he will tell the Committee which surface vessels iz his
opinion could pot in cny circumstences be used to deliver such weapons. Lgain, I
do not know how advanced Russion technology is, but in the West we have many nuclear
weapon systems which can be mounted on surface ships and which could be mounted

on merchant ships.

It is for these reasons that I support our United States collcague's apnoal
that the Soviet delegation should come forward and should clarify as soon s possible
what in its view constitutes nuclear delivery vehicles and what conventional
armaments. Until it doecs so I am sure that everyonc here will sgree that we are
in fact working in & twilight zore here even if we arc not gquiie in the dari.

Having said that, however, I do not propose to dwell further today on that
particular difficulty which we sce and always have seen in the Soviet draft treoaty.
I should like instead to draw attention to certain aspects of the proposals for the
reduction of conventional armements which in my view deserve further censiderstion
by the Committec before we are in a position to get down to drefting treaty language.

In our‘prcvious discussions we havoe already touched on one of those aspects.
Mr. Dean referrcd to it at our seventy-fourth meeting end Mr. Xuznetsov referred to
it at our seventy~fifth meeting. But this morning I should like to refer in
particular to the speeches made by our Conadian colleague Mr. Buras and by our
Swedish colleague lirs. Myrdal who, on 6 June and 13 June respectively, drew oux
attention to the special problems facing the smaller Powers during the later stages
of the disarmament process.

As Mrs. Myrdal pointed out, their interest in disarmament is particularly
related to the question of the reduction of conventional armaments; they do not
have responsibility for limiting and eliminating nuclear weapous, and, to quote
Mrs. Myrdal's actual words:

"The fact thet we are passively concerned as potential victims of nuclcar
war, as well as nuclear tests, needs no re-emphasis. However, conventional war
remains o threctening reality from the noint of view of the smaller Powers."

(ENDC/PV.55, p.64)
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Mr. Burzs raised the same problem in some deteil and, taking the exermple of &
hypothetical country, suggested:

".oo that tie correct anmroach to determining the cuts in its armed forces in

the second stage, or even in the Ffirst, is to know with some precision wiab

forces or nDolice this country woull reguire to fulfil its obligations es a

sovemslgn Jtate under conditions of generel aad complete discimenent.”

(ENDC/2V.50,_ p.45) |

When we resch item 5(f) of our agreed procedure we shall be discussing

disarmament measures with regard to armed forces together with cppropriate convrol
measures and I do not therefore wish to anticipate our discussicns on that soind,

s

but, in spite of what our Joviet colleague told us at our seventy-fifth meeting,
I think there is & real problem here for very many countries of the world in
connexion with this question of conventionsl armaments. Indecd this problem is
clearly of direct and immediate concern to all suc> Powers whetler ﬂhey are
represented =% iiis table or not since they will have to consider when to adhere
to & world-wicde treaty on general and complete disarmoment. But if, for example,
we. try to apvly & 30 per cent cut of coaventional crmaments in stage I on a world-
wide scale, some Powers might argue with some degree of justification that they
would be faced with serious snd difficult problems, the complexity of which would
permit of no easy solution. They might be unable in fact to accept such a cut

in stage I until they knew what final figures would be allowed for their interzcol
security forces. Some countries whose existing armel forces are zlreedy desizned
only for internel security purposes mizht not be required to mele any cuts in
conventional arnaments at all. In the case of other countries tbie reductioz iz

such armaments might not bear any direct »roportional relationshin to the reduction

of conventional armaments by the great Powers. Thus, in assessing the scale on
which armaments should be reduced, we may have to tele as a basis for our

calculations ¥he final figurs required for each coudtry's obligations at the end of
stage IIT and thus, as it were, work backwards.

I would nct wish to draw zny firm conclusions from this brief analysis at this
stage. However, I might just say in passing that when the final requirements for
internal security purposes == particularly of the smaller Powers of which I am thinking
now —= come Vo be considered it may well be found unrealistic to aonly on a world-wide

scale a reduction of 30 per cemt on all small conventional armaments in stage I.
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Even if this proposal were applied only to the United States and the Soviet Union
there is the objection, with which we are all familiar, that the verification
process could well be overloaded at the early stage of the disarmament process..
Be that as it may, I think it is alrcady clear that in considering other
coﬁntries‘ needs -- and ny delegation is very conscious of these problems -= we
must take into account the complex variety of factors involved; for instance, the
éize of the country, the terrain, the density of the population, the adequacy of the
internal communicatiéns and any special internal problems which could exist in any
particular country.

All these factors, I submit, will have to be exemined -- and examined in
great detail ~- and so I would like to take this opportunity of endorsing the
practical suggestion put forward by iir. Dean on 24 kugust- (ENDC/PV.74, p.50),
that a working sub-committee might be set up to examine the problems involved for
smaller Powers in a 30 per cent cut in conventional. armaments. I should be
interested to hear the views qf other delegations on this particular suggestion.

I was sorry to hear Mr. Kuznetsov's reaction to it (ENDC/PV.75, ps 49) because it
seemed to me that he misunderstood the proposal that had been made. #r. Dean did
not propose that a sub-committee should be set up in order to decide whether 100
per cent or 30 per cent of nuclear delivery vehicles should be eliminated in

stage I3 that is a problem which those countries possessing nuclear delivery
vehicles will clearly have to resolve. But the purpose of the proposed. sub-
committee, aé I understood it, will be to examine the problems involved for the
smaller Powers in a 30 per cent reduction in conventional armaments in stage I.
Such a cut in thelcase of the United States and the -Soviet Union is something on
which, as Mr..Kﬁznetsov himself has said, we have already reached a broad measure
of agreement. But it is the question of the effect on the smaller countries witk
which the sub-committee would be concerned.

Mr. Kuznetsov asked why the West should be so concerned about the position
of the smaller countries. He asked how we knew that those countries would not
wish to reduce their éonventional 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 gquestions which in my view a sub-committee could and should consider.
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I was of course 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 usefully coneider. 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 &eépons to have some measure of agreement in principle on the
reduction of these particular weapons. ilthough there are many problems still to
be tackled'thié should give us some start in the finding of detailed solutions which
have to take intoaccount the interests of all countries, as I have just been
saying; and I believe we ought teo be éble to make real progress on this particular‘
item.,

Before I finish I do want to say one word to inform my colleagues that I
should like to circulate to the Conference this morning a paper prepared by thé
United Kingdom,g/ 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 Materiél Production'. I want fo
say at once that I am not proposing thét the Committee should consider this paper
at this stage or, indeed, before we proceed to item 5(d). I do not wish in an
way to anticipate our discussion on that item; nor ém I'sﬁggesting that we are now
concluding cur discussion on item 5{c): certainly not. My delegation is circﬁléting
this paper purely for the convenience of the Committee because many of my' ' h
colleagues from other delegations were kind enough to express interest in the twd
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 discussic:

2/ ENDC/60



ENDC/PV.T7
23

(Mr. Godber, United Kingdom)

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 5(d). I hope that in that way the work of the Committee will be
facilitated, and I shall be ready when the time comes, under item 5(d), to comment
on the points in the paper. I therefore ask that it should be circulated as &

Conference document.

Mr. de ARAUJO CALSTRO (Brazil): My delegation is fully apprecietive

of the constructive efforts of the United States and the United Kingdom Governments

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 my remarks today to the alternative partial drafi 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 delegetion has repeatedly demanded from the nuclear Powers
the cessation of all nuclear tests. Ve 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 any other country. We do not recognize the
right of any country to test, be it in first, second, or lagst 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 plenary meeting:
"inother 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." (ENDC/PV.3, p.8)
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Later Professérlsan Thiago Dantas said:
. ‘ "The technicians of the nations most advanced in nuclear science are,’
I believe, agreed on the possibility of effective control of tests under .
water, in the atmosphere and in the biosphere, without more thorough on-site
inspections and checks being necessary. e therefore consider that these
tests should be suspended immedictely. ;s regards underground tests, studies
should be undertaken without delay to determine the minimum degrec of on-site
inspe~tion. that is essential to ensure that the undertakings given are being
fulfilied." (ibid., p.9)
We dc not think that any kind of testing should be permitted or condoned;
we are for the immediate cessation of all tests. Ve do not believe in the
existence of a "clean" bombj; nc bomb can be clean, when the so-called "clean bomb"
brings with it, or has the concentrated power to bring with it, the destruction of
hundreds of thousands, and maybe millions, of human beings. A o
In an official note (ENDC/56), my Government has addressed an earnest appeal
to the nuclear Powers to come, through mutual concessions and & spirit oficomprd@iSe;
to an agreement on the modality of control envisaged in the eight-nation joinf B
memorandum (ENDC/28). My delegatioh firmly believes thatnthe eight-natiéﬁ joint
memorandum is still the best available document to help negotiations on a o
comprehensive test banj we feel that somehow or other negotiations on the.dOCument
have not materialized. DMy delegation does not, howe%er, consider “the eight-nation
memorandum as an untouchable document, and we have urged the great Powers not to take
such painstaking efforts to ascertain the real intentions of the eight nati&ns,: |
as the real intentions of the eight uations were, in our opinioﬂ, to press for
negotiations likely to bring'ahiut'the cessation of all nuclear tests. 48 8 matter
of fact I have committed my delegation to defend any mutually agreed interpretation
of the terms of our joint memorandum on ocne sole condition =-- that suck an -
interpretation would not allow for the unchecked continuation of nuclear tests.
Because of the stalemate that prevailed on the over-gll Questioh, in fﬁe
light of disagreement on the problems of control, my delegatioﬁﬁé% the plenaty
meeting of 25 July addressed a question to the auclear Powarg'(ENﬁC/PV;61,vp.36):
if the main divergencies did refer to the problem of detection and verification ofr

underground tests, why should not the Sub-Committee 0n>nucledr %ééf§1concentrate its

N
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efforts, as g first step, on those tests which did not present problems of control?
£t that time no snswer was forthcoming from the auclear Powers. Three weeks later,
at the plemary meeting of 17 August (ENDC/PV.71/p.16), we reiterated our questicn,l
and again no answer, viether public or private, was forthcoming from the nuclear
Powers.

Although we keep pressing for the simultaneous cessation of all nuclear
tests, on a mutually acceptable basis, my delegation was gratified to see that
the new pfoposals submitted by the United States and the United Kingdom in the
alternative draft treaty on o partial ban do represent an important step forward
and a genuine effort towards the reconciliation of opposite views on the cessation
of nuclear tests. Tt should not pass unnoticed that the dispute has disappeared
as regards the necessity or the lack of necegsity for contrel of atmospheric,
outer space and uader water tests. This fact should be stressed. We have
covered a lot of ground since 27 :ugust; it would be less than fair not to
acknowledge that. The divergencies are now confined to the question of detection
and identification of underground tests, the importance of which we do not
underestimate.

From the verbatim record (BNDC/SC-I/PV.24) of the last meeting of the Sub-
Committee on nuclear tests, as well as from what we heard at our last plenary
meeting (ENDC/PV.76), i% is obvious that a new stalemete has developed, but it is
important to make this clear: +this stalemate —— for therc is one —— is situated
some steps ahead, at a more advenced stage of our progress towards the cessation
of all nuclear tests. We may indeed be facing a rather strange situation in which
the nuclear Powers have 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 & partial ban wes not altogether discarded by eny delegation and it
is our considered opinion that negotiations should proceed on what appears to
present better chances of immediate agreement.

Regardless of the discouraging conclusion of last Tuesday's meeting of the
nuclear test ban Sub-Committee we see some Lope in the fact‘that thie nuclear Powers

are willing to call another nmeeting of that Sub~Committee. 4 partial agreement



ENDC/PV. 77
26

(iir. de iraujo Castro, Brazil)

on the question of nuclear 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 settlement which we are all bound to seek.

As both sides have stated here, underground tests nlay a part in the
development of nuclear weapons, and this cannct be neglected if we =zre to put
a stop to the arms race. But, besides being the most dangerous for mapkind,
both actually and potentially, tests in the stmosphere cnd in outer space play
still a more ominous and disquieting role in the development of higi-yield
weapons, which hang over the heads of Lumeaity. Let us reflect for one moment
on what would be the offects on the alarming arsenal already held by nuclear Powers
of an unchecked anti-missile missile race. Such ¢ race is clready tsking shape.

It is our understanding that at its next mecting the Sub-Committee will
consider all proposals, ideas ond suggestions that have been submitted by several
delsgations to this plenary Committee, with special emphasis on Dr. Padilla Nervo's
suggestion (ENDC/PV.34, p.16) regarding a deedline for the cessation of all nuclear
tests. On this question of o auclear test bawn, no pesition can be recognized as
final and immovable, he only final and immovable position which we would recognize
as & valid one would be a joint position, arrived at through negotiations, carrying
with it the cessation of all nuclear tests. While negotiations proceed no positiocn
is final, and'of course we are s8till pressing for further negotiation. We are
prepared to accept and welcome any solution, with any amount of mntrol, on which
the greaf Powers might agree in order to bring about & simultaneous cessation of
all nuclear tests. At this stage we shall, therefore, refrain from advancing new
suggestions until we feel they ore likely to facilitate = mutual agreement. On &
matter like this, which cannot be settled by vote or by the sum of opinions and
positions, agreement, not poleunics, between the two sides is of the essence. Ve
shall be pressing for negotistions in Now York within the General rssembly if,
contrary to all hopes, no positive results are achieved in Geneva. But we still

hope for such results.

Mr. EDBERG (Sweden):  Like the representative of Brazil -~ to whom my
delegation listened with great care and attention, as we alweys do == I will limit my

intervention this mcrning to some comments on the question of a test ban.
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After several months of zn often polemic exchange of views on a test ban
treaty, sometimes giving us a disconsolate feeling thot both sides were
rigidly bound in their positions, there have been taken during the past few
weeks several siznificant initictives which have made things move. In the
first place I am of course thiniing of the proposal of the United States and the
United Kingdom on afirst-step treaty banning 211 nuclecr weapon tests in the
atmosphere, in outer space and under water, presented on 27 August (ZWDC/59);

Lir. Xuznetsov's speech of 17 august (ENDC/PV.71), with its'extensive uccouﬁt of
the Soviet position with regord to an international commission and to the question
of on-site inspection; and the acceptance by the Western Powers of o cetection
systen based upon nationally-menned observaotion posts.

A1l this represents impoxrtant steps from both sices which we in the
Swedish delegation welcome. In several importont areos 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. That they exist we all know. It was plainly emphasizeé at our
last plenary meeting. But it is hard tc imagine that those who lead the most
powerful countries in the world should not have the power to master the reggining ,
difficulties ageinst the background of the aliternative to an agfeement banning
nuclear tests. Ve all know that alternative: a continued upward turn of tﬂé
nucleer armoment spiral, continued testing, continued poisoning of the air we
breathe and the food we eat, new ond ever more destructive weapons and, os =
consequence of £ll this, inereased dongers even in peace-time for the Well;being
of millions of people; fdr living ond unbo:n generantions.

I have mony times asked ryself how any country con allow itself to gomble .
with the surroundings of the globe cos if {hose surroundings were its own exclusive
property. But thaot is exactly what is happening and whot will continue to happen,
with steadily increosing risks for mankind, if we do not maonage to moster Ehe
paradox of our time: the fact thot the low of the jungle is allowed to rule us in
the atomic age. It is this state of affcirs which has resulted in what Mr. Fetteh
Hassan in his excellent speech on 15 August Cescribed as: '"nothing short of actunl

aggression against humanity" (ENDC/PV.70, ».27)
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Where would o continued nuclear arms roce lecd us in the long run? Sometines
we nre told that it is unrealistic to try to cchieve discrmement, since it would
mean reversing mon's pattern of behaviour as it has develened frowm o fogpy post.
But it would seem ¢ven more unveclistic to imogine that the nuclear crms race
could continue with nmutusl thrects and incressing fear venx after yecr, decade
after decade, without this leading one day to o cetaclysme.

Since 1945, wvhen the snocl: of the first otomic bembs was sprecd all over
the world, we have witnessed cxplosions of bombs three thousand times os powerful

as the Hiroshimc bomb -= super bombs with cxplosive energy fifteen to itwenty
times as big as that of all the bombs used during the Sceond Jorld Ver, which, to
use another comparison, means thot one single such super bomb possesses more than
five times the explosive power of 2ll conventional projectiles used in oll wars
since the discovery of zunpowder.

Each year thot posses witii continued perfection of destructive weopons must
obviously and with mothematicel certointy increase the risk of catastrophe. I
suppose this is whot ir. Godber haod in mind vien he stoted:s "the fote of mankind

may be involved in this issue." (EBDC/PY.75, p.20); vhkot kr. Decn hed in mind

when he said: " If we do not stop testing citogcther,we mcy stop human progress
altogether! (ibid., De5); ond whnt iir. Zuzpeisev had in mind wheon ne stressed:
"oue the continuntion of underground nuclenr weapon tests will certainly
not stop the nuclear arms roce ond, conseguently, the threat of o thermonuclea

war will only be increased.'" (ENDG/PY.76, p. 19)

I am referring to stotements mode ot our lost two plencry meetings by representoatives
who should know befter than any of us whot is involved. This is o prospect waich

we must see before us as o piller of dust in the day ond o pillar of fire in the

night.

L test ban is obviously the pote througi which we hove to pase if we are
at all to travel further. Without o test ban the prospects for achieving an
agreement on genersl and nlete disormonent seem smoll, whereas o cessation of

nuclear tests would ease the tension, bring cbhout o betfer ctmosphere nnd serve os
a starting point for continued efforts to roeduce the burdens of armonment. Without
a test ban it is doubtful whetler we shall acchieve on ogreement preveanting the further

spread of nuclecr weopons, while, on the otlhier hand, o test ban trecty would in itself
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have the morzl and practical effect of a bar on other countries that ore about to
enter the nuclear arms race. Without a test ban there is this desperate and
frightening prospect for the future which we £ll know only too well.

In that perspective the remaining differences and difficulties must seem small,
indeed very small, I think this would hove been still nore obvious today if all
the time, effort and intelligence that during recent months have been used for
finding points of disagreement hod instead been devoted to the more constructive
task of trying to find points of agreement.

Today we can distinguish two mein lines in our work. One is to arrive
at an agreement which would for oll time ban all kinds of nuclear weapon tests.
The other has a more limited zpoal: on agreement to put an end to 2ll tests that
do not require any international verification machinery. My delegotion does not

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

i)

our opinion, be regaorded as complementary aond preliminory to the more comprehensive
objective, The fingl aim of our efforts must be to achieve a treaty banning for
ever all nuclear weapon tests in all environments. That is the kind of treaty we
have been discussing here for slmostmlf a year, and it is in such o treaty that
e permanent solution of the problem will be found.

At our plenary meeting on lMonday, 27 iugust, the United States acnd United
. Kingdom delegations presented 2 draft of such & comprehensive tresty (ENDC/58). My
delegation regards that document as a sincere effort to bring us down to detailed
end concrete negotintions concerning a treciy. We toke it that the United States
and United Kingdom draft is intended as a bid for consideration in such concrete
negotiations. Bota Mr. Deen and nir. Godber were anxious to indicate that the oifer
was negotiable. In that cese, it would seem that the Western Powers and the Soviet
Union are on the whole in agreement as to future procedurec. I would drew attention
to Mr. Kuznetsov's declaration that the Soviet delegation is of the opinion that
the three-Power Sub-Committee should proceed forthwith to the drafting of a test
ban treaty. (ENDC/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 upoi.
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But the presentation of negotiating bids also means that the eight-Power
joint memorandum of 16 ipril remains 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 nuclear 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 o compromise.
When M¥r. Kuznetsov recommended the immedinte drafting of a test ban treaty, he
added on the basis of the eight-Power joint memorandum of 16 4pril (ibid).
Sir Michael Wright expressed o similar view in his statement on 20 Zugust, when
he declared:

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

memorandum." (EYDC/PV.72, 1Pe 5=0)

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall now make a modest effort to
indicate a few points on which the two sides seem after s2ll to have drawn closer
together. It is therefore natural that I should use the eight—-Power memorandui:
as a signpost ~- without, of course, making any textuel interpretation of a
document which rests on its own merits.

As has often been pointed out, the memorandum aimed at finding a solution
to the problem of observation and control on a purely scientific and non-political
basis. The first basic principle was thet continucus control should be based
end built upon the already existing networks of observation posts and institutions.
That approach differed essentially from the 1961 proposal of the Western Powers,
vhich provided for internationally menned detection posts. What was therefore
demanded on that noint was a concession by the Western Powers. Todey we have
such a concession. After his reburn from Washington d¥Mr. Dean made it known thet
the Western Powers, basing themselves upon their own new scientifie results,
accepted the principle of netionally menned and nationally operated observation
posts. My delegotion attaches great importance to that; it means a new position
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 differemces between the parties with regard to the concept
of "internstional SupervisiOh", which‘hasrbeen further elzborated in tie draft
treaty submitted by the Westerm Powers. Cbviously, I do nect intend to go into
any details here.s I imagine thet even if the approach of the two parties is
different o certain flexibility would prove ito exist once real anc concrete
negotiations were entered upoi.

Perhaps we should not forget another concept in this connexion -- thaf of
co~ordination. In the scientific fields which are most relevant to us the trend
is towards an increased degree of co-ordinstion. During the Geophysical Year,
when observations from local stations were transmitted to world date centres
within various scientific disciplines, o certain degree of co-crdination wes
called for. My delegation has tried carlier to show hov a number of stations
in different parts of the world src now co-operating in a plan to get more repid
and more homogemcous records of seismic data, and also how plans have been advanced
to esteblish within this field o centrael world institute for the processing of
data with the zid of clectronic computors.- Furthermore, the Econcmic znd Socicl
Cbuncil,.af its 1116th plenary mecting, adopted resolution 767 (XXX) calling for
further co-ordination of seismological observation and research.  The furpose‘of
this'is to feduce, by adequate use of natidnal and international services, . the
great loss of human life and extensive matericl damage caused by eartiagquakes and
seismicjéea waves. But what is called for is also of interest to our Committec,
because the develonment towards increased co-ordination which takes place,
particularly in scismology, is of importance for our purposes too and should be.
further éncouragei. Ve take it that in o 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 thet their special tesk in conmexion with o
test ban agreement would be an integral part of their repular scientific endeavours.
Whether to choose a limited number of posts for that special task or a more flexible
system with more posts and institutions involved would seem to be a matter to be
decided on purely practical cdnsiderations.

Whet I have Jjust seid only goes to cmphasize the fact thaet once the Western Powers
have accepted the principle of national observation posts there should not be too
serious difficulty in reaching agrcement om the practical shaping of the detection

(%)

system.



ENDC/PV.77
' 32

(lir. Edberg, Swedcn)

' The second basic prineiple in the memorandum is that of an internetioneal
commission entrusted with the tasks of processing all data received from the agreed
system of observation posts and reporting on any nuclear explosion or suspicious
event. 4s all will remember, when we met in the spring the Soviet delegation
was opposed tc every kind & international element. What was asked for in this
context, therefore, was a concession by the Soviet side. On 19 April that
concession was announced in a stotement by the Soviet Govermment (ENDC/32). That
neant that the Soviet Union was taking a position which was new and different from
the one held at the beginning o +the Conference. My delegation considered that an
important step towards the achievement of an effective zgreement banning nuclear
tests.

As far as I con remember, the ideea of an international commission consisting
of highly qualified scientists has not met with any difficulties at all during our
negotiations sinece the principle was accepted by the Soviet Union. It would
not be unreasonable to assume, therefore, that the final shaping of the commission
and its duties could be carried out in an atmosphere of understending. It is
true that no deteiled discussions have yet teken place as tc the composition of the
commission, the size of its steff, its location, its equipment with modern and
efficient instrunentetion, and so on, but they are all practical questions which
should involve no controversial principles.

In regard to both the debtection system and the purely practical functions of
the commission there are certain questions of an organizational and ftechnical
nature which should preferably be treated on the expert level. Would it not be
worth while to consicer now the establishment, at least on an interim basis, of
the commission proposed in the eight~Power memorandum, about which the parties
are in agreement, with, as a first task, the scientific examination of the
question of how a countrol system should be organized? e believe that that
would extend the ares of agrecment and thereby alsc facilitate our endeavours
to arrive at a permanent test ban treaty. i delegation would have welcomed the
forthcoming recess being used for such preparatory work.

Let us now look for a moment at the third element —- the relationship between
the commission and the contracting parties. If we still follow the lines of direction
in the eight-Power memorandum we find that Bost and West are in agreement to a large

extent on this point too. Botn sides accent an obligation for the parties to furnisk
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ary bto esteblish the nature of gay susnicious sad

[é2]

the commission with £ ccts noces
significent event. Zoth siioes sgrec thet Vhe commission, if it is unable to reach
& conclusicn on the neture 5 o suspicious event, should inform the periy concern

of the points on wiich urgent clsrificatica seems necessary. Both sices are
prepared to teke port in a procecdure of coasultetions asg tc what further measurcs

of clarification, including verification i locc, would Tacilitate the ossessmeit.
Both have declared tiob they are prepared to give speedy ond full co-omeration to
facilitate the cssessnent. "The Soviet Union subscribes wo this witicut any

reservation”, dec
(ENDC/PV. 71, p.42).

If I haeve understood lir. Dean and Hr. Godber correctly they nove followed toeir

I7)
[

ed . Huznetsov in his important speccn on 17 August

Soviet colleague w3z to tkis cross—road. It is when we reach the vrocefure of co—site
inspection that itle roads semarste. The Vestern Powers Lkeep to & sciaeme of oblipatory
on—-site inspecticn. The Soviet Union stateld: "de do ot preclude tie nossibility of
on~-site inspecticn in specific cases." Cr u¢ cuote again e extract from

Mr. Kuznetsov's ceclaoration of 17 jupgust: "In the lig:t of all tiese comsideratioczs", -
Mr. Fuznetsov had inter elig spolken about ihe reaction of werld puvlic opinion if o

nuclear Power should refuse to invite the commission to assess the ngture of an
event -~ "ig iv Hossible to come be the conclusion that the nuclear Zowers will
elways refuse to inviite the commission to visit their territory? Gf course, iv is

< e

impossible to come %o such a conclusion: it would be quite unjustified" (ENDS/2V.71,p.4

This is g statewncat the significance of vhich is evident 1o everybody. It means
that the Soviet Union in princinle has accentved on—site inspections.

.

It is obvisus ot there is still an essential differaice betweorn the Anglo-

B

smerican approac: and that of ithe Soviet Unicx to the problem of the oz-site inspection.
It is no use trying tc shut our eyes to taat foct. It is here we havae had osur reol
difficulties from Utic beginning. nd that is where they remain. Obill I thianz that
if one would sit <owa and lool av the mebtter from purely practical and »ragmatic

points of view, tTe zon would srove to be smaller than it eppears wien looked upon
through the spectacles of princinies. "The difference between the two sides is aot

wide, it is narrow", said Bir liclael Wright in o statement some days ago (ENDS/T7.72,De’

o

4 careful study 57 tiae position & both sides hias led my delegation to the same

conclusion.
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The ares waich we have to cover here is also limited. It is only the uncerground
tests which we =re concerned rooul when we vallk about oi-site inspection. And even
here the field has shrunk. ire Tean has informed us vhat on the besis of the

experience gained tlircugh toe so-celled Vels Project (ZMDC/45) the Vestern Powers

i

have, to g greater extent than was esrlier believed to De possible, been able wo

exclude certain categories of underground events from obiigetory on-site imspecvion

basing myself on our own scientists I thinx: the situation can be expressed &s follows

2lmost all events of the size of & nuclesr underground exnlosion can be deteeted.

", .

ut ohe sti11 not

T
m

Zxplanation is also possible in a great number of cases,

)

reached so far ithet this can be achieved 100 per cent. The conclusion is thav i.¢

doubtful cases represent a ners, and we might be justified in believing a shriniing

part, of all underground events. Because waile we continue our debates here teciricel
development also continues. 7o carnot exclude the possibility thet with refinecd
instruments and ncw methods we might in the not-too-distent future be able to eliminzte
completely the remairning margin of uncertecinty. Thercby the whole problem of on-gite
inspection would dissppear. FEcwever imporitent the gquestion of inspection may be,
it is still only a part of =2 grecter entirety. We refuse tc believe trhat disagrecment
on this point would be allowed to block the road to a test ban treaty.

¥r. Burns hed some wise words to say in tris connexicn on 15 sugust. Fe said:

"Instead of becoming ‘feadlocked on tie princinle of on—site

inspection, members of tie Conference, »narticulariy the nuclear Powers,

should examine tlie practical steps required in setting up, as envisaged

in the eight-tation memorsndum, a worldwide detection system the essential

elements of which appear to have been accepted by =11l the nuclear Powers."

(ENDC/PV.70._p. 36)

wy delegation vholeheartedly concurs in this. Teet is why we hope that the twe

parties will now stert concrete and Getailed preparations for a comprehensive test
ban treaty, followi:g the guiding lines of the eight-Power memorandum.

I would now lilke to say o few words zbout the pronoscl of the United States ouc
the United Xinzdom for a partizl agreement banning all nuclear tests in the

o
e

atmcsphere, cuter ssoce and under weter. L5 I mentioned ot the beginning of .
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my statement, we do not regard o treaty of such a more limited nature os an
alternative to o tcst ban treaty embracing =211 categories of tests. Tvery partvisl
solution that the nuclear Powers can agrec upon pending itie elaboration of a
comprehensive azreement and its entering into force would Lowever mesn on imporva:
step towards a definite nuclear cecse-fire. ibove all, this applies to those
tests which represent the grestest dangers for the life ané well-being cof man.

The position of the Swedisk Government in regard to the nuclear armements
rece is well known from our work in the United Nations. In particular all the
members of this Committee are well familier with our views. Je consicer that
no effort should be spared until 11 tests in all environments have been
outlawed for all ine future. In the samc spirit we are caxious to contribute
to preventing further spread of nuclear weapons; +this wos the:uhderlying motive
of the Swedish initictive at last year's General Assembly on what ﬁas popularly
been called a non-ciomic club. But where it has not been possible to reach -
immediately the ultimate goal we nave welcomed every pfovision&l measurc, every
partial solution that has seemed to be within reach and whick has been aimed at
bringing us some steps closer to the goal. It was tiis position‘of principle
which was reflected in krs. yrdal's speech on 1 asugust, when she avpealed to
the Sub-Committee "to teke up os a primary item on its agends Lfbr decisio§7

this matter of a »preliminary test ban treaty, restricted if necessary to tests

in certain enviromments" (EMNDC/PV.64, p.8). krs. iyrdel stated in this

connexion:
"for the sake cf demonstrating good will the nuclecr Powers would
now at least have to assure us that an agreement on those categories
of tests for vhichk no inspection is needed and no 'espionage'! is
to be feared would be within our immedicte reach". (Ibidey De 7 )

And she added:

"If such =i undertcking were restricted, as an initisl measure, to
atmospheric and outer space tests -- plus, I hope, underwater tests —--
a treaty would be easy to draft and the hopes of tie tormenteé world

would mount zrd confidence would begin tc be felt." (Ibid;)'
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On this besis my deleyation welcomes the proposcl of a pertiasl treasty as o

constructive couniribution teo the solution of a problem that more than any oiher engages
our thoughis ~nd presscs 0 oUr nerves.

-

The Soviet reply tc the Vestern proposals con be divided in two parts. In the

first the Soviet delegaticr declares its readiness to arrive ov an agreement of

final nature beunning from o date in the acar future nuclear tests in the zumcsoiere,

in outer sprce and under water. In the second part of its snswer the Soviel delegaticn
puts as & condition for its particination that an understanding be reached
simultaneously to refraoin from underground tests. That understanding would remoin

in foree until such time gs 1t could be replaced by a permenent sclution. To that

the Western Powers answer vzat they connot accept en uncontrollcd moratorium in eny
guise on uaderground tests.

Does tiat mean that there is no possibility to build a bridge between tle
apparently incompatiblé positions? Te refuse to azccept such o conclusion until &ll
possibilities of bridging tie gap have been explored. We believe that this Zas not
been the cose so far. It would, of course, be presumptucus of my delegation to try
et this juncture to bring forward any ideas for solving the dilemma, but we fecl that
there ere still certain lines and combinctions which the nuclear Powers could aad
should carefully consider in o serious effort to finé a common Hlatform. We can,
thereforey oﬁ‘v eppeal to the nuclear Powers to renew their efforts to f nd ways
both to a o i 1 agrecment =znd to an ell-categories embra01n~ test ban trecty,
which still remsins the ulvimate goal.

Compromiscs can never be reached without concessions and scerifices on both sides.
As T have tried tc point cut, in the course of our negotiations important concessions
have been mace by both parties. In spite of all signs to the contrary, the sices
have, in reclity, come cioser to each other. Seen sgeinst the frightening siternative
of no agrcement at 211 +the femaining differences must seém so small that it will be
difficult for the nuclear Powers to explain to world opinion why they canuot egree,
and difficult to defend the fact that month after month is passing by witaout
substantigl rosults while monitory signals from ever new explosions are ringing in our
ears.

We have Ve assurances of both sides that they sincerely wisi tc end all nuclear
weapons hosts. We certainly want to believe their words. But then we alsc have

the right to expect them to do their utnicst to reslize their own wisnes.
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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 apreements which can enter into force on next New Year's Day.

To accomplish this purpose, the Governments involved must accelerate their

negotiations looking 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 provide 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
fhis Conference we should earnestly attempt to reach an agreement which would

become effeetive on 1 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 appropriate iInternational supervision or, if need be, then at least on a
limited treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and
under 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, ily 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 yéar so that it could become effective not
later than 1 January 1963, We intend to continue the negotiations on the basis
of the two draft treaties which were tabled by the United States and the United
Kingdom.

The Soviet representative, Mr; Kuznetsov, in his statement on 29 August
(ENDC/PV.76), reiterated a number of arguments with repard 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 Kinsdom 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 agreement.

B First, the Soviet representativ: states that the United States~United Kingdom
position on @& 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 regret 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 United Kingdom and the United States is
really a new baby, and i£ is & new baby quite unpainted and in diapers and seeking
tffection 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
steffing ‘'of inspection teams, as the representative of Sweden nointed out this
morning, has changed. The number of detection stations will be changed. The
number of annual on-site inspections will be changed. The Soviet representative
might argue that the United States aﬁd the United Kihgdom have not changed enough
to suit the Soviet Union, and that the United States and the United Kingdom, to
reach agreement, must accept all the terms demaended by the Soviet Union. This
the Soviet representative can argue because this is apparently what he means; but
he cannot convince anyone who is willing to exomine the facts thot the position of
the United Kingdom and the United Stotes has not changed.

Secondly, the Soviet representative argues that the requirement of objective
obligatory on-site inspections by an impartidl international commission 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 oﬁt previously, it does no good
to detect if we connot identify and if we connot locate. We 21l hope that,
despite the enormous advéntages that we hove received through scientific research,
this scientific progress will go on. But, as we can hear many more seiémic events
of rather low yield, the probiém only becomes more complicated; while our scientists
will undoubtedly continue fheir research according to the best scientific advice I
could get -- and I have doné my best to try to determine this on a highly ébjectiVe
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 presented by the United States
and the United Kingdom are incorrect. We have invited the Soviet delegation to
bring its scientists here, and it has declined. Ve ‘can, however, carry the
argument one step further, If, by some technique that the Soviet Union is not 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 & proper procedure, In such o case tie highly competent
international staff, including the executive officer of the international
scientific commission under the treaty would never certify thot an event remained
unidentiiied; ond if there were no certifications of unidentified events, then
there simply could not be any on-site inspections on Soviet territory. If the
Soviet Union is positive that an on-gite inspection will never ve called for,
then it rhould be willing to accept the objéctive and scientific procedures
contained in the United States-United Kingdom comprehensive draft treaty (ENDC/58).
And under that treaty on-site inspections can only be certified by the commission
using definite and objective scientific criteria, ns set forth in the treaty.
Thirdly, the Soviet representative maintains that inspection can only take
place by invitation from the party on whose territory an unidentified event has
been certified by the commission. But an invitation is something which rests
entirely in the hands of the person who is considering issuing ib. This position
is contrary to the pledge made by the United States and the Soviet Union in the
joint statement of agreed principles ‘that disormament measures
"should be implemented from beginning to end under such strict and effective
international control as would provide firm assurance that all parties are
honouring their obligetions" (ENDC/3).
Inspeetion by invitation gives no assurance that the parties are nonouring their
obligations, because inspection by invitation is really inspection at the will of
the possible violator, who may or may not issue the invitation, Inspection by
invitation gives no assurance that the obligations are being or will be honoured and,
therefore, it camnot Le the basis for an effective verification system ir a treaty
banning all nuclear weapon tests on which parties can Trely. Inspection by
invitation puts & premium on violation. Inspection by invitation penalizes the
pafty living up to its obligation. The non-violator can never be sure what the
other person is doing. To say that one accepts inspection by invitation, that one
accepts iﬁspection by the commission but will decide oneself whether the inspection
will take place; is, I submit, taking 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 comission in the position so far advanced by the Soviet Union. If
the Soviet Union would meet 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 ~- very 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 whether it really intends to stop testing., That, it seems to me, is the
plain truth of the matter,
Fourthly, the Soviet representative argues that, as the price for the
cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet Union
"must lay open to the Western Powers and the militery 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 o nuclear war against
‘ the peace-loving Stotes." (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 thet 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,
whiech 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 Kingdom and the United States. Yo say otherwise,

I submit, would be a reflection on the dedication of international civil servants
who serve so faithfully and so objectively on meny 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, thé inspéctors of the commission must go directly to the site so certified by
the commission., The size of the area will be specified in the treaty. If the
few iﬁsPectidné 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 of the
commnission would be completely ;egulated by the host country in terms of travel ——
they would travel on the host country's planes with the host country's pilots_and
the host country would determine the routes from the border to the site of the
on-site inspection and wouid make any other arrangements, so long as they did not
interfere with the actual scientifiec work of the ihsPection teams ~— it is beyond
the comprehension of my Government, or, I submit beyond that of any reasonable man,
how tpe 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
"the fight to penetrate without hindrance into the most secret places in the
territories of States " (ENDC/PV.76.0p.15=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 (ENDC/28) submitted on
16 April by the eight new members of this Conference. Well, 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 Burme said, as a volley ball to be tossed back and forfh from
side to side (ENDC/PV.65, p.15). o

I contend that the United Kingdom and the United: States have taken that
memorandum and have used it, as I believe its authors intended, in drafting an
entire treaty. The representative of Ethiopia said on 19 April (ENDC/PV.24, p.5)
that the memorandum was not a treaty, that its.authors 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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expected us to do, and we have done exactly that. I believe that the eight
naﬁiéns‘do not want us to argue any more about the contents of the eight nation
memorandum, 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,
(ENDC/PV.71, pp.14-15) 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 before the end of this year. I am sure I echo ithe 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 a2 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 comprehensive treaty
(zNDC/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
(ENDC/59) proposed by the United Kingdom and the United States banning nuclear
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, What did he say?
First he said that such a treaty would legalize underground tesiing. 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 under
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 the 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 & 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 a2 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 treaty would not
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons among other States., No treaty,
comprehensive or limited, will stop the spread of nuclear weanons if a non-party
country is really determined to go ahead despite what the present nuclear Powgrs
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 nﬁclear 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 become 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

8 matter for concern. Since when has that been the position c¢f the Soviet Union?
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On 14 Japuary 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 contaminated with radioactive fall-out."  Fall-out,

I submit, is a matter of concern to people everywhere 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.

Fifthly, the Soviet representative suggests that in a partial treaty the
United States could improve its weapons while the Sovieit Union could not. Again
I submit there is no truth in that argument. Both the United States and the Soviet
Union have tested under ground. The United States has apparently tested more
weapons underground than the Soviet Union, but this is only a matter of degree
and it is only a matter of choice. The main reason the United States has tested
underground is Yo limit fall-out.

The Soviet Union is currently testing in the atmosphere and 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 while there were several low yield tests
in the low kiloton range prior to 5 Aupusl in Central Siberia, the first of the
announced tests =~ that is one detected by other stations -- was on 5 August at
Novaya Zemlya. It was about 30 megatons. Thet 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 Senmipalatinsk -— of a low yield;

27 August in Nevaya Zemlya —--— of the order of several megatons.

I would draw attention to the fact that these are several days apart and that
we can probably continue the announcement of further tests by the Soviet Union in
the atmosphere; and, as I have said, 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 the 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 nct only willing but anxious to agree to that
procedure, It is exactly what we proposed on Monday, 27 August, (ENDC/PV.T75)
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 understanding 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 term is used -- voluntary
restraint, gentleman'’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 qﬁite willing to bind ourselves, but we submit
that the other fellow should be equally bound.

The United States first proposed & moratorium in 1958 for the purpose of
stimulating and facilitating agreement, When President Eisenhower first proposed,
on 22 Adugust 1958, that the nuclear Powers negotiate an agreement to end all tests,
based on the experts! 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 atomie and hydrogen weapons for a period of one year
from the 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 contrary. 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 nroposed and entered into a moratorium, therefore, as a means
to facilitate agreement. Unfortunately we were proved wrong, and we will not be
nroved wrong again., We also proposed the moratorium because we had thought that
wihe Soviet Union was prepared to accept effective verification for the ending of
nuclear weapon bests. In that also we apparently were proved wrong. The two
bages 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 that, whatever the risks, the United States must assume those
risks in accepting an uninspected, unpoliced moratorium with respect to underground
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. We are quite prepared to accept
the risks of mnot 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 moratorium on underground testing. But the United States

is prepared to negotiatc fully, adequately and sincerely for a comprehensive test

ban treaty or, if that cannot be negotiated, for a limited treaty as we have outlined,

Our time to reach agreement is running out. The United Xingdom and the United
States, recognizing that, have made very far-reaching proposals to the Soviet Uﬁion.
So far the Soviet Union has not moved one inch as a result,

Pfesident Kennedy also said at his Press Conference on Wednesday:

"Those who oppose an agreement should consider what our security will look

like at the end of this decade if we do not have the agreement and we have the

possibility of ten or fifteen countries having these weapons. And when one
goes off, it may mean they all go off, So this Administration will 1ea€e no
stone unturned to get an agreement, if we can get it, and provide for our
security."

That is why, with tlie co—operation of our United Kingdom colleagues, we have
proposed that the Sub~Committee on the test ban treaty should continue to work
during the recess, and tiat we each should continue to negotiate on the basis of e
two drafts of treaties which we have nroposed to the Conference. That is the
position of the United States and United Kinpgdom. We hope that it will also be the

position of the Soviet Union.
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fugsian) Today my delegation intends to make a statement on the questions
referred to in item 5(c) of the agreed procedure of work on the first stage of &
treaty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/52) . Before doing so, I should
iilke to make a few comments in connexion with the statements we have heard this
morning.

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
Sub-Committee should continue its work while the Committee is in recess.

Now I should like to make one remark in connexion with kir. Dean's statement.
Ls 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 must 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 inevery possible way to prove
that these drafts are a very great step forward. The Soviet delegation has already
gvated its opinion in regard to them. Today's statement by lir. Dean has confirmed
once niore that the United States is not prepared to negotiate on the basis of the
eight-nation memorandum (ENDC/28). The United States does not intend to seek for a
compromise 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 compromise approach to the solution of the question of nueclear tests in the course
of the discussions in the Cormittee. I may mention yesterday's statement by the
representative of Nigeria (ENDC/PV.76) and the statement made today by the
representative of Sweden who spoke about the memorandum as follows:

"We still feel that it" - that is, the memorandum - "provides not only a

realistic but probably the only possible bridge for a compromise.”

(supra, p.30 )

I want to emphasize once again that the Soviet Union supports the memorandum
submitted by the eight non-aligned States and believes that on that basis we can
soon reach agreement 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
tir. Dean, and also by Mr. Godber, in their statements, The representatives of the
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
completely distort the whole picture of the negotiations and the nosition of the
sides in carrying out test explosions.

Cn 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 subjeect is raised so persistently by our
Jestern partners, I should like to cite some facts, although perhaps this may mean
repeating to some extent what the Soviet delegation has stated on more than one
occasion,

| As long ago as March 1958 the Soviet Union, moved by the desire to facilitate
the drafting of an international agreement 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 times less than the
number carried out by the United States and the United Kingdom. How did the
Governments of the United States and other Western Powers respond to that initiative
by the Soviet Government?

When 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.

Dﬁrihg the whole course of the three-Power negotiations in Geneva, the
United States refused to conclude a treaty whieh would have banned all nuclear
weapons tests, Furthermore, while it was still negotiating, it continually
threatened to resume testing.

I will recall once again the statement made on 29 December 1959 by lilr,
HSisenhower, the former President of the United States, in whiech he said that the
voluntary moratorium on testing would expire on 31 December, and that the United

States considered itself free to resume 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
waich I have mentioned above. This is what the United States representfative sgaid
on this subject:

"We need to make no justification for the resumption of testing.

The President of the United States last December stated clearly that the

United States did not consider itself bound any longer by & moratorium on

testing and would be free to resume testing at any time we believe it to be

LN

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. While the
Soviet Union was refraining from nuclear tests and trying at the talks to
reach agreement with the United States and the United Kingdom on their
discontinuance everywhere, France carried out explosions of nuclear devices
cne 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 ell 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 nucleir weapons." (GEI/DNT/117, ».7)

In this connexion, it is not irrelevant to stress the aggressive character of
NATO, although Mr., Dean tried to deny it today. What is needed in these matters
is not mere words, but proof in the form of deeds. And the deeds show that the
activities of this Orpanization are aimed at intensifying the arms race gnd
preparing for a new war, In the sanme statement, the Soviet Government stressed
whats

"The peoples are now witnessing the ever—increasing aggressiveness of
the poliey 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 arms race to an unprecedented extent, increasing

the strength of ti.sir armies and bringing to white heat the tension of the

international situation. The matter has gone so far that vhe leaders of the

United States and of the countries allied to it are resoriting to threats to

take up arms and unleash war in reply to steps taken by the Soviet Union with

& view to improving the international situation. Faced with these facts,

which cannot fail to cause alarm, the Soviet Union considers it to be its duty

to take all the necessary measures so that ithe Soviet Union would be fully
prepared to renderv harmless any aggressor, if he should atterpt to carry out

an attack." (ibid p.1).

I think it is quite clear from what I have said that it is not the Soviet
Union that is responsible for the continuance of nuclear tests. The Soviet Unicn
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 &s soorn as possible.

Now I should like to pass on to item 5(¢) of the agreed procedure of work on
the first stage.

Today the Soviet delegation would like to make some additional comments on the
question before the Cormittee, namely the reduction of conventional armaments and
curtailment of their production in stage I.

As the exchange of views has shown, there are a number of points of contact
between the positions of the Soviet Union and the United States of America on this
guestion; or at least one can say that we are close to one another in our under-
standing of certain asyuects of the problen.

First, the fact that 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 convoational armaments in stage I has created what one may describe
as common ground for tle solution of the problen. Both sides now base themselves
on the principle that 0 per cent of tanks, armoured cars, armoured earriers,
non-nuclear artillery systems, and so on must be destroyed in stage I; in other
words, where conventional armaments are concerned_ about one third of all the
swords must be beaten iato plough shares in stage I. It is true that in an age
of inter-continental rcckets and thermonuclear bombps tanks and artillery are far

from being the most poverful strike weapons. Nevertheless, agreement between tae
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U&3it and the United States on the proportion by which weapons of this type should
be reduced in stage I does have quite a positive significance.

Secondly, there can be noted a fairly wide area of agrecment on the reduction
of conventional armaments production, which is inseparably linked with the reduction
of these armaments themselves. Both sides, it would seem, share the view that only
& strictly limited production of conventional armaments - 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 same
type, and that no new types are to be developed, Both the Sovietv Union and the
United States heve expressed themselves in favour of not permitiing States to re-arm
with new or improved types of weapons under the guise of replacing unserviceable
weapons,

Both sides hold that from the beginning of the first stage the construction of
new plant facilities for military 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 firsi 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
sveps should be taken to solve the problem of reducing the production of con-—
ventional armaments.

It goes without saying that these principles should be reflected in the text
of 2 treaty on general and complete disarmament. If this entails having to give
greater precision to the existing wordinpgs, it is hardly likely that this will
invelve 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
establishment of strict international control over destruction of the armaments to
be reduced in the first stage. Both sides base themselves on the principle that
States will have to furnish the internaticnal disarmament commission with information
on bae quantity of conventional armaments to be destroyed by tiem in the first
stape; inspectors of the international organization will have to be present at the

nlaces where the weapons are to be brought for destruction, and will supervise the
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actual process of their destruction. There do not appear to be any difference of
opinion, either, in the respect that the transfer of suitable transport vehicles
ond 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 treatment of provisions
reparding control over & reduction in the production of conventiional armaments in
whne first stage. Here too both sides, apparently, base themselves on the principle
whaat States will have to furnish the international disarmament copmission with
information on all plant facilities for tlhe production of conveniional armaments
which are subject to reduction in the first stage. Subsequenvly international
inspectors will be able to inspect all Pactories or workshops wiicl. are being shut
down in connexion with the reduction of production for military purposes.

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 armements and their
production? Have we made much or little progress?

In this connexion we should like to draw the Committee's attention first of
all to the following. This drawing together of the positions of the sides on the
question of reducing nuclear armaments is taking place at a time when there is not
only no sign of any progress in solving the most important problem, namely the
elimination in stage I of all means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets
and of all foreign military beses 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 Committee. 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 the elimina~-
tion of all nuclear weapon delivery venicles in stage 1 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.
How are we to assess this approach of the United States delegation to the question

of the elimination of delivery vehicles?
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We realise that even if both sides approach the matter in the most
conscientious manner possible, differences of opinion may arise in the course
of the discussions in regard to -particular details or specific asvects 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
vhe problems under discussion. But how can we make any progress, if one of the
sides does not even wish to hearkabout the elimination of all nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles in stage I7 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, end the other side asserts that twice two makes a wox 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 delivery
vehicles could be used for carrying nuclear bombs. The Soviet Union has no
intention of doing this. But if the Western Powers are really concerned about this
possibility and if this preventé them from accepting the Soviei 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 Committee that on 10 July 1962
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Khrushchev, made the
following statement on this question:

"It is said that nuclear weapons can also be carried in TV-114s, Boeing ‘
707s and other civil aircraft. But if there is a real desire for disarmament,

‘the various countries may for a while keep .their means of défence - anti-

aircraft artillery, and air defence rockets and fighters, Ilodern means of

warfare make it possible to shoot down any aireraft flying at any altitude.

As you see, the ér;ument is thoroughly untenable." (ENDC/A7, ppe 10=11)
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Why did we decide to focus attention on the question of the elimination of all
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage as one of the central points in
our negotiations?  Because the peoples of all the States of tie world, Western and
Eastern, large and small, whether they possess nuclear weapons or not, have only one
desire and that is to remove as quickly as possible the threat of a thermonuclear
war which is henging iike a thundercloud over mankind. It is ke duty of all
covernments to meet the hopes and expectations of millions of peonle and to work

out and agree on measures the implementation of which would really give mankind the
chance to heave & sigh of relief, to be freed from anxiety about the future and to

be rid of the nighitmarish prospect of whole countries being turned into radiocactive
deserts. »

How can this be done?

The most realistic approach to the solution of this question in the conditions
existing today in the world is to reach agreement to destroy in the first stage of
disarmameht a1l devices and mechanisns, including rockets, aircraft and submarines,
intended for delivering nuclear bombs and rockets to the selected targets of nuclear
strikes, for delivering these weapons of death and devastation to their targets.

Yais is why the Soviet Government propeses that we start disarmament with the
elimination of all means of delivery of nuclear weapons, We regret that 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 nothing of an encouraging nature appears
in the position of the United States in repard to yet another most important question
of the first stage -~ the question of the elimination of all foreign military bases
on alien territories and the withdrawal of foreipgn troops therefronm, Hioreover,
the United States delegation carefully avoids even 1o touch upon vhis question as
vhough it were some kind of 'taboo' to the United States. bt the previous meeting
of the Committee, the United States representative solemmnly declared that:

"For our part, we are prepared to respond to any serious and straightfarwﬁrd

questions which the Soviet delegation may wish to ask about our proposalé."

(ENDC/PV., 76, ©,13)

Tet we have repeatedly asked the United States delegation whether the United States

intended to propose any measures for the dismantling of foreign military bases on
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alien territory in the first stage. We asked for clarification as to whether the
United States had any intention of doing away with foreign 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 delegation regerds 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 armenments. 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
paft of our Western partners in the negotiations to pay heed to convincing arguments
and to adopt a constructive position on this guestion, On the contrary, the United
States representative again and again repeats the selfsame, essentially far-fetched
arguments 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 why 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 opening 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 envisa;ies actually the opening up of one third - rbughly 7 million
square kilometres - of Soviet territory in the very first stage of disarmament, is
obviously aimed at giving NATO intelligence agenecies 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 agzreed principles for
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disarmament negotiations (ENDC/5). Ig it still not clear enough: that in regard to
the first stage it is impossible on this basis to reach agreement on control
questions, including control over the reduction of conventional armaments?

However, the United States delegation ignores arguments, no matter how
convineing 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
reducing conventional armaments and their production also militate against our
reacﬁing agreenent. 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 the United States outline (ENDC/30) and alsoc in
the amendments to it submitted by the United States on 6 August (ENDC/30/Add.1),
nothing is said about this, although it is obvious that all such plants must be
eliminated or converted to peaceful produbtion. However, we have received no reply
to this question either; the Uhited States delegation remains silent,

In the light of all that has been said, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary
to repéat 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
much 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 of military forces
therefron, On these major questions it is now the turn of the United States and the

other Western Powers to speak.

The CHAIRMAN (Nigeria): It is now past one o'clock, May I supggest 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 r;sume at 3.30 p.m., if that is acceptable to the Committee.
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Mr. KUZNETSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Russian): The Soviet delegation has no objection to the Committee finding ways and
means to provide additional time in order to hear all the representatives who 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's 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 engagements have been made and agreed upon. It might therefore be
advisable to consider the alternative of findin, this additional time on Monday.

I should like to submit this suggestion to the Committee.

Mr, DEAN (United States of America): As far as my delegation is concerned,
we should be happy to meet this afterncon 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 heard. I regret that I have planned some
rather intensive work in connexion with the conclusion of the Conference for both
Saturday and Sunday, so that tomorrow morning would be most inconvenient for my
delegation, I realize it is difficult for all representatives to be on time in
tite morning, but if we could all agree to be in our seats by five minutes to ten on
konday, and then to hold another meeting Monday afternoon if necessary, perhaps we
could accommodate those representatives in that way.

I think there is a great deal of merit iﬁ what my Soviet colleague says'about
scheduling meetings, but my delepation would, within reason, be very happy to agree
to afternoon or evening meetings. Although we originally scheduled our meetings to
comnence 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 (Bulgaria) (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 moré frequently so as to be able to discuss
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the 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
having two meetings a day, which seems to me to be a somewhat overloaded programme.
Instead of having a meeting on Monday efternoon, could we not have one on Tuesday
morning? In that way we would have a rather more balanced schedule of work and that
would enable us alsoc to prepare better the subjects to be dealdt with, |

I think therefore that it would be preferable to have a meeting on Tuesday
morning rather than on .ionday afternoon in order to hear the speakers whose names
are on the list but have not yet had an opportunity to spzak. Furthermore, we
sihould arrange for our work to be carried on next week in such & way as to enable

us to complete the discussion on the questions under consideration.

Mr., BURNS (Canada): I have 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
meetings. This morning we started a2t 10.20 ond each speaker so for has taken, on
the average, thirty minutes. S0 we would not get more than one extra speaker by
storting at ten o'clock, desirable as that is. We have six speakers left on
today!s list. We have been told by some of the representatives that they have
arrangements scheduled for this afternoon. Of course, the Caonadian delegation
would be reluctent to interfere with any other important duties, but we do feel that
{the importance of hearing 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 delegotions,

As far as I know, neither the Sub-Committee nor the co~Choirmen have scheduled
o2 meeting for this afternoon. As for the suggestion that, instecd of meeting twice
a day in 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 that is that, in
order to be able to reply properly to some of the statements that havre 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 intervening days -- such as
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we have had since the resumption of our work on 16 July -~ could be used f&r 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 Committee as a whole. We presume, however, that if the Committee decides
not to hold another meeting before MHondoy, 3 September, those whose names are on
the list at present ond who have not had an opportunity to speak today will be

called on to speak in that order on ifonday.

lir. BARRINGTON (Burma): As far as I am concerned I should be quite happy

to have & meeting this afternoon, but if other representatives feel that they
would prefer not to meet until Monday, 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 stotement here, provided I can make it
fairly soon after we begin. I think that, as things stand, I am second on the
list == or will be if Mr. Burns' proposal is adopted. On that basis I think

that I could catch my plame and make a statement as well.

The CHAIRMAN (Nigeria): I take it that it is the consehsus that we

should adjourn now and meet again on ionday, 3 September, at 10 o'clock shérp.
In the light of londay'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 understand your feeling, Mr. Chairmen, 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. e ought
to know in advance; otherwise, people will say that they have engagements for
lionday afternoon and we shail have the same problem once again. I think that,
for tﬁe benefit of us all, we ought to clarify the position before we leave now,.

I would suggest that we do agree to meebtings morming and afternoon on lionday,

which would seem to meet the general view of the Cormittee.
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The CHAIRUAN (Nigeria)l: I take it that we accept tentotively 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 baosis of the progress
of our work what we should do on other days.

The Conference decided to issue the following communique:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its seventy-seveth plenary neeting at the Palais des Netions, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of Mr., Mbu, representative of Nigeria.

"Stotements were made by the representotives of Bulgaria, the
United Kingdom, Brazil, Sweden, the United States and the Soviet Union.

"The United Kingdom delegation tebled a paperi/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.





