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The CHAIRMAN (Brazil) (translation from French): I call to order the

twe hundred end twenty—secend plenary meeting nf the Lighteen-liation Conference

on Disarmamen¥,

Mr, TSARAFEIN (Unien of Sovied Socialist Rerublics) (translation from

Russian): First of all I should like 1t~ thank the representatives of Sweden,
Poland and Czechoslovakia, who were kind enough to give me the oppertunity to_
speak first.

Yesterday, 9 August, as co-Chairman of the tignteen—idation Committee on
Disarmament, I received from the Deputy Minister for Poreign Affairs of the German
Demacratic Republic, Mr. Stibvi, a Statement of the Government of the German
Democratic Republic on the resumptisn ef work im the Eighteen-lation Committee on
Disarmament. Mr. Stibi's covering letter contains a reguest to bring the afore-
mentioned Statement of the Government ef the German Democratic Republic to the
notice of all the States participating in our Conference. In view of the fact that
the queéfions raigsed in the Statement of the Government of the German Demoératic
Republic are important and topical and have a mest direct bearing on the work of
the Eighteen—-Nation Committee on Disarmament, permit me tc read out the text of
thisg document:

"Statement of the Government of the German Demecratic Republic on
the Resumption of Negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament"

"Mhe resunption of negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament induces the Government of the German Democratic Republic to express
anew its determination tc support to the best of its ability the endeavours to
bring about disarmament and the relaxation of tension.

"The Government of the German Democratic Republic has repeatedly informed
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament about its point of view on
important disarmament problems (ENDC/16, 81. 124 and 133), thus confirming its
readiness to join a nuclear-free zone in Central Xurope, to conclude a treaty
on the comprehensive renunciation of nuclear weapons by the two German States
and to agree upon an arms stop as well as upon measures to reduce the strength

of armed forces and weapons in both German States.



(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

"The GdVernment of the German Democratic Republic emphasized to the
Eighteen-Naticn Committee on Disarmament that it counsiders 1t possible to
have disarmament in the field of nuclear arms and the conventional afmed
forces in both German States controlled by a commission composed of an egual
number of representatives of the WarsaWFTrgaty States and of those of HATO.

"It furt%er requested the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disa;mament to
examine the possibility of proposing that the United Nations General Assembly
recommend that those States possessing nuclear arms withdraw them step.by

v »
step from German territory in so far as they have been stockpiled there —— and
Pledge themgelves to respect both German States as p;rmanent nuclear-free
territories against which in no case should nuclear arms be used. |
. -

"With regard to the resumption of negotiations by theuEighteenANation‘

Committee on Disarmament, the Government of the German Democratic'Republic
. o]

again draws atzention to the question of the renunciation of nuclear weapons
by the two German States.‘ Recently the efforts of the West Cerman Government
to obtain nuclear arms have been further intensified and are drawing to a
dangerous climax. Especially characteristic of this was a statement by Dr.

N \J . ~ R
Gerhard Schroeder, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Wegt German Federal
Republic, on 3 July 1965. This statement makes it clear that the West German
Government is not preparéd to rencunce the acquisgition of nuclear arms, Herr
Schroeder rather tried tc give reasons for a right of the West German Federal
Republic to acquire nuclear arms of its owr if it does not get them via a
multilateral nuclear force of NATO. He stressed the absolute priority which
the realization of the plans for West Cerman participation® in the* control of
nuclear arms has over agreements on the non-daissemination of nuclear arms.
At the same time Herr Schroeder made the fulfilment of the revanchist claims
against the German Democratic Republic a further condition of any West German
consent to disarmament agreements, especially te an agreement on the non-
dissemination of nucleer weapons. Thus the decision on dissemination or non-

dissemination of nuclear arms becomes a means of pressure to enforce a change

of the status gquo in Burope and the claims to rule over other States.
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"Similar statements were subsequently made by other influential
governmsnt representatives of the West German Federal Republic. They cdn
only serve to chstruct an agrcement on the non-dissemination of nuclear arms
and to keep epen for the VWest German Covernment the road to nuclear arms, be
it through multilateral agrecments cf WATO or direct acquisifion. The state~
ments made by the West German Covernment, that it could renounce the acquis-
ition of its own nuclear arms only if the West German Bundeswehr obtained
control. over nuclear arms through multilateral organizations of NATO,
unequivocally refute the assertions that such projects as MLF and ANF were
compatible with an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear arms. They
rather confirm the repeated statements made by the Government of the German
Democratic Republic that MLF as well as ANF are in contradiction to an agree—
ment on the non-dissemination of nuclear arms. An adherence to these projecis
while endeavouring at the same time to conduct negotiations on the non-
dissemination of nuclear arms is tantamount to misleading the peoples.

"In this connexion the Government of the German Democratic Republic draws

¥
attention to some other alarming facts: '

bt
ok

—~ "The West German army is already today the strongest conventicnal army in
Western Europe., It maintains the strongest NATO con&ingent and possesses
numerous means for the delivery of nuclear weapens. ‘

- "4long with the United States of America the West German Federal Republic,
among the Western States, has the largest number of nuclear weapons
stationed on its territery.

- '"West German officers hold top command posts in NATO enabling them teo
have already today decisive influence in the planning of nuclear
operations ef NATO,

"In view of the present situation new efforts tn ensure Burcpean secerity

i3

have become a priority problem in the peoples! struggle fer disarmament and
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peace, The Government of the German Democratic Hepublic feels called upon

to point out explicitly that the West German Government's pressing fou
nuclear weapons and the stepped-up armament pursued by West Germany thresaten
European security, extraordinarily impede 21l sfforts towards disarmament and

place ever new major obstacles in the way of rapprochement and the ultimate

i

reunification of the two German States.

"Out of a feeling of responsibility for peace in the centre of EBurope,
the Government of the German Democratic Hepublic reaffirms its proposals
submitted to the Government of the West German Federal Republic that the two
German States —

- "renounce the production, acquisition and use of nuclear weapons as well
ag obtaining control of them in any form,
- TMagree on an arms stop.

"The Government of the German Democratic Republic is willing tc take up
appropriate negotiations on these proposals immediately. It is convinced
tha% their implementation by the two German States would lead to an appreciable
relaxation of tension in Kurepe and facilitate disarmament measures on an
international scale.

"In addition #he Government of the German Demccratic Republic proposes
that the two German States join a nuclear-free zone in Central Furope.

"This propesal is in accordance with the ccnsideration and effords of
many European countries, for example the Polish People's Republic, the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the Scandinavian States, as well as with the
views of many other States which have advocated similar solutions for otaer
parts of the world, as, for example, ir the Cairo Declaration of Non-Aligned
Countries of 10 October 1964, .

® "The (overnment of the German Democratic Republic expresses its willing-

ness to support to %the best of its abilities the negotiations of the Eighteen-

[0

Nation Committee on Dirarmament, and expresses the hope that its proposals
will help to promote the work of the Tighteen-Wation Committee on Disarmament.

It requests the Bighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, particularly in view
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of the special importance which the renunciation of nuclear weapons by the
twosGernan States would nave Tor p the guestion of
disarmament, to xive all possible. support %e the efforts. of the German

Democratic Republic for the safeguarding of peace in the centre of Europe."

That is the end of the Statemenf of the Goverrment of the German Democratic
Republic. _

The Statement of the Government of the German Democrat%c Republic which I have
just read out contains, as you see, important anc sa2rious pfoposals designed to
reduce tension in Europe and contributing to the cause of nuclear disarmament and
disarmament in general.

In comparing the foreign policies of the two German States —- the German
Democratic Republic on the one hand and the West German Federal Republic on the
other ~- one cannot fail to see the sharp contrast between them. Whereas from
Bonn voices are incessantly heard demanding that West Germany should be given
access to nuclear weapons aond calling for further militarization of the Federal
Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic, by proposing that both German
States shouid renounce nuclear armamnent in any forw, has acted onceuagain from the
standpoint of the defence of peace and the security of Hurcpe. The peaceful
proposals of the German Democratic Republic, wnich clear the wuy towards eansuring
reace in the centre of Zurope and facilitate progress in solving the problem of
disarmament, certainly deserve all possible support on the part of our Committee
and all those who are sincerely interested in improving the internationzl situation
and in preventing a nuclear missile war. - a -

The delegation of the Soviet Union highly apprecizctes and fully supports this
new importan® initiative of the Government of the German Democratic Republic. I
request the Secretariat of the Committee to arrange for thé Stotement of the
Government of the German Democratic Republic to be circulated as an official docu~-
ment of the Conference of ths BEighteen-Nation Comuittee on Disarmamentyl/ and T
venture to express the hiope that this Statement will be studied and supported by

the participants in the nsgotiations.

1/ Circulated as document HEEDC/151
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The CHAIRMAN (Brazil) (translation from French): I call upon the

representative of the United 3taves, who wishes to speak on a point of order.

Mr., FOSTER (United States of America): First, I cannot understand
why priority was asked for and given to this statement. The representative
of the Soviet Union has just asked for the cecmmunication which he has read
from Mr. Stibi to be eirculated as a Conference document. The position
of the United States delegation upon this is well known. Any communioations
from the so—called German Democrétic Republic are, so far as we are
soncerned, cemmunications from a non-governmental representative or body and
as such should be treated in acccrdance with the procedures governing such

commmnications.

The CHATRMAN (Brazil)(translation from French): I call upon the

representative of the Soviet Union, who wishes 1o exercise his right of reply.

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Sccialist Republic)(translation from

Russian): Wkat the United States representative has just declared to the
Committee represents the unilateral point of view of the United States.

Two German States are in existence and the fact cannot be impugned. You can
make any declarations you like, but facts remain facts. We support the
Statement of the Government of the German Demccratic Bepublic and, as the
representatiye of the Scviet Union, I request the Secretariat to issue it as

a eonference dcoument.

The CHAIRMAN (Brazil)(translation from French): I call upon the

representative of the United States, who wishes to exercise his right of reply.

Mr, FOSTER (United States of America): I should like teo point out
that the procedures of this Conference are well known. As far as the
United States delegation is concerned, the communication in guestion is from
a non-goverrnmental organigzaticn. That teing so, if the representative of the

Soviet Union wishes 3%c¢ submit it as such, 1t should of course be sc treated,

The CHAIRMAN (Brazil)(translation from French)s I call upon the

representative of Sweden.
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Mrs, MY:DAL (Sweden): In my statement teday I intend to follow
closely resclution DC/225 (ENDC/149) »f dhe United Nations Disarmament
0 >mmission. In its mandate to this Cemmittee 1t recommends that we should
concentrate our attention ~n three problem fields where measures are urgently
required. Firgt, that of general and complete disarnament. Secondly, among
the eollateral measures priority is t» be accerded brth to the achievement of a
comprehensive test-ban treaty and to the consideration cf an agreement to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons te additional countries.

While all our delegations are deeply concerned with a fulfilment of that
mandate, as we want to live up to that pledge of honour we have given ourselves
to build a read leading to disarmament, we must nevertheless be aware that the
time at our disposal during this session is probably extremely short and that
1t is fast running out -- for we also have a time-restricted duty laid upon
the Bighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee: namely, to report "on the progress
made in respect of the above recommendations” (igig) tn the United Nations
Disarmament Commission and to the United Nations General Assembly at its
forthcoming session. In view of the risk of overloading our agenda and
scattering cur efforts, I would at this stage of our werk defer discussing
substantively general and oomplete disarmament, without in any way velittling
the need 1o proceed as soon as possible and as vigorously as possible with a
systematic blue-printing of substantial disarmament,

If we single out for eoncentrated attention the two collateral measures
mentioned in the resolution, thiseshould be understood, however, as a choice
made on purely practical grcunds; these are by consent the very measures that
stand the best ehance of resulting in early agreement. I want to stress this,
particularly with refercnce to suggestions proffered on earlier occasions By
the Soviet delegation on a different list of priority items and again
emphasized by its distinguished representative, Mr. Tsarapkin, at our meeting
last Tuesday (ENDC/PV.220, pp.l2 et seq.) If I, and others, do not propose
to enter now into a substantive discussion on certain of these matters —-
although they are undoubtedly closer to the political actualities of today ——

it is not to be interpreted as if we wznted to minimize the impoftance of the
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problems they refer to. Nor, of course, do the measures listed lie outside
our field of competence; the resolution itself asks us te "censider all
proposals", But the Government and the people of my country have ample
opportunities to pronounce themselves on the most urgent political matters,
including questions about wars on foreign continents, in other contexts.

In this forum we want to narrow our attention and dedicate our efferts
to those measures in the disarmament field which seem to us to be the most
tractable cnes in the multilateral negotiations for which the: Eighteen—
Nation Disarmament Committee is the chosen instrument. According ‘to those
criteria, therefore, both non-dissemination measures and a comprehensive test
ban are certainly most profitable to discuss,; as on them the gap between
great-Power positions lkas proved to be least wide, We must proceed with both
of them, I am also, in this statement of mine, going to deal with them
side by side, as they are more tightly intertwined than is usually explicitly
acknowledged. Also, they happen to be matters on which comments:by countries
which are non-great, non-nuclear and non-aligned might have a sertain
relevance.

Both these measures are mbservient to a very noble aim: namely that
of reducing the threat of nuclear war and also ef nueclear blackmail. My
Qovernment is wholeheartedly dedicated te that aim: it wants to contribute
to international regulations which minimize the risks of what has been called
"nmuclear anarchy'".  When we met in the United Nations Disarmament Commission
I quoted‘a passage of the Speeeh from the Throne at the opening of this
year's session of the Swedish Parliament in support of our conviction that
- spread of nuclear weapons was a danger to be met by concerted international
action (DC/PV.77, p.52 of the provisional text). Today, tc provide a
variation on the same theme, I would quote the reply which the Bpeaker of
the Upper House gave to His Majesty the King on that occasion. He said:

"The risk of a further spreading of nuclear weapons rather has
increased, and measures to counteract this tendency seem more necessary

than ever.”
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The‘imperetive oﬁesfion now facing us here in Geneva is: what would be the
shortest and surest route to this goal?u The representatives of the great FPowers,
particularly of the West, have so far seemingly placed consideration of a non-
disseminatioh treaty —— that is, an agreement to prevent the number of countries
possessing nuclear weapons from increasing beyond the present five —— as the
primorcdial of the two considerations indicated in our guide. Parenthically I may
observebthat these five nuclear countries are obviously now accepted not only as

faits accomplis but as belonging in a special category. This could only be based

on their being precisely those States which have the‘right to occupy the permanent
seats in the>Security Council and which thus, as "great Powers", oarry a special
responsibility fer the maintenance of peace, and are for that reason expected to act
in harmony between themeelves. Otherwise there could be no specific circumstance
justifying a categorioal cleavage between these five and all others. Nobody could
assert that they areythe ones whose possession of nuclear fire-power poses the
minimal danger; in other words, that all is quiet on the nuclear front as it is
drawn today.

It follows from the poeition of plincipie I have just indicated that the Swedish
delegetion would welcome progress in relation to non-dissemination of nuoleer'Weapons.
As soon as.e dreft ior such an international agreement is forthcoming we shall be
able to find out whether what have hitherto been regarded as political hurdles in
the way of a joining of stands between the nuclear Powers are about to be overcome,
and thus be able to judge how bright the prospects are of their clinching the issue
in the near future. We shall then be able also to scrutinize the terms of an
eventual treaty in realistic detail and judge its clauses on the merits they will
carry for the international community as a whole and also for our 1nd1v1dual countries.
However, before we know exactly on What we are supposed to negotlate our comments
can only be tentatlve.

The very first point I wish to make in these oiroumstanoes ~= that is,'in the
absence of a great-Power concord —— is to reoall once more the close relationship
between the two collateral measures mentloned 1% our mandatory resolutlon, ag both
aim at curtailing nuclear capabilities. There is nevertheless a difference ——
to our mind an important one ——vnemely that a non-dissemination treaty would in

reality curtail only the freedom of action of the hitherto non-nuclear nations,as
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the nuclear Powers‘already, in intelligent self=interest, evidently observe the
rules.to which a treaty would commit them. A comprehensive test ban, on the other
hand, would have an impeding effect not only on the nuclear have-nots but also on
the nuclear haves. ‘

As for the efficiency of the measures envisaged to prevent nations presently
non-nuclear from '"going nuclear'", the valus of a comprehensive fest ban seems to be
at a fair par with a non-proliferation treaty, at least as far as non-aligned
countries are concerned. It may be surmised that a first primitive nucléar device
that an aspiring nuclear State could fabricate might probably work. But the great
sophistication of delivery and defence systems utilized today will maké it almost
imposeible, without a series of several tests, to set up military forces equipped
with usable nuclear warheads of specified effects. This, of course, presupposes that
the nuclear Powers continue to keep secret their knowledge in nucluar weapons
technology.

I will nof conceal that, as the posiftions now stand in regard to these two
collateral measures, my delegation definitely prefers an sarly agreement on a
comprehensive ban against nuclear test explosions. We do that for the reason which
we have repeatedly stated, and which we know is entertained by most non-nuclear
nations: namely, that a test ban would entail some sharing of sacrifices of nuclear
potentials. In the debates of the United Nations Disarmament Commission a mighty
choir of delegations voiced this concern. | I could quote them in a long row, all
expressing the same basic philosophy, although differing on the emphasis employed and
on the specific proposals of how to link non-dissemination measures With some
definitive nuclear disarmament measures.

Thus, besides ourselves, spoke India, Ethiojia, Nigeria, Tanzania, Ghana, the
United Arab Republic, Syria, Japan, Poland, Yugoslavia, the Philippines, Brazil,
Chile, Australia and New Zealand, while Italy expressed the "legitimate hope" that
restrictibhsyacceptedm%y fhe non—nuclear ccuntries would lead to the nuclear Fowers

embarking "on a gradual and concrete prcgess of general nuclear disarmament'.

(DC/PV.88, p.12 of the provisional text) Here I will restrict myself to quoting a
carefully;balancaistatemenf'of the necd to harmonize national interests of nuclear
and non-nuclear countries: namely, one by our colleague from Canada, Mr, Burns,

who said that --
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"... nations which are at present not nuclear Powers but have the capability

of manufacturing nuclear weapons should not be expected to agree to abstain

forever from becoming nuclear ‘Powers unless the existing nuclear Powers within

a reasonable period of time take some concrete steps towards divesting themselves

of this most dangerous weaporn." (DC/PV, 76, p.6) of the provisional text).

And further, the Canadian representative said there should be in any treaty on non~
dissemination =

"... a reaffirmation of the intention of the nuclear Powers to reduce and

eventually eliminate the stocks of these weapons and the means for their

delivery ..." (ibid.). '

Within parentheses I might recall that the pracfical conclusion of the Canadian
delegation was that of a time-limit for the commitment of the non~nuclear Powers, a
suggestion reiterated in New York, and most distindtly here by His Excellency the Italian
Foreign iiinister (ENDC/PV,219, pp.18, 19). This idea of a voluntary moratorium may
become a minimum programme in the non~dissemination field, since to accomplish it we do
not need to wait for concurrence by the nuclear Powers. v

Also,'during’our present negotiations the basic philosophy of a double-sided surrender
of nuclear growth possibilities seems to have been at least indirectly acknowledged.

Thus on the first day of our session the leader of the United States delegation,
iir. Foster, said, although addressing himself to a specific aspect of our problem, that
as a paft of the non-prolifefation effort all governments should -

"... undertake to aécept”IAEA or similar international safeguards in all their

peaceful nuclear activities. This is an undertaking which should be assumed

béth by those countries which have deveéloped nuclear weapons and by those

which have kept their nuclear activities confined to the peaceful field.™

(ENDC/PV, 218, p.12) ‘ o
I em not quite clear if that was intended as a proposal that a submission to Agency
control be made parf of the non-dissemination agreement., The point I want to regisfer
today is that iir. Foster £écognized this need for a symmetric acceptance of restrictions

on the part of nuclear and non-nuclear nations alike. I am confining myself here to
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statements which have been made as part of our negotiations, although I could have culled
more far-reaching expressions from, for instance, lir. Foster's recent and very interesting

article in Foreign Affairs (July 1965, Vol.43, No.4, p.587).

' For my country the belief in the necessity to reduce already—existing nuclear
capabilities, or at least tc stifle their growth in strength, amounts to a fundamental
principle in all our efforts to promote disarmament. That is the reason we haVve so
often repeated it. Ve are bound to continue to plead consistently for it. In the
context of our present negntiations on the issue of non—dissemination of nuclear weapons
our main concern remains thet of demanding some corresponding sacrifices on the part of
nuclear and non~nuclear countries alike. This requirement of some kind of "compensation"
does not amount, however, to any cleim to obitain an "inducement" for our adhering to a
treaty ‘in-the form of any guarantees, any promises, of protection by the nuclear Powers -
agdingt nucleéar attacks or even against '"nuclear blackmail™.  Sweden is willing in
principle to play its part, when a non-dissemination agreement is reached, withoub
raising demands for any such guarantees —— being, as a matter of fact, doubtful as to
their desirability.

" 'These statements of mine are intended to strike not a note of negaivivism, or even
of vessimism, but just oneé of caubion. iy delegation stends prevared to welcome news
that the difficulties besetting a non-dissemination “reaty have been surmounted. But -
even in-the absence of such news we continue to be dedicated to straining our own efforts
in search of a positive approach to the supreme aim of reducing nuclear potentialities,-

I turn again, therefore, to the other collateral measures given pricrity on.our
agenda, and as a matter of fact preceding in order of presentation that of non-
proliferation: namely, thé conclusién of an agreemenl to stop nuclear test explosions
completely. - 48 I have said already, as far as the non—nuclear Fowers are concerned this
would achieve the same result de_facto as o nocn—dissasmination treaty. . . A comprehensive
test banis a non-proliferation measure, and an effective one. This was-acknowledged,
by ‘the way, by the représentative.cf the United States, lir, Foster, when he said that
the extension of the pariial test-ban Treaty (ENDC/1C0/Rev.l) to underground tests would
"deal forcefully with the problem of nuclear proliferation“. (ENDC/PV.218, p.14).
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As for the nuclear Powers, a complete test ban might only deprive them of some
prospects‘éf Turther bérfecting their nuclear weapons — thet is, make more static a
situation which is at present dangerously dynamic and which would continue to be
dynamic ever under a non-proliferation treaty. To use the words of the Secretary-
General: »

"Those who have already embarked upon nuclear weapons develcpment

coqtinue to perfect and increase thelr stockpile of nuclear weapons.!

(ibid., p.6) ,

It is this dynamic aspect of the present gap that weighs heavily with the non-nuclear
Powers,

At this juncture in our negotiations we are presented with some especially cogent
reasons for devoting immediate constructive attention to measures for completing the
Committee!s work on banning nuclear tests. Advantage number one is that the test-ban
issue is probably the most tractable peolitically both as between the different nuclear
Powers and as between them and the non-nuclear onecs. Advantage number two is that such
an agreement, thanks to our earlier efforts in the Committee and within our national
institutions, has reached such an advanced stagé of studied preparedness that only a
couple of points, minor in comparison with the situation a few years ago, relating to
control are still outstanding, while the control issue as regards a non-dissemination
treaty has not yet even boen prised open for negotiation.

I do not intend today to proceed to discuss the substance of the knotty residual
problems which have to be resolved before our protracted test-ban negotiations can be
crowned by a settlement. They are all per se of a technical nature, although some ~-
such as the question of control —— have come so far into the political limelight that
it would be difficult to settle them by recourse to reason alone. However, we are
all now so blissfully aware of the fact that considérable scientific progress has
recently been made, more specifically in seismological techniques of detecting and
idéntifying underground nuclear cxplosions, that these can now be quoted in support
of proresals to simplify the verification process. The moot point still seems to be
that of inspection although, to quote the good news carried by Lord Chalfont in the
message from the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, "We are not tied to a particular

figure" (ENDC/PV.219, p.10). Lord Chalfont also intimated that British scientiets

"still believe that somec on-site inspection is nscessary, but they are ready to be

convinced that it is not." (ibid,)
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As was rccognised already at the time of signing the partial test-ban Treaty,
100 per-cent certainty can never be achieved that every shot violating the treaty
could be discovered. And now we must continue to reason in the same terms of
probabilities and risks. There now only rcmain (a) the question whether inspections
— and 1f so what kind of inspsctions - are really thc best way to narrow the margin
of uncertainty, and (b) the question as to what margin of uncertainty is tolerable
when weighed against the gain of obtaining an agreement,

In this connexion I would only take the liberty of rominding us all that just
prior to the signing of the Moscow partial test ban, some interesting suggestions had
been offersd by various non-aligned members of the Committee with a view to facilitating
a comprehensive treaty. These might now be revived for discussion, placed in the con-
text of new knowledge, and elaborated further to mcet the needs of a workable com-
promise., An important suggestion might be the participation of non-nuclear Powers in
the process of detection and identification.

Another suggestion was tendered in case on-site inspections should still be
wanted — and I do not pronounce any view on the need for thess, but just assume for
the sake of argument that they would figure as an clement of g verification system.
It was suggested that a much better formula than an annual quota for them would be
one referring to longer periods, possibly made to overlap cach other. The purpose
would be to get effective deterrence with a lower inspection rate by decreasing the
boundary effects and making thc selection process more efficient. By way of cxample
— and this is a theoretical exanple only — six inspcections over three years might
have as much worth as threc a year; this because T believe nobody expects the guota
ever to bé fully utilized,

There is a particular reason prompting us today to re-examine the need for
verification and to search for morzc flexible procedures for any such verification,
For when we discuss this oroblem in the context of stopping the further spread of
nuclear capabilities, it becomes glaringly evident that it is no longer one that can
be dealt with in terms of adverseries, as they have been called, implying the Soviet
Union on one side and the United Kingdom/United States on the other. Anj'contemplated
system, be it with or without inspections, must be built up so as to cover all the

countries which are to comply with the obligations.
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The zest for achieving a true reduction of military might through all the steps
taken has guided my Government to ask for combined, package, measures, We did so in
relation to the so-called Undén Plan several years ago (A/RES/1664 (XVI); DC/201)
when we presented some considerations for our adhering to & nuclear-free zone, In the
United Nations last winter our Foreign Minister proposed (A/PV.1319, p.27) a three-
fold package -- non-dissemination plus comprehensive test ban plus cut—off of produc-
tion of fissionable material ~- believing that this represéented a fair measure of
balance and counter-balance. I do not now want to load our agenda with consideration
of the cut-off of production of fissionable material as an additional item, especially
as it is not among the measures explicitly enumerated by the Disarmament Commission for
priority consideration at this stage in our work, But of course -~ and I must stress
this =~- any progress on any disarmament measure, any offer of reduction of the nuclear
strength of the present nuclear Powers, would serve as an inducement to the non-nuclear
ones to forgo temptations to enter the nuclear race.

What I have been saying today has been niotivated by a desire to help us to focus
our agenda at this session so as to maximize the chance to obtain some positive
decision. We in the Committee enjoy a capital of confidence from all the United
Nations Members and from world public opinion in general, We must be aware that this
capital may be eroded —-- yes, forfeited —— if once more we just turn up our empty
hands for the world to see,

Even if a major result at this session is not in the offing, we¢ should at least
be able to take a few strides forward. One such minimum programme has been 6ffered
to us in the field of non-dissemination. I refer to the proposal made by the Italian
Foreign Minister that the non-nuclear Powers take the initiative by accepting a
moratorium -- its duration obviously will have to be discussed -- during which period
they would "agree to renounce unilaterally equipping themselves with nuclear weapons"
(ENDC /PV.219, p.18). During that period further negotiations would proceed with and
between the nuclear Powers. To quote Mr. Fanfani, "In that way ... a factor of
pressure and persuasion would be created which could be brought to bear on the nuclear
countries" (ibid, p.19). But, of course, it would also serve to relieve this whole

issue of the sharp sense of urgency.
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» Iﬁ iewpoesibleithat this onrovosal may wrove valuable. I imagine that the
time—limit for the Qropoeed moratorium on the nart of the non-nuclear States would
have to be reiatively‘short. ﬁofeover, s decizion on such a moratorium ought to be
accompanied by pledges on the nart of the nuclear nations that they would do
everything in their power to negotiate so as to achieve deflnltlve resultb 1n
relation to a .comprehensive tect ban and a non—nrollferatlor treaty.

Even under these conditions, however, a decision to participate in a;moratorium
such as that envisaged might be difficult to take for many non-muclear countries, As
far as my own country 1s concerned, I can say that if such a decision sesmed to rally
support on the part of non-nuclear nations, we would be ready to give it positive
consideration.. ‘The atomic energy programme on which Sweden is working is in any.case
a purely civilian one. Press reports which make assertions to the contrary are.
congequently entirely misleading.

To return to thcose steps forward which can be taken 'in this session of the-
FEighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament: we might also have to conceive a minimum
nrograﬁme relating to a comprehensive test ban. In this field there is verhaps
nothlng decisive that the non-nuclear, non—allgned countries can institute:of their
own accord T have already alluded to the contributions which may be forthcomlng in
regard to the selgmologlcal detection of underground tests. This was also obviously
in the mind of the Italian Foreign Minister when he sa*d on 29 JnlY'

"In this regafd it must not be forgotten that we can count upon the co-ooeratlon

of the non—ailgned countrles which are re Ay to ofPe“ their terrltorles and the

help of their own personnel to fac111tate the conc1u51on of an agreement and they

are willin g to do so." (ibid., p.17). ' o

Some preliminary and private exploration has also been going on as.to a voluntary
co~operation on a scientific basis between seil m010510al stations in dlfferent |
countries, creating a so-called "detection club", It would of course be Dreferable
if such co-overation at the outset were not restricted to the non-nuclear countries
but were worldwide,  The demand that therg must be a scientific,”open, international
co-overation in the seismic field as a basis for coenfidence in a test ban, which is
also to cover underground nuclear explosions, has been and remains the praesterea

censeo of the Swedish delegation, Why should not some planning for this co-operation
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be initiated now? And why could it not continue even if the major work of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament entered into a period of recess during the
time of the United Nations General Assembly?

I am fully aware of the misgiving of several delegations as soon as the question
of some more technical exploration is as much as hinted at. But I assure representa-
tives that the Swedish delegation is as concerned as anybody could be to reserve the
discussion of principles and politics for this body. To ensure that no inroads are
made on the political issues, I would suggest that technical talks between our
delegations should not even deal with verification problems but merely with one or
two items, narrowly circumscribed, belonging to sheer '"mechanics". We should select
items in areas where we already have agreement in principle, as is the case in regard
to the basic reliance to be placed on national observation posts for the gathering of
data., Some of our experts might ponder, for instance, by what means an international
flow of such seismological'data”can be arranged, what channels of rapid communication
can be utilized -- whether through the co-oneration of the World Meteorological
Organization or by some other network.

Similarly, as there is already in existence a fairly extensive international
exchange of seismological data, the question remains how to widen its scope to include
smaller earthquakes and how to encourage the develbpment of scientific programmes and
co—operation between them. An increase in the relevant data should facilitate the
endeavours of those who are trying to find a basis for a lower inspection rate, We
in Sweden would be prepared -- in the event such a step would facilitate the reaching
of general agreement on a complete test-ban treaty -~ to consider seriously establish-
ing and overating an advanced seismic station on our soil; and we would be ready to
have its data made available to the international data flow,

On the oﬁher hand, all problems to which a political element has been imputed
should decidedly be left to be tackled by us at the resumption of the work of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament during the winter session. In the meantime,
it would have to constitute our "homework", If certain tasks were explicitly stated
as duties for us, even if we had not reached any major decigions in the weeks still

before us, that would at least serve as a sign to the world outside this Geneva
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enclave that we do take our dedicetion to disarmsment seriously. It goes without
saying that i1t would be so much the better if we were to have some more triumphant

news 1o announce.

There are also challenges to be met beyond the confines of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament if the foundations for disarmament are to be secured. The
most crucial one of these is to enlist China and France in a constructive dialogue
with the rest of the world. As the Swedish Government has pérsistently urged
throughout the years that China should be represented in the United Nations, we cannot
pass over this matter in silence but must express regret thst oropitious opportunities
have hitherto been lost. There is now a new chance ziven us by this problem's having
been coupled with that of a world disarmament conference which was recommended in the
United Nations Disarmament Commission resolution (DC/224; ENDC/149). Sweden voted
for this as a matter of principle, but we also realize thet such a conference would be
of insignificant value if China were not to participate,. ’

Surely we have to carry a heavy load of resvonsibility for what we do or do not
do in the coming weeks and months, in order to set in motion a noble race towards

disarmement. Let us now begin in earnest to discuss concrete next steps.

Mr, LOBODYCZ (Poland): The Polish delegation listened with the greatest

attention to the most interesting statement nmade by the representative of Sweden today.
We shall study that statement carefully in the verbatim record and indicate at a later
stége our position on the ideas so eloguently oput forwasrd by Mrs. Myrdal. Now may I
proceed to my prevared statement?

Our Committee has resumed its work, in accordance with resolution DC/225 adopted
by the United Nations Disarmament Commission on 15 June 1965 (ENDC/149) in order to
continue the negotiations. We are confronted with various nroblems. Thus, in the
first instance, as the above-mentioned resolution has stressed, the Committee is
called upon ——

",.. to resume ag a matter of urgency its efforts tc develon a treaty on general

and comnlete disarmament under effective international control, and to consider

all proposals for meesures to relax international tension and halt and feverse

the arms race",
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Before turning to the subjects envisaged by this resclution, we deem it necesgsary
to stress the fact that our Committee does mot exist and act in a political vacuun.
Taking into account the sxperiences of this Committee during the more than three
years of its work, we cannot but mention that it has been a sensitive instrument of
international negotiations, which reflects with almost seismographical precision all:
tensions and gégggggg in the international situation. It is obvious that positive
as well as negative events in the international arena exert influence on our debates.
They either favour negotiations or, unfortunately, render them more difficult.

The militéry aggression of the United States of America in Vietnam casts a sombre
shadow upon the international situation. What is more, Vietnam 1is not the only
place in this world of ours where the United States has resorted to military force in
order to impose ité will upon other countries. It goes without saying that the work
of this Committes is affected by this dangefqusksituatioﬁ. _ The concern for a
satisfactory course of deliberations of the Committee requires, I submit, a clear
determination of our position with regard to acts of aggression and military violence.

Needless to say, the aggression launched by the United States of America threatens

internetional peace, thus undermining the very idea of disarmament. This idea -- as
is well known -- is closely associated with the problem of peace. That fact is
indisputable. Allow me to quote, Tor example, the words of the former United States

negotiator on disarmament, John McCloy, who referred.to "disarmament as a concomitant

of peace™ in Foreign Affairs for April 1962 (No.3, p.340).

Tt is difficult not to express our astonishment at the fact that some represent-
atives in this room try to discover something allegedly improper when, during the
discussion of disarmament subjects, one speaks about the United States violations of
peace in Vietnam and other parts of the world. We would not serve the purpose for
which this Committee has been established ifvwe closed our eyes to the military
activities of the United States of Ameriéaiin Vietﬁam to their systematic eséalation,
t0 the néw kinds of military forces and arﬁs being brought into action.‘( If Wé wish for
real progress in the Tield of disarmament, we must always.keep in ﬁind the realities of

vhe world and be aware of all the factors that prevent such progress.
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The situation caused by the United States in Vietnam cannot be reconciled
with the basic purpose of these negotiations: namely "disarmament instead of wars".
The concept of "disarmament alongside of wars", which some Western representatives
seem to suggest to us, is contrary to the very idea of disarmament, Disarmament
is feasible in a peaceful world. The world full of sounds of military aggression
does not favour disarmament.

This point of view, I submit, has found its reflection in the Soviet-American
"Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations". Point 1(a)
of that Statement declares, amongst other things, that one of the purposes of
disarmament negotiations =~

"... is to achieve agreement on a programme which will ensure that

(a) disarmament is general and complete and war is no longer an instrument

for settling international problemé seol
The Statement affirms, further, the necessity -~

",.. to facilitate the attainment of general and éomplete disarmament in a

peaceful world ...",
and urges all countries to -

".es refrain from any actions which might aggravate international tensions,

and that they seek settlement of all disputes by peaceful means ..." (ENDC/5)

While we see a contradiction between the situation that has arisen and the
purposeﬂof disarmament negotiations, we are convinced that putting an end to the
United States aggression in Vietnam would favourably influence the work of this
Committee and disarmament talks as a whole, as well as the international situation
in general. The United States declarations of its readiness to continue military
activities and, even more so, its declarations as to its freedom in determining
the scope of those activities, sound very strange in this room. It is necessary
to end the United States aggression in Vietnam in order to restore international
confidence and bring about an atmosphere conducive to the success of our
negotiations. The present international situation presses for decisive actions

in the field of disarmament.
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' 30 faf; nnfertunately' the statements by Jestorn delegetions prove that they under-
estimate this truth. In the positions of those delegations we see various elements
which in our view‘are detrimental to the progress of our negotiations. One of those
elements is the obvious reluctance of the lestern delegations 0 vay appropriate
attention to the prob“em of general and complete disarmament. That, ivsubmit, is
contrary to the main purpose of our Cnmmittee. All the resolutions of the General
“ssanbly concerning the actiVities of the Eighteen—Nation Committee, as. weil as the
ast resolution (BC/225; ENDC/149) of the Disarmament Commission of the»United Nations
of 15 June last, put forward as a main and urgent goal the develomment of a treaty on
general and complete disarmament.  They envisage the collateral measures as means for
facilitating the achievement of tnis goal, Tnese proportions should be maintained,
and while pressing the need for collateral measures we cannot forget our main objective.
#le cannot lose sight of the target aimed at by all measures under discussion,

Another negative element is, in our view, the reluctance of the Western
delegations to take radical steps in the field of disarmament which might bring about
the reduction of the stock of armaments :nd of armed forces. ° As a matter of fact,
the Western Powers try to perpetuate for an unlimited period of time the existing
structure of their armaments, to say nothing about their continued efforts to increase
their military potential,

The essential condition for success in the Committee'!s efforts shovld be, I
submit, concentration upon the problems which in the present international situation
“call for an urgent and effective solution. That is why the Polish delegation fully
suprrts the positien of the Soviet Union on the need for the lioguidation of foreign
bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops. The existence of foreign bases and the‘
statienine of foreign troops is the main'source of internatiocnal tension. It is a
notential element of aggression which, as the events of last month have sbown, may
easilj beceme an active element of aggression Tnerefore the maintenance of bases
and troops on foreign territories is contrary to the requirements of peace and

international security.
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The Polish delegation attaches special attention to the problem of nuclear
disarmament. As in the past, we support the postulate of liquidation of nuclear
armament in the earliest possible stage of general and complete disarmament. We also
support concepts for a solution of this problem on a partial basis. The Government of
Polend has put forward the proposal for the establishment of a denuclearized zone in
Central Europe (ZVDC/C.1/1), and the proposal for a freeze of nuclear weapons in this
region (ENDC/PV.189, p.6). We consider both proposals as still valid. The dialogues
that the Polish Government has had, so far, with the governments of some European
countries on the problem of the freeze of nuclear weapons, as well as the response of
public opinion to the Gomulka plan (ibid.), prove the vitality of the ideas contained in
this proposal.

ilay I submit that another Polish proposal for the convening of a conference on the
problem of collective security in Europe would also, if put into effect, serve the cause
of Buropean security? Such a conference of the European States with United States
participation might constitute a favourable platform for discussion of the whole complex
of problems affecting security, disarmament and peaceful coexistence of States in Europe.

The Polish delegatioﬂ attaches great importance to the problem of the conclusion of
a treaty on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. The Western delegations have made
a number of declarations as to the advisability of the conclusion of such a treaty.
Unfortunately in practice the position of these delegations dbes not correspond with their
general declarations as, at the same time, they continue to pursue the concept of a
collective nuclear force within the Wegtern military grouping. It seems that the policy
of the Western Powers on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is subordinated to this
concept.

The representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, in his statement on 25 July
presented the concept of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons which does not exclﬁde
indirect transfer of these weapons. It is worth while to point out the contradiction in

his statement. On the one hand he affirmed that the United Kingdom believed =
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", ..that even now the order and stability of the world could be assured with

nuclear weapons reduced to lower, safer and less costly levels without destroying

or upsetting the present overall military balance". (ENDC/PV. 219, pp.7, 8)
On the other hand, however, Lord Chalfont persisted in advocating the plan of setting up
the atlantic Nuclear Force (jbid., p.14), which obviously cannot be reconciled with the
idea of the reduction of nuclear armaments,

s£8 a direct result of the creation of the iiLF or sNF, new, non-nuclear States of
one military grouping, that is NATO, would have the right of co~disposal and co~decision
in the use of nuclear weapons. This would substantially increase their influence over
the nuclear strategy in general. Such & development would strengthen qualitatively the
military position of the respective countries of NATO, and in particular that of the
Federal Republic of Germany. 4s a result of all this a new stage in the arms race would
be inescapable. Therefore, the setting up of the HLF or ANF would be, I submit, contrary
to the basic purpose of this Committee - that is, halting and reversing the arms race.

The attempt to reconcile the MLF or 4NF with the idea of non-dissemination of nuclear
weapons leads to a paradoxical conclusion: namely, that it is possible to envisage such
a non~dissemination of nuclear weapons as would stimulate the increase of the arms race.
Furthermore, the setting up of the Lultilateral or Atlantic Nuclear Force with the
participation of the Federal Republic of Germany would grant a premium to the most
aggressive political forces in West Germany for their unyielding position and pressure
for access to nuclear weapons. Such a move would encourage these forces and would be a
starting—point for their continued claims in the nuclear field. The road to satisfying
the ambitions of the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of nuclear armaments would
be considerably shortened. In the interest of security in Europe and of progress on
the path to the conclusion of a non-dissemination agreement as well as to disarmament
in general, everything should be done to avert the dangerous consequences that might

arise out of the creation of the iLF or ANF.
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- It is for these reasons that we consider the proposal (ENDC/151) of the German
Democratic Republic on a comprehensive renunciation of nuclear arms by the two
German States, and on other measures to be-undertaken by both these States in the
field of disarmament, as a valuable contribution to the fulfilment of the tasks of
this Committee, The statement of the Covernment of the German Democratic: Republic
Just read to this Committee substantiates these proposals, which the Polish delegation
fully supports. Because of the constructive character of that statement the Polish
delegation is of the view that our Committee should pay it due attention.

-The representatlve of Canada, Mr., Burns, claimed at our last meetlng, on 5 August
that the critical evaluatlon of the policy of the West German Covernment is the
result of "emotions still aroused by the events of twenty years ago" (ENDC/PV.221, p.19).
" With all due respect, it is difficult not to express our astonishment at such an g
opinion.  In order to judge on its merits the pollcy of the Government of tne Federal
'bRepubllc of Germany it is not necessary to look at the past It suffices to take
1nto consideration the facts which 1llustratc that pOlle

The Government of the Federal Reuubllc of Germany does not hlde 1ts obJectlves.

It openly proclalmsdrev151on19t territorial clalms and. the de31re to change the
situation created in BEurope as a result of the Second world War. With those
objectives in mind it strlves to strengthen its political ﬂnd m111tary'p051t10n

The pressure for the part1c1patlon of the German Fcoeral Republlc in MLF is an 1ntegral
part of this policy. . All this is not only directed against the security of Poland

and of .other socialist,States-but is also conbrary to the reguirements, of peace:and_
security in Europe, v _ o

The concept of the setting up of MLF or ANF is a stumbling-block on the road to
the conclusion of an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. The
contradiction between the concept of a multilateral nuclear force and a non- -proliferation
agreement cannot be overcome merely by devising a treaty formula. In his recent

article in the July issue of Foreign Affairs (p.596), Mr. Foster suggested "a withdrawal

clause similar to that found in the limited test-ban treaty". With all due respect,
we are unable to agree with him on such an approach to the problem; because the
withdrawal clause, which has been a useful formula, for instance, in the case of the

Moscow test-ban treaty, would in the case of a non-dissemination agreement be trans-
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formed merely into means of preserving the possibility to create the MIF or ANF.

Thus the idea of a withdrawal clause in a non-dissemination agreement would imply

that one party to it, namely the Western Powers, might presuppose that it would be
allowed to take certain steps which are consitered by the other party as contrary to
the very spirit of this agreement. Such an approach cannot be reconciled with the
principle of good faith among parties to an agreement. 1Moreover, in legal terminology

this would be a clear case of the so-called reservatio mentalis.

What purpose would be served by concluding a non-dissemination agreement with
the withdrawal clause implicitly referring to the MIF or ANFY It is well known that
withdrawal from a treaty is not a popular move. Lfter the creation of the MIF or
ANF, a politically and psychologically difficult act of withdrawal from a non-
dissemination agreement would become a hard necessity, not for the Western States but
for the socialist States.. - Is-that the real purpose of the Western delegations?

Taking into account the importance for international security of halting the
spread of nuclear weapons, the Polish delegation calls for the cutting-off expressly
of all direct and indirect means of accéss to these weapons within both national and
allied frameworks., No other solution would be able to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons,

The Western delegations present the problem of a comprehensive nuclear test ban
as if the socialist delegations had obstructed such a ban. May T submit that this
is not the case? It is not the socialist delegations which advance postulates
complicating the matter. | The western Powers demand that those postulates should be
satisfied in order to bring about the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty.
There is no doubt that the key obstacle stending in the way of such a treaty is the
lack of the political decision on the part of the United States.

As far as concerns other proposals tabled before this Committee, may I stress
the vital importance of the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the use of
nuclear weapons? The implementation of that proposal would be simple and easy. The
conclusion of a tresty in this field would contribute to the increase of mutual
confidence in international relations and create more favourable conditions for broader
disarmament measures. The attairment of that goal would be facilitated also by a
declaration by the nuclear Powers, as proposed by the Soviet Union (ENDC/PV.220, p.18)

that none of them will be the first to use nuclear weapons.
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The Polish delegation considers that it would be most advantageous to convene
a world conference on disarmament, 2s provided for in resolution DC/224 adopted by
the United Nations Disarmament Commission (ENDC/1L9). Such a conference could
become a turning-point on the path to the solution of disarmament problems.

More than three years have elapsed since the begimning of the work of this
Committee. During that period no agreement has been achieved within the Eighteen-
Nation Disarmament Committee that would mark significant progress on disarmament.

In spite of this we are, as before, of the opinion that an agreement is possible in
various fields. With this in mind we have presented our considered views on the
gsources of the difficulties in our negotiations and the steps that ought to be taken

to promote progress in the solution of disarmament problems.

Mr. CERNIK (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): First of all I should

like to thank the Sovizt representative, Mr. Tsarapkin, who was Chairman at the 218th
meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament which inaugurated this session
of the Committee, for his kind words of welcome.

Almost eleven months have passed since the Eightecen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament adjourned last September. The report which the Committee submitted to the
nineteenth session of the United Nations General Aissembly upon the conclusion of its
work (ENDC/148) noted that the Committee's negotiations had not yielded any positive
results. The lack of results from the work of the Committec caused several delegations
to express justified criticism and concern. The representatives of most of the States
members of the Committee pointed out that advantage should be taken of the favourable
situation and the stimulus resulting from the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty banning
nuclear tests in three environmments (ENDC/lOO/Rev.l) in order to adopt further
measures towards relaxing international tension and halting the arms race, and that the
negotiations should not be allowed to come once again to a standstill, However, those
appeals met with no response. Despite all the efforts of the delegations of the
socialist and non-aligned countries, the work of the Committee was brought once more

to a standstill.
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Subsequent developments have fully coafirmed thet those appeels were right and
well-grounded. During the pa~t eleven months vhe Inberaaticuur situation nns

N

worsened considerably and vhs fevouceble conditlons brought about by the Moscou

Treaty and by certain cther measures have beer reduced to naught by the ir S L0gLY
ageressive foreign policies of ceriain Yestern PFowers. 'Those unfavourable developmenue

~

already mede themselves felit of the rinsteenth sescicwu of the Juited Nations Geoneral
Lssembly, which was not able %o discuss cffectively a single one of the imporiant
and urgent problems of onr time, iancluding the prcblem of discrmament. Since tie
beginning of this year this undesirable process has conbinaad and even worsensd.
Tts most significaat manifestation has been the jncreased aggression by the
United States in Vietnam; smmed intervention iu the Dominicen Republic, énd o180
events in other parts of the world. | i

Qther representatives of the socialist countries who have spoken before us in

the general debate nave rightly drswn attention to these facts and h@ve stressed
that, if our Committee is tu fulfil i1vs purpose, it mue?d comcentrat 15 activiiies
on adopting such reasnures as will change this dangerous course Yowever, in the

negotiations the delegations of the Western countries have so far carefully
cvolded these issues, and have cven attenpted to deny the sccialist countries bleid

i
right to examine tham in this Committes, as we saw for ourselves, for instance, at

the last meeting, when the representative of Italy spoke (UNDC/PV.221, pp. 21, 22).
3at we carnot av all agree wivh that. DBesides, there sooms to bz a profound
ntradiction ir the pesiticn of the YWestern dclogations cn thj cuestion. Ihis

1 be seen, for instaance. from ths sitaltement made by the dlan represenvalive,
Mrn'Burns, at the game meeting in which he attempied to define une tasks of the
Comittee and stated that -

"Our duty here, according vo. the United Nationg Disgarmament Fomml851cﬂ, pite

to discuss ways in which the violence which iz uonforinnately endemic in the

’)

world today can be made less dangerous, less liable to erupt into a nuclieer wvar.t

(ibid, p,18)

»
z

e can agree with thal point. DBut at the seme time the Canadian representetive

reproaches the delegations of the socialist countries for condemning in their state-

I.J

- ments the aggressive policy of the United States. On that point we cannot at al

agrec with ivir, Burcs. .ccording to him we should discuss the possibility of

v

(‘\

2liminating the threat of war bat we should nob discuss the very thing which,

precisely at the pressut time, is increasing this danger more than anything elsc.
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We are asked to pzass over in silence the fact that the United States is waging in
Vietnam an aggressive war against the Democratic Republic of Vietnam ond against
the struggle of the people of South Vietnam for their national liberation, a war
which is daily growing more extensive and which may have the most serious
consequences for peace throughout the world.

e must conduct negotiations on disarmament, but we must not talk about the
fact that in recent weeks the United States has been increasing its armaments; that
the United States Govermment has just requested a further allocation of 1,700
million dollars for armaments and for the war in Vietnam, and at the beginning of
next year, according to the American Press, it will request a further allocation
of 3-4,000 million dollars for the same purpose; that the imerican zrmed forces
are to be increased by 350,000 men, bringing the totzl to almost 3 million; that it
is intended to send another 50,000 troops to Vietnam in the very near future, so
that the number of United States armed forces there will exceed 125,000 men. Moreover,
according to american Press reports, this figure is far from being final.

United States troops are participating on an ever-increasing scale in direct
military operations against tiepatriots of South Vistnam and are using methods which
are arousing indignation 2nd revulsion throughout the world. Only a few days ago
the United States Press reported the destruction of a South Vietnamese village
near the United States base at Da Nang;the village was burned to the ground. In
the New York Times report of 3 August 1965 on this barbharous crime committed by
the armed forces of the United States, we read:

"United States Marines using cigarette lighters, matches and flame
throwers razed the village of Camne ioday, four miles from the Dz Nang =2ir
base, after receiving sniper fire.

"ibout 150 straw =nd bamboo houses were burned. Other houses and
shecks were bulldozed down by Marine emphibious tractors®.

This report shows the incredible terrorism by means of which the United States
armed forces are trying to intimidnte the people of South Vietnam and break their will
for freedom. To all those who lived through the horrors of the Second World War,
and particularly to the Czechoslovak people, this report recalls the barbarous
destruction of the Czech village of Lidice by the fascist occupying forces in 1942.

The purpose of that punitive measure wos to intimidate the Czechoslovak people and
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break‘theirrﬁiilAto feéiét the invader. But it had exactly the opposite effect:

the hatred of the Czechoslovak people for the invader increased still further, z2nd a
yeve of indignation and of solidarity with our people in their struggle for freedom
spread throughout the world.

We have no doubt that ths people of Vietnam and world public opinion will react
in the seme wvay to this barbarous destruction of a completely innocent South
Vietnamese village by the United States armed forces. We are also convinced that,
like the struggle of the Czechoslovak people during the Second World War, the
hercic struggle of South Vietnamese patriots will lead in the end tec the independence
and unification of the countfy, for which they huve endurcd such terriblc sacrifices
throughout the many years of their struggle. .

The fzte of that>Vietnamese village of Camne, so barbarously destroyed, is
merely one example of how important and urgently necessary it is to take’effective
measures to put an end to the war of =2ggression in Vietnam. If our negotiations
are indeed to contribute towards preventing thé violence now taking place iﬁ many
parts of the world -- the most dangerous expression of which is the United States
aggression in Vietnam -- from degenerating into a muclear war, if we wish to prevent
this, we must concentrate our sttention precisely on these questions, on the -
adoption of such measures as will help to bring zbout o change in this highly
dangerous development.>

It follows from all this that since September of last year, and especially during
the past few months, as a result of the policy of the Western Powers a number of grave
evehts have taken place in the world which are in complete contradiction with the aiﬁs
and tasks of this Committee.

In these circumstances the question logically arises: what point is there in
coﬁtinuing the work of this Committee when certain member States are pursuing a policy
which gives rise tc another arms race, heightens lnternationzl tension and directly
threatens international security? The govermments of many States have quite rightly
raised this question, and, of course, the Czechoslovak Govermment has also done so.
Heving carefully weighed all these circumstances, the Czechoslovak Govermment has
come ﬁQ the conclusion thot the present dangerous situstion ealls for increased
efforts aimed at putting an end to the presesnt unravourable developments. We must
mobilize the united efforts of all those who are interested in the maintenance of

peace and in disarmament for a more intemsive struggle to achieve these ends.
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That 1s why the Czechoslovak Socinlist Republic welcomed the proposal of the
Govermient of the Soviet Union to convene the United Nations Disarmament Commission,
thereby enabling the present situstion in the field of disarmament to be discussed
with the participation of all States Members of the United Notions. That is why
we also fully supported the proposal m.de in Coniro at the Second Conference of
Heads of govermments of Non-iligned States to convene a world conference on
disarmement which would be attended by all States (:/5763; p.23). The usefulness
of this proposal was also confirmed by the resolution which was adopted at the
session of the Disarmement Commission by the vast majority of the States Members
of the United Nztions (DC/224; ¥NDC/149).

We believe that this Comittee, too, can and must make its contribution
towards the achievement of these aims. The agreement to resume the work of this
Committee was welcomed by most countries of the world as a decision which could
help to improve the international climate. However, one must say from the outset
that the resumption itself of these negotiations in no way alters the present
tense and dangerous situation in the world. The Committee must at long last achieve
concrete results which would help to reduce international tension, lessen the danger
of war and slow down the crms race. If our Committee fails once again to justify
the hopes that have been placed in it, there is a real danger that it will compromise
itself definitely in the eyes of the peoples and world public opinion.

In order to fulfil the aforesaid requirement, the Committee's discussions should
be mainly directed teowards the adoption of measures the urgent necessity of which
is stressed by the dangerous developments of the iresent time. Such measures were
listed in the memorandum (./5827 -nd Corr.l) submitted by the Soviet Govermment on
7 Decimber 1964 at the nineteenth session of the United Nations Gecneral Assembly.
The socialist delegations urged the discussion of these measures 2lso in the
United Nations Disarmament Commission, where a number of other delegations supported
them. The memorandum lists a mumber of measures the implementation of which would
help to bring about an effective improvement in the international atmosphere and
s relaxation of international tension. That is why the Czechoslovak delegation
expressed at the nineteenth session of the United Nations General issembly its

full support for that memorandum.
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4t the present time some measures the implementation of which is particulerly
urgent heve moved into the forefront. T an referring ian the first place to the
proposals to eliminate foreign militery bases and to withdraw foreign troops from
the territories of other States. The sccizlist countries have already been
striving for a number of years to secure the implementation of these measures.

The events of the last few months have once again confirmed in the most convincing
manner their importance and urgency. The use of Urnited Stotes military bases and
armed forces on the territories of other countries for aggression in Vietnam and the
Dominican Republic has clearly shown the real purpose of foreign military bases and
armed forces situated in the territories of other States in various parts of the
world, and how dangerous the conseguences of such a situation may be for inter-
national peace and security.

The delegations of the Western countries are seeking to minimize the importance
of the proposals to eliminate foreign military bases and to withdraw foreign armed
forces from the territories of other countries, and of other proposals by the
socialist countries, claiming that they are mere "slogans" used by the socilalist
countries for propagaenda agalnst the Western Powers. But such assertions are merely
a naive and utterly unconvincing attempt to avoid discussion of those urgent
proposals,; which are supported by the governments of many countries; not to mention
world public opinion. In reality they are urgent measures the implementztion of
which would help to bring about a relaxation of international tension and improve the
prospects for the solution of other questions on the agenda of our Committee.

Another important proposal the urgency of which 1s becoming ever greater in the
present situation is the adoption of such measures as would help to lessen the
danger of a thermo-nuclear war. I am referring above all to the guestion of banning
the use of nucleor weapons, which has already been under discussion for a long time.
It is not only the socialist countries that have urged the adoption of such a measure.
As far back as 1961 Ethiopia and a number of other nom-aligned States took a valuable
initiative in that direction. They suggested the convening of a conference for the
purpose of signing a treaty bamning the use of nuclear weapons (A/RES/1653(XVI)).

A valuable proposal for the banning and destruction of =ll nuclear weapons was also
put forward by the Government of the Chinese People's Republic, which suggested as a

f first step in that direction the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.
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The Government of Czechoslovakia fully supports all these proposals because
it considers that the banning of the use of nuclear weapons would be an important
step towards lessening the danger of & nuclear war. The urgency of such a step
has once again been confirmed by recent events. It is well know that in certain
Western countries, and particularly in the United States of America, during the
past few months arguments and direct appeals have been heard with increasing
frequency in favour of the use of nuclear weapons as a means of overcoming the
difficulties in which the United States is involved as a result of its aggressive
policy in South-East Asia. Such arguments, of course, have the most serious con-
saquences for world develovments in many directions. This is true, in particular,
as8 regards the negotiations on measures to prevent the further spread of nuclear
weapons, to which great importancse was attached by the delegations that have
already spoken in the general debate. ‘

We are convinced that en agreement on the prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons, or at the least & declaration by the nuclear Powers pledging themselves
not to be the first to use such weapons, as was proposed once again by the
representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkin, irn his statement at the meeting
of 3 August (ENDC/PV.ZEO, p.18), would be of paramount significance especially in
the present situation. At the some time, it is necessary to emphasize that we
are speaking of a measure which it would be particularly appropriate for us to
discuss in the present circumstances for other reasons as well. ‘In several of
the statements which we have heard so far in the general debate, the importance
of the time factor has been very rightly stressed. An agreement on the prohib-
ition of the use of nuclear weapons, or a declaration by the nuclear Powers
pledging themselves not to be the first to use such weapons, would be a measure
to achieve which there would be no need for long-drawa-out negotiation. Tts
achievement depends solely on the taking of a political decision by the
Governments concerned. At the same time, there can be no doubt that such a
decision would provide desirable evidence that the statements of the represent-
atives of those States about the danger of a nuclear war, and thé urgent need

for measures thot would lessen such a danger, are indeed meant in earnest.
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in the discussion so far stress has been laid --- particclaxly by the representavives
of the Wesvern Fowers —- 'on the spoediest possible adoption of measures to prevent a
further spread of nuclear weapons. - In bheir statements they have eloqhentgy shown ‘the
urgent need for such measures. In our opiniow thsre is no need “o wasbte cnergy in onr
Commnittee op proving the urgency of these measures in the earlier negotiations;
nerticularly during last year, the delegations of the socialis¥ and now—alignci covabrize
devotad much attention to vhis quesbtion and made considorabie effoirtc to achiere wgreemen’.
Even when h became covidenyv that only one gerious obstacle was sband ing in e way of
conclusion of »n agreement on offective measurss vo prevent a further spread cof maclear
weapons, namely, the pians for the creation of e NATO multilateral nuciear Torzc wivi
whie parvicipation of the Federal Republic of Germany and other NiaT0 States.’ The
delegavions of the socialist counitries puv forward many weighly arguments to show ©hat

)

“ha imvwlementaticn of such plans was incowpatible with measures to prevent the spread of
nuclcar weapons, as they would give access to nuclear weapuns to other States, and in *tha
first place tc vhe Poderal Republiz cof Germany .

Nevertheless, the Vestorn. Powers are sbill endeavouring %o carry ont bheir plans Tov
vhe inbegration ol nuclear armaments within NaTO. = Here, once again, the cbntfadictioﬁi'
between *heir words and their deeds is fully rovealed. In. worde, the Vesterr rowere
stress in the Commitiec the urgent nesd to take measures to prevent the further soread of
nucleer .weapons, but at the same time their actious within NATO are in precisély the
npposite direction. . For several weeks already discussions have besn going oa 11 NATO
with +hc object of preparing plans for the intagration of nuciear armaments within TWATO.

The implementation of these plans would lead to the actual dissemination of nuclear

Ty
W3

weapons, since it would enable other States to gain access to them, to participate 3
their control and in decisions regarding their use. ‘

In their statemenis in the general debate “he representatives of the Western Powers
have exprcssed the hope that tlie socialist countries will gi%e up>théir objeétibns"bo>a“
multilateral nuclear force or to any other form of integraticﬁ"df ﬁucléarvarmaméntsmwiﬁhin
NATO,  Bub in this connexion we are compelled to note that nothin g has happe ad, either
in {the policy of NATO or in the policy of the Federzl Republic of Germany, that would
justify any change in ithe position of the socialist countiies on this guestion. On the

contrary. negotiations on the integration of nuclear weapons are continuing within NATC
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and new proposals are being made for its implementation, The arming of the Federal

Republic of Germany is continuing; its revanchist policy is being intensified and its
territorial claims inregard to the socialist countries, including Czechoslovakia in the
first place, are becoming greater, It is well known that the Government of the Federal
Republic of Germany still refuses to recognize the invalidity of the shameful Iunich
Diktat. The persistent efforts of the Federal Republic of Germany to gain access to
nuclear weapons are being continued and intensified.

In this phase of the negotiations, I do not consider it necessary to examine in
greater detail the‘poliqy of the Federal Republic of Germany on this question. It is
enoughyto recall the statement made by the hiinister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Dr. Schroeder, at the beginning of last July, to which reference has
already been made in the stétéments of the representatives of other socialist countries,
in order to understand quite clearly the position of the Federal Republic of Germany in
regard to gaining access to nuclear weapons, and what the relevant circles in the Federal
Republic of Germany expect in that regard from a muyltilateral nuclear force or from some
other form of integration of nuclear armaments within NaTO, In the aforesaid statement
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Dr. Schroeder, expressed quite clearly and very frankly
the aims pursued by the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of nuclear armament.
aAmongst other things, he said that the Federal Republic of Germany "has a very clear idea .
of what minimal technical and organizational demands should be put forward" —— that is to
say, of dourse, on the question of the nuclear organization within NATO == "so that
Germany too might be able 'convincingly' to deter a possible opponent." This statement
speaks for itself. Any commentary would be superfluous.

The representatives of the Western Powers are trying to convince us that the:
integration of nuclear armaments within NATO in accordance with their plans would not
mean dissemination of nuclear weapons, that it would sétisﬂy the claims of the Federal
Republic of Germany in the field of nuclear armaments and at the same time would constitute
a guarantee against adoptioﬁ of an independent nuclear policy by the Federal Republic of

Germany. Let us leave aside the question of the extent to which those who put forward
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such assurances believe them themselves. = The Czechoslovak Socialist Republici itself has-
not the'slightest ground for relying on such assurances. The historical experience
acquired at great cost by the pedples Gf Czechoslovakia in their struggle with German
imperialism, and the whole development of' events in West Germany since the Second World
War, provide more and more evidence that concessions-to’ thé claims of West German: -
imperialism do not diminish its avidity and aggressiveness. On'the ‘contrary, they v
encourage it to intensify its pressure ‘still further and to put forward evér new demands..

It seems to us that in thé post-war period the Governments of the Vesiern: Powers:have
had sufficient opportunity to realize ‘this. - It is enough to recall’whet -is left in the:
. Pedéral Republic of -Germany of the limitations in the field of armaments by which Gernsny
was bound after the war, and what has beceme of the resirictions imposed on the Federal . .
Republic of Germany under theée so~called Paris Agreéments of 1954 which were solennly
entered into by the Government-of the Federal Republic of Germany: = The efforts of the.--
Federal Republic of Germany ‘to gain acc¢ess to nuclear weapons merely complete the picture.
In our view it is high 'time that the Govermments of the Western Powers drew the appropriate
conclusions from all these-facts.  If for some reason they are unable or uawilling te’do-
so; then they will bear a.grave responsibility for the further development of events; in-
Burope and ‘throughout the world. - e

" 'But ‘they cennot expect the same of “the socialist countries, whict must eveluate the-,
policy of the Western governments and, in the first place, the poiicy of the Federal . -«
Republic of Germany, ‘on the basis not of words but of facts, = Post=war .developments:show
theat in regard to the socialist countries in’ Europe ‘the Federal Republic of Geérmany is.
pursuing ‘aggressive revanchist -aims. Further clear évidence.of this‘was provided: by the.
gathering of so-called Sudeten Germans held on 6 and 7 June 1965 in Stuttgart. In ~ $.0
connexion with that gathering of revanchists the liinistry of Foreign affdirs of the. "
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic published the following statement:
"Convinecing evidence of the real intentions of the revanchists is to be

found in the so-called 'Stuttgart ippeal', which was adopted at the conelusion

of their gathering and which stated that the Sudeten Germans would not give up

the right to the heritage of their heomeland. They literally demanded !the

return of the German territories of our homeland in Bohemia, iforavia and

Sudeten Silesia'.™
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The revanchists obviously base this "demand" on the criminal occupation of a part of
Czechoslovak territory in 1938 by Nazi Germany, and in order to carry it out they intend -

"to return to their homeland and exercise their right to self-determination as

free people .... and to decide for themselves the question of their form of

government and State allegiance".

The serious danger of such revanchist claims is also heighitened by the fact that at
the present time they are receiving quite open official support from the Government of the
Federal Republic of Germany. fmong the main speakers at the Stuttgart gathering were
Seebohm and Lemmer, ministers of the Bonn Government; for the Land Government of Bavaria .
Prime binister Hoppel, and for the Government of Baden-"uirttemberg Prime linister Kiesinger.
Full support for their revanchist claims was also expressed by Chancellor Erhardt, who
sent a message of greetings to the Stuttgart gathering.  .ililitarization and, above all,
access 1to nuclear weapons play a primary role in this revanchist policy.

Diametrically opposed to the policy of the Federal Republic of Germany is the position
of the German Democratic Republic, which opens up the real alternative of a peaceful
settlement of the German question with due regard to the interests of peace and the
security of all the peoples of Furope. The Government of the Germen Democratic Republic
has on many occasions put forward valuable proposals calling on both German States to
renounce nuclear armaments. Such an initiative also appeared in the statement made by
the Foreign lMinister for Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic, O. Winzer, on
2 sugust of this year in connexion with the twentieth anniversary of the signing of -the
Potsdam Agreements. - In that statement the Government of the German Democratic Republic
appealed once again to the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany to the effect
that -

", e, both German Governments should give up the manufacture, acquisition or

use of nuclear weapons as well as the right to possess nuclear weapons in

any form whatsoever."
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That position was also confirmed by the statement made on 1 August by the Chairman
of the Council of State of the German Democratic Republic, Mr., Ulbricht, on the
television of the German Democratic Republic, Once again he emphasized that -

*The national interests of the Germans in the #est and in the East call for

the renunciation of atomic weapons and of any participation at all by either

of the German States in the possession -of atomic weapons.®
In that statement Mr. Ulbricht once again confirmed the willingness of the Government
of the German Democratic Republic to accept an international agreement on the non-
dissemination of nuclear weapons and on the prohibition of underground nuclear tests,
insofar as such agreements would cover also the Federal Republic of Germany.

The same position was taken by the Government of the German Democratic Republic in
the Statement which the representative of the Soviet Union read to us today (ENDC/151).
The Czechoslovak delegation fully supports his request that this Statement should be
circulated as a Committee document. The Czechoslovak delegation cannot agree with thé
declaration of Mr, Foster, the United States representétive, that under the Committee's
rules of procedure the Statement of the German Democratic Republic cannot be circulated
as a Committee document. It is well known that on a previous occasion a similar
statement of the German Democratic Republic was circulated in that way. The
Czechoslovak delegation is not aware that any changes have becen made since then in the
Committee's rules of procedure which would prevent it from acting in the same way in
the case of the Statement of the Government of the German Democratic Republic in
connexion with the resumption of the Committee's work in 1965,

These facts determine the approach of thé Czechoslovak delegation to the discussion
of measures to prevent the spread of nuclear weavons. I wish to stress once again that
we consider the adoption of really effective measures on this question to be one of
the most urgent tasks in the negotiations on disarmament. Such a measure, however,
must include =2 ban on the dissemination of nuclear weapons in any form. It must not

leave any -loophole for getting round the ban in any way whatsoever. But the main thing,
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whicﬁﬁshbﬁld‘b;'pérféctly clear to everyone, is that the adoption of such a decision
is incompatible with any plans for the integration of nuclear armaments with the
participation of the Federal Republic of Germany and other States within NATO,

Recently numerous reports have appeared in the wWestern Press to the effect that
the delegations of the Western countries sre preparing the text of a draft treaty on
measures to prevent the further digsemination of nuclear weapons. It can be gathered
from these reports, however, that the draft treaty will not contain anything which
would hinder the establishment of a multilateral nuclesar force, or the integration of
nuclear armaments within NATO in any other form, with the participation of the Federal
Republié of Germany. That question has already been dezlt with today in the statement
of the representative of the Polish People's Republic, NMr. Lobodycz, who has adopted
a perfectly clear position on this question which is fully shared by the Czechoslovak
delegation. In our opinion the submission of such a draft treaty would be devoid of
any p;actical meaning, since a proposal drafted in that way cannot become a basis for
businesslike discussion and would only waste the Cormittee's valuable time.

The question of the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests also occupies an
important place in the Committee's negotiatioms. However, the statements we have heard
up to now from the representatives of the Western countries do not hold out any'great
prospects of achieving progress in that direction either. Although their represent-
atives do admit the existence of technical improvements and advances in regard to
control, nevertheless they continue to insist on the unacceptable demand for on-site
inspections. But the demand for the institution of such inspections is not justified
by the need for effective and reliable control. The coastant insistence on this can
be explained in only one way -- by a desire to obstruct the reaching of an agreement.

In connexion with the gquestion of underground tests the delegations of the
Western countries once zgain revert to their old demand thet the Soviet Union should
publish its data on a detection system and should agree to the discussion of this
guestion by experts. But such demands cannot lead to any results, as the represent-
atives of the west mustlsurely know. In the conditions now prevailing in the world

there are reasons why the governments of some States cannot publish certain facts.
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This was pointed out, for example, by the representativé of the Soviet Union, Mr. Zorin
at the seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assembly, when he said that -~
"Present relations among States arc not such that one could freely exchange
data in the field of nuclear weapons or give information on detection or

verification machinery.” (4/C.1/PV.1246, p. 61).

One can hardly assume that international relations have now improved in this respect.
In‘this connexion I should like to point out that at that time it was not only
the Government of the Soviet Union that took such a position. This is shown also by
several statements made by official spokesmen of the United States. For example, on
11 March 1963 the 3Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. Dean Rusk, stated in
the United States Senate that United States capabilities for detecting violations of
a nuclear test ban were better than could be fully disclosed. Much attention was given
to the problem of the secrecy of the data on United States control systems in the
field of nuclear tests by the former Senator Humphrey in his statement in the United
States Senate in the spring of 1963, which was circulated as a document of this
Committee (ENDC/82) and is available to all delegations. In our opinion it is quite
obvious that in such circumstances the discussion of these gquestions by experts would
be pointless and could lead only to endless procrastination,
On the question of the prohibition of underground nuclear tests, once again we
see complete contradiction between the words and the deeds of the Western countries.
In particular the representative of the United States, in his statement during the
general debate (ENDC/PV.ZIS, pp.13 -~ 15) did not spare words about the importance of an
agreement to prohibit underground tests. But those words are in sharp contrast with
the fast that on 23 July, on the eve of the resumption of the Committee's work, a
further underground nuclear test explosion was carried out in the United States.
According to é report by the United States Atomic Znergy Commission, it was the
fifteenth experimental underground explosion this year. On 6 August the United States
reported yot cnother underground test. Such acts by the Governmsnt of the United

States cannot be regardsd in any wey as a contribution towards creating favourable
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conditions for negotiationé in our Committee and, in particular, for the solution of the
problem of underground nuclear tests, They show once again who 1s interested in
avoiding the achievement of an zgreement to ban underground nuclear weapon tests.

The attention which is being given to partial measures the implementation of which
would lead to a relaxation of international tension does not mean any diminution of the
importance of negotiastions on general and complete-disarmament; the achievement of the
latter remains the most important task of our Committee. In regard to the main problems
on which the Committee's attention should be concentrated in negotiations on general
and complete disarmament, the Czechoslovak delegation still thinks that the key to the
solution of this question is the reaching of agreement on measures which constitute the
axis of the whole programme of general and complete disarmament: that is, on questions
connected with the prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles.
The Committee has devoted a good deél of time to the discussion of these questions in the
past. But owing to the position of the Western Powers, which refuse to agree to the
implementation of radicsl and consistent measures for the prohobition and elimination
of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles, no results have so far been achieved.

However, this can hardly be a reason for the Committee, in the field of general
and complete disarmament, to go on to discuss other guestions, since without the solution
of these key problems it will be impossible to achieve any progress in the disarmement
negotiations. If the iestern Powers really want to achieve general and complete
disarmament, they must adopt a2 realistic position on the question of nuclear weapons
and delivery.vehicles. Only on this condition will the Committee be able to achieve
real.progress in discussing this pivotal guestion in accordance with the interests of
the peace-loving peoples of the whole world.

Those are the views of the Czechoslovak delegation on some of the basic problems
confronting the present session of our Committee. The tense international situation
in which the Committee has resumed its work is in no way conducive to the solution of
those problenms; but at the same time it emphasizes their importance and the urgent need‘

for their solution. Therefore it is necessary that all forces which wish to ward off
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the threat of war and are anxious for the adootion of measures that would lead to a
relaxation bf international tension and to 2 halt in the arms race must redouble their
efforts to secure concrete results in our negotiations. For this, however, it is
essential that the Western Powers, and particularly the United States, should renounce
their agressive foreign policy, the further intensification of the arms race, and all
acts which cause increased international tension. Only if these conditions zre met can
our talks lead to positive results.

Mr., FOSTER (United States of America): I listened with interest to the speech
of the representative of Sweden, who unfortunately has now left. As usual, her rémarks
were very thoughtful and, I believe, give all of us here the opportunity for a careful
analysis of those thoughts. Certainly we in the United States will approach them in
that spirit and will, I am sure, have some comments to make on them later on.

On a different note, I must reserve the right to reply at z later meeting to the
distorted charges and the hackneyed accusations which have been made concerning the
policies of my country, and also similar distortions concerning the policies of the
Federal Republic of Germany. Apaft from their unfortunate polemics, the statements we
have heard so fe~r from the representatives of the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Poland and
Czechoslovakia are notable for ths manner in which they have ignored resolution DC/225
adopted on 15 June 1965 by the United Nations Disarmament Commission (ENDC/149).

That resolution was adopted by a vote of 83 to 1, with 18 abstentions. The Soviet
Union and its allies were among those who 2bstained.

The United States certainly does not believe that this Committee or any delegation
is in any way limited by the terms of that resolution. But, as Mr. Cavalletti pointed
out (ENDC/PV.221, p.21), it was the Soviet Union which requested the meeting of the
Disarmament Commission in order to seek guidance for our work. It scems rather strange,
therefore, that the Soviet representative had nothing to say about the only resolution
adopted by the Commission which is addressed to this Committee, but had a lot to say‘
about his own two resolutions which were not put to a vote (DC/218,218). I hope this
does not mean that the resolution which was passed has already been‘relegafed to the

. Soviet limbo of non-history.
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We cannot ignore that resolution, because it expresses in a general wey the
most recent views of the vast majority of the United Nations. In so far as the
United States is concerned, we endorse the priority recommended by that resolution
for the conclusion of a comprehensive test--ban agreement and a non-proliferation
agreement, We also welcome its recognition of the need for a programme of certain
related measures, some of which are dealt with in United States proposals before
this Committee. Clearly this resolution marks the direction in which we must move
if we are to be responsive to the aspirations of the overwhelming majority of mankind.

If, as the Soviet representative observed in his statement on 3 August,
(ENDC/FV.220, p.9) I did not refer in my previous statements at this session to the
need for continued efforts towards general and complete disarmament, it was because
I was discussing the priorities dictated by the danger of nuclear proliferation.
However, let me assure the Soviet representative that, even while giving priority
attention to the imminent threat of nuclear proliferation, the United States is
determined to work for general and complete disarmamert as part of our continuing
effort to achieve a hetter and safer world through the application of the principles
of the United Nations Charter,

I hope, however, that the Soviet representative is prepared to agree with me
that, at this moment, the most effective contribution we could make towards preparing
the way for general and complete disarmament would be agreement on measures to halt
and turn back the nuclear arms race., That is what is stressed in the resolution
contained in document DC/225 of the Disarmament Commission; and that is precisely
what the United States has urged for discussion and negotiation in its proposals
over the past year.

Frankly, I cannot take very seriously Mr. Tsarapkin's description of these

1o1d proposals". If the agé of proposals were a significant factor, most of those

included in his Government!ssmemorandum of December 1964 (A/5827 and Corr.l) should
long since have been retired from active service. What matters is not the age of
proposals, but whéther‘they are responsive to the threat that faces us and offer
some prospect for agreement, I propose to evaluzte the three Soviet proposals
suggested for action at this session in terms of these criteria. I will ighore

the fact that two of them are among the most ancient contenders in the disarmament

lists.
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One c¢f these is the guestion of withdrawing troops and military bases situated
in foreign countries. Despite whatl happened in the rvecent session of the United
Nations Disarmament Commisgion, the Soviet roprescntative in his statement on 3
August again sought to link this Soviet proposal with the unfortunate situation in
Vietnam.

During the debatewy in the Disarmament Commission a considerable number of the
114 members of the Commigsion expressed their opinions on the subject ~f troops and
bases abroad. Although the Seviet representative implied that a majority supported
the Soviet Union's views on this matter, I suggesl that available evidence indicates
that a contrary interpretation is probably more accurate. 1 sannot refer o a vote
on the matter, since the Soviet Union did not press to a vote its draft resolution
on the subject (DC/218)s But I car.say that, having made nur own private assessment
of the estimated vote for that Soviet proposal, we were not surprised %hat it was not
put to a vote.

The record of the debate in the Disarmament Commission shows that many
representatives noted in their sf@tements that the Scviet proposal to get rid of all
troops and bases in other couniries failed completely to acknowledge the right of
States to provide for their own defence by entering into agreements for accepting
troops and bases ¢f friendly countries on their territories. Mutual defence
arrangements, which are essential in today's interdependent werld, are expréssly
safeguarded by the United Watinns Charter. This omission in the Soviet proposal
is by no means inadvertent; rather, it favours Soviet interests in two ways.

First, by forbidding smaller or weaker countries to protect themselves through
arrangements with other nations, the Soviet proposal would leave them vulnerable
to .the form of aggression which communists now call 'Ywars of national liberation".
What is the essenoc of this doctrine? As Secretary Rusk observed in a speech to
the American Society of International Law on 23 April of this year, a so—called "war
of national liberation" is any war which furthers communist aims. As he said thens

"It is used to denote any effort led by communists to overthrow by

force any non—communist goevernment. Thus the war in South Vietnam

ig called a 'war of national liberation'!'. And those who would

oveirthrow various other non-communist goveruments in Asia, Africa,

and Latin America are called the 'forceg of national liberation'',
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Secretary Rusk further stated:

"It is plain that acceptance of the doctrine of 'wars of national

liberation! would amount to scuttling the modern international law

of peace which the Zﬁnited Nation§7 Charter prescribes, and acceptance

of the practice of ‘wars of liberation', as defined by the communists,

would mean the breakdown of peace itself™.

We hope for a world free from aggression, a world - in which there would be no
need to maintain troops and bases abroad. However, so long as aggression persists,
its victims and potential victims have a right to seek protection. As our late
Ambassador Adlai Stevenson remarked in an address in Toronto only last May: "Until
the international comiunity is ready to rescue the victims, there is no alternative
but national pewer to fill the peacekeeping vacuum",

The second way in which the Soviet proposal is inequitable lies in the fact
that it would tend to upset the existing military balance to the detriment of my
country and its allies. A look-at the map will illustrate thisg fact. Moreover,
in upsetting the balance, this proposal would violate the Joint Statement of Agreed
Principles (ENDC/5). I would only add -- and I wish to emphasize this -~ that the
Soviet proposal on troops and bases as viewed in relation to the unfortunate events
in South-3ast Asia amounts to propaganda which cannot help to bring about a peaceful
solution there. As my Government has repeatedly stated, we seek no bases in
Vietnam and our troops will be withdrawn once the zaggression ceases and a settlement
is achieved by negotiation.

As usual, the Soviet‘representative presented his now familiar upside—down
version of the origin of the present situation in Vietnam. The Canadian represent-—
ative oorrected this version of history in his statement to the Disarmament Commission
in New York on 7 May when he quotéd from an address made on 26 March of this year by
the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs. On that occasion the Canadian

Secretary of State pointed out that, as a member of the International Control
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Commission, his country has closely obscrved the situation in Vietnam over the past
eleven years. He added:
"Almost from the beginning of that period the authorities in North
Vietnam have engaged in inciting, encouraging and supporting hostile
aci¢ivities in South Vietnam. That support has taken the form of
armed and unarmed personnel, of arms and munitions, of direction and

guidance.(DC/PV.76, p.73 of the provisional text),”

He went on to state:

"This is a judgement fully supported by evidence, including evidence

presented by the Zihternational Controi7 Commission@lhigl"
I leave it to this Committee to judge the facts.
In his statement of 3 August (ENDC/PV.ZZO, pp.17,18) the Soviet representative
also revived his Government's proposal for a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear
weapons and, pending such an agreement, for a non-first-use pledge by the nuclear
Powers. My Government has offered assurance that it will not use any weapons,
nuclear or otherwise, with aggressive intent. As Secretary Rusk pointed out in a
letter of 30 June 1962 to the Secretary-General, however, the Charter of the United
Nations makes a distinction, not between one weapon and another, but between the use
of force for aggression and for defence, He went on to say:
"I% is the firm belief of the United States that the only sure way to
eliminate the threat to mankind posed by nuclear weapons is to remove
them from the arsenals of the natiors . through a programme of general‘
and complete disarmament under effective international control.”

The Soviet approach to this matter offers no basis for a useful discussion.

In short, these two Soviet proposals hold no prospect for agreement, nor are
they addressed to the really critical problem of nuclear proliferation. I do welcome,
however, the inclusion of a non-proliferation agreement among the items which the
Soviet Union has suggested for action now. Here indeed is an urgent item and one
on which we must strive for early agreement.

I expect to discuss this matter at some length in the coming days, but I would
like at this stage to comment 5n only one aspect. The threat of nuclear proliferation
is world-wide. Potentially it aifects the security of every nation. It is not the
kind of threat that can be averted by the actions of any one country; nor can it be
averted by focussing our attention on any single country. This must be as clear to-

the Soviet Union as it is to my Government.
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Yet the Soviet representative and his colleagues from Poland and Czechoslovakia
today, and previously his colleague from Bulgaria, once again approached it from the
standpoint of an unwarranted polemic sgainst the Federal Republic of Germany and
NATO, Once again the Soviet representative has sought to impose a Soviet condition
on the very discussion of a possible non-proliferation agreement. I am comnelled
once more to appeal to him to co-operate with us in exemining this matter in all its
aspects and from the ooint of view of all countries anxious to prevent nuclear
proliferation. The Soviet preoccupation with one aspect of this problem is by now
fully understood by us all. I suggest that the Soviet representative should now
permit us at least to examine the matter from the point of view of the preoccupation
we all share regarding the world-wide dangers of nuclear proliferation.

Similarly, T hope the Soviet representative will not continue to reject out of
hand any consideration of means of moving towards agreement on a comprehensive test
ban unless we accept his Government's view on inspections. Such a position could
be justified only as a device to orevent any search for agreement, I sincerely hope
that is not the intent of the Soviet Union.

On this question, as on the United States prooosals for a cut-off of the
production of fissionable material for weapons and to exnlore a freeze on nuclear
delivery vehicles (ENDC/120), we wish to exchange views and search for areas of '
agreement, These measures are related to the oroblem of onreventing nuclear prolifera-
tion. They are thus recsponsive to the resolution strongly supoorted by the Disarmament
Commission, I would hone that the Soviet resoonse to the desire expressea by so many
nations fof orogress in these areas would not be a flat nyet or rigid insistence on
unilateral conditions before the matter can even be discussed. |

Although he did it in a distorted context, the Sovief representative in his
earlier stétement himgelf took note of the importance of curbing the nuclear arms
race, He cited statistics opresentsd by Secretary of Defense McNamara'on 14 July
regarding the status of United States strategic and conventionél forces (ENDC/PV.220,
9.8); As the late Ambassador Stevenson and I stated in the Dissrmament Commission
debate,yﬁhe United States has initiated a number of self-restraining actions to limit
and‘in some areas cut back its present and planned nuclear deterfent forces. But the
Soviet Union's réfusal cven to discuss seriously such measures as a cut-off of

fissionable material oroduction for weapons and a freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles
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gseems to be an indication of its unwillirgness to go along with a mutually-acceptable
programme for halting the nuclear arms race., While the Sovist revresentative has

chosen to present only some carcfuliy-sclected statiscics regarding the United States,

I can assure this Committes that the bulld-vn in strategic and other armaments continues
on the Soviet side as well. Even if published Soviet statistics are hard to find, there
have been a number of recent public statements by Soviet ieaders confirming and even
boasting about their build-up.

Let me conclude by stressing that, regardless of the bitter needs arising from the
situation in Vietnam, we have come here anxious and prepared to engage in serious
discussions looking towards concrete means of oreventing nuclear proliferation and
halting and turning back the arms race. If the Soviet Union will show an equal desire

to make concrete progress, then we shall achieve it, If not, it will not be the United

States nor even the situation in Vietnam that can be blanmed.

The Conference decided to issue the following communigu€:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its 222nd plenary meeting in the Palais des Mations, Geneva, under the
chairmanshin of Mr. Correa do Lago, revpresentative of Brazil.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the Soviet Union, the
United States, Sweden, Poland and Czechoslovakia,

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursdey, 12 August 1965,
at 10.30 a.m,"

The meeting rose at 1.25 v.m,






