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The'CHAIRﬁZN>(Uﬁi6nuof Soviet Socialist Republics) (transiation from

Russian): I declare open the sixty-fourth plenary meeting of the Conference of the

Fighteen llation Committee on Disarmament.

lirs, MYRDAL (Sweden): I hope that my intervention will not too long delay
the Commiilee's deliberations on the important issue which is more direculy on the
- agenda today, but I feel impelled to use the licence given to delegations according
to paragraph 4 of the co-Chairmen's recommendations with regard to our Hrocedure of
work (ZIT0C/52) to bring up a matter of continued urgency. All must agree that we
have been mcking insufficient progress on the most pressing of our tasiks, that is, to
achieve the stopping of nuclear tests. While we are engaging in debatles here the
days end weeks are running past us. Thus the urgency of our task is even increasing
The representatives of Brazil and llexico have already reminded us, within the last
few days, of some of the views, hopes and misgivings of the non-nuclear Powers. 1
will now try to consider the test ban problem from a somewhat different angle but
still 'with the same feeling of anguish and frusitration which we discerned in their
statemenys.

I Znow full well that the United States delegation —- and even more the United
States and the United Kingdom press —— have given us fair warning %ﬁat the Vest's
poéition-bn the detertion system may be modified, which might mean a grest step
forward in the deliberations of our nuclear Sub-Committee. I congratulete them on
those efforts and I am looking forward to their initiative in that forum.

Today, however, I want to raise certain other points which are nov ner se
‘related %o, or dependent on, the outcome of ur. Dean's consultations in Jashington ——
points‘which this Committee must anyhow deal with, and the sooner the betier. At
least “hese points must be taken up for consideration simultaneously wiith the new
ones which u.ir. Dean might bring bacix with him.

Really, since the very day -- 16 4pril 1962 —- when the eight non-zligned
delegations tabled their joint memorandum (EZNDC/28) we have expected that serious
work would have started on some of the suggestions contained therein, even if others
had to be left in abeyance for the time being. + seems to our delegovionaa most
pressing concern that we in this Committee should do our utmost to have various
practical measures which relate to the test ben treaty so well prepared that we can

face the debate in the United Nations with confidence and, if possible,. with pride;
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because we now know for certain that that question is going to be discussed in the
forthcomingz seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assembly, since the
Government of India requested on 25 June that the item "Urgent need for suspension of
nuclear and thermonuclear tests" be inscribed on its agenda.

But what will this Conference have to remort? How can we meet the expectations
and the hopes which the world has invested in us?  Such thoughts must harass us all,
day and night. For that reason, I want to pinpoint certain measures which could be
initiated now, thus forming part of o recommendation, or at least a positive report,
to the United Nations.

The first chapter which should be dealt with immediately in the Sub-Committee on
the Discontinuance of lluclear Tests is —— and I hope this Committee will agree ——
what we might briefly call the Brazilian proposal ou*tlawing at least Vests in the
atmosphere and in outer space:

"Thy, then, not concentrate our efforts on this question of atmosvheric and

ouver space tests which are the most dangerous, actually and potentially, and

the ones which havé a2 most disturbing effect on mind, body and nerves?"

(SHDC/PV.61, p. 36).

That proposal, of course, closely resembles the familiar one which President

Kennedy cnd Prime Minister Macmillon made on 3 September 1961 (GEN/DNT/120), although

it was then made conditional upon acceptance within e short time limit. Cn that
occasion only atmospheric tests were explicitly offered for coverage by o itrealy
without additional control measures. Somewhat later, on 27 November 1961, the Soviet
Union declared its willingness to enter upon an uncontrolled test ban ireaty embracing
atmospheric, outer space and underwater tests (GEI/DNT/122). Disregarding here the
political contexts in which those offers were made, the crucial issue is that in these
cases there have been no claims to establish a control system. Thus, if we should
objectively consider the principle of including in a preliminary treaty o ban on
all kinds of tests which do not demand internztional control ond inspection, we might
axpect such a first prohibition to apply at least to atmospheric tests, including
high altitude tests.

Hitherto such proposals for o more restricted test ban treaty have not been
stressed so much in our deliberations; all the efforts in this Eighteen Ilation
Disarmement Committee have concentrated on the possibility of achieving o more

ambitious, over-all agreement, including also underground tests, although they



ENDC/PV. 64
7

(Mrs. Myrdal, Sweden)

certainly ere the most elusive ones. But for the sake of demonstrating good will
the nuclear Powers would now at least have to assure us that an agreement on those
categories of teéts for which no inspection is needed and no "espionage™ is to be
feared would be within our immediate reach. '

In order to overcome all hesitations we might even welcome an agreement on stiil
more lenicnt terms, coupling that we now for short refer to as the Brazilian with
the liexiccon proposal, That would call for a decision to be reached here and now that
the above-mentioned kind of tests would stop at a certain future date. The
delegations which have been specking in this vein have focussed their hovnes on
1 January 1963, 5ut itis evidently for the nuclear parties concerned to negotiate
how much leeway for further testing they will want bo give themselves -- and the
others. In fact, as somebody has said, it might be a blessing in disguise if both
sides made the "last tests" simultaneously, as there would then be no quarrel over
who was first and who shall be lasw.

In all deference I venture to intimate to the great nuclear Powers that these
arguments azbout who started and who will finish these abominable rehearsals of
Doomsday are of little concern to the rest of the world. These arguments do not
even comnand much reswvect, because we cannot agree that anybody has ever the right
0 play so hazardously with the destiny of the world of today and the generations
of the future. At 2ll events, we now urgently cppeal that in the Sub-~Committee
this minimum proposal for a test ban treaty be considered in cll seriousness and that
an agreement be reached and announced to the world that no more nuclear tesvs will
occur after a certain date, If such an underteliiing were restricted, as an initial
measure, o atmospheric and outer space tests —- plus, I hope, underwater tests -—

a treabty would be easy to draft and the hopes of the tormented world would mount
and confidence would begin to be felt.

liny I 2dd, parenthetically, that this suggestion enters into the fremework of
what the Swedish PForeign liinister called "provisiocnal measures in his sheech on
20 March ot the fifth meeting of this Committee?  Of course, lr. Unden never had in
mind just an uncontrolled moratorium —- which is what his statement has sometimes
been inverpreted to mean. He had in mind any mecasure of a provisional character ——
that is, any measure which would prepare the way for further, more complete and
more final obligations. Among such measures he called first and foremost for a

test ban breaty. He seaid:
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"It is, indeed, difficult to imagine that an agreement would not be within
reach, in spite of all the evil omens to the contrary. £t least ogreement

ought to be possible on a provisional trecty." (gNDC/PV.E, p. 21)

Consequently I urge the Sub-Committee to take up for decision as a primary item on
its agenda this matier of a preliminary test ban treaty, restricted if necessary

to tests in certain environments, as it has met with no reasoned reservatiions on the
part of any of the parties concerned. Therefore it should not have to wait. I1r
no positive decision were to be forthcoming from those deliberstions we could only
conclude +that one or both of the nuclear parties did not want to stop testving.
However, we should expect a straightforward answer on this question, and I can orly
express the ardent hope that this Confercnce will soon be able to register o first
unisoned Yes.

But why stop there? The inclusion of underground tests of ruclecer weapons at
the soonest possible date is sorely needed, as only then would we be guarcnteed thatb
these most deadly weopons were not further developed, or "perfected". Certain
practical areparations for achieving this purpose could be and must be sterted right
now, it being admitted that these tests call for some system of monitoring. Before
our summer intermission I had the honour to propose that such preparatory werk should
be begun. This need for preparatory work has also been one oi the reasons why the

. e

Swedish delegation —- although perhaps with a slightly deviating inverprevation —-—
has wanbed b0 support Iir. Padillo lervo's projosal that a terget dabte foxr bannirg all
nuclear tests be set in oadvance, and prefersbly immedictely. Our motive for having
a prospective deadline ogresed upon even before the treaty was signed was vo make
possible such preparavory work under zn "as if" hynothesis. Taen, it tae parties
concerned so desired, they could intrcduce also the uliimate deadline vwithin the
treaty clauses.

This »revaratory work, which cnyway is necessary before any test ban treaty can
be implemented, is the second chapter I wish to deal with voday. May I refer cgain
to the wishes expressed by the Swedish delegation in my s>cecn on 8 June, The point
of devarture was my contention that during the discussion of the eight Power
memorandum (EZNDC/28) the two sides had moved their positions ccnsiderably closer,
the Soviet Union accepting an international commission and the Vest also making
moves ‘bowards the middle by being more favourable to international co-operation between

national networks of observation nosbs instead of a full-fledged system of inter—

national control posts. I said:
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occurred —- or hardly -- in regard to the issue of inspection, but hes occurred
in regard to the international collaboration between the detecting siations and
in regarc to the »roposed international commission of scientists. The two

sides hove had both to give and to tcke, and they have done so to o certain

exveny. Cn the one point ~- that of the observation josts -— more hosbeen
given by the wWesv; on the other point — that of the internationnl commission ~—
more has been given by the fast.” (ENDC/PV.SZ, v. 28)

However, such arrongements do not come intc being by any process of self-
generation. Ly suggestion, thercefore, was and is that we must start nlonning now
for o more effective collaborotion between the cxisting observation posts and also
start »lcnning the international commission. I do not intend to deal srith the more
controversial questions of on-site inspection or with the constitutional elements
in the »rospective treaty, to which of course we might return at some other time.

They continue now, as they were in the eight Power memorandum, to be left 4o negotia—
tions between the interested parties. But what we suggest on the practical side,

I hope, vwill give the Sub-Committee something more substantiel to bite into than the
ingenious extrapolations and repetitive polemics which we find in its records and
which might have come to bore even the participants themselves,

Ls on initial step in this practical designing of the new system of international
collaboration, I had suggested that an inventory be made of the existing geophysical
cbservatbtion nosts and their capacity for detection of man~made explosions, This idea
seemed to mcet with some approval at the time. Thus lr. Godber stated at the follow-
ing meeting —— I quote him with some brief omissions:

"It is true, as Mrs. ldyrdal said, that the West has given ground in relation
to inbernational systems of detection; we have come some way. She said also
thet the Dast had given ground on an international commission —- and it is true,
within very carefully defined limits, that they have done so. These are the
hopeful signs.

"he SwedishArepresentative then suggested to us that when we roturned
from our recess we ought to be willing to avproach this problem from a more

sractical side. ... I understood her to say that we should make an inventory

&

o? whot cxis®bs because any argument would carry more weight after such a survey.
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"I think thet we have got to look very carefully ot this suggestion. There
is very considerable ncrit in it because clearly w»v. we must know exoctly what
is present before we know how much more is required to fill in the gaps. After
all, vhe eight-Power memorendum says 'Such a system might be based and built
upon already existing nationzl networks'!; oxtensions are clearly envisaged.
But how can one mow what extensions are required if the facts are not provided?
I{ does really tie up with certeain suggestvions I have mede in the nHost in this
regord,

"If our Soviet colleagues are willing to agree to such a suggestion I should
certainly want to give it very sympathetic asttention indeed, ...".
(2DC/PV.53, p. 12)

Has that inventory been made? In the absence of any positive evidence to that
effect from the Sub-Committee, we in my delegotion attempted to look into the matter.
We have found that the conclusion to be drawn from any stocktoking, even if restricted
to material which has elready reached the publication stage, is that there exists a
vast network of observation posts, not only wotentially open for an orgenized inter-
national exchange of data but in foet already now to a surprisingly great degree
actually co-operating esmong themselves, although they are located in diffexrent
countries ond even in different political hemispheres.

Let us take a quick look at the gvailability of such observation posis capable
of registering geophysical eventis relevant to the problem of monitoring nuclear
explosions. As we know, these are 4o be found within the different fields of
meteoroclosgy, seismology, the measuring of radioactivity, of electromagnetic waves and
so on, So far the institutes are separated within their respective fields. It
seems tha’ only during the so-called International Geophysical Year -— which stretched
from 1957 a few years forward and was a fine international underteking which in one
way initiabted the satellite era -- has it been »possible more systematically to bring
about an intensive international co-operation across the borderlines of the different
disciplines., But, if it has becn done once, it can be done again.

Loozing somewhat more closely at the information on hand, we find in regard to
meteorology that observations are mede by about 7,800 stations on land and 12
anchored seather ships. In addition, an agreement has been made with about 3,000
ships to moke observations while crossing the oceans. Data are sent by telephone

to regional centres and from therc re-transmititcd to larger centres, usually onein
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each counvry. From those centres they are in turan distriduted by cable or rodio to
other inverested meteorologicel institutes. In the case of mdio transmissiocr the
interested customer hes only to listen in in order 4o obtain information. Observa--
tions ore made every six hours. ATver some Tifveen minuter al. uata observed haove
been disseminatad vhrough the couniry of origin, ofter helf on hour throuchout their
home continent and after about one hour have becoume aveilable over +he vhole zlobe.
fdditional observational datc ore coliected by satellites —— ot nresent =% least Hwo
Unitved Stotes ones ——~ which send pictures o special receiving staticns, wherce they
are distributced through the same network as the data mentioned above.

Lis should be clear already from this rough deseription, frontiers are no obstacl
to this exchange of information. £L11 nations narticipate in the regisiration and
distribution of meteorological dato, including countries nod llembers of +the United
Nations, such os Switzerland. The only seceming exception is the huge country of
the feonle's Republic of China, whick is unable to obtain membersbip in the Worid
lleteorological Organizotion since Formosa Ching is already represented there.

)}

However, the People's Republic of China has ¢ bilaberal agreement with Jepon and,

as the contre in Tokyo assembles data and transmits them b7 radio, even that counicy

is for all Dractical purmoses participating in vhis internctional nebwoxlz,

c!.

et 211 meteorological date cre of value for monitorir; suspected nuclear tesis,

However, records obitained with the help of microbarographs cre cof paramouny interest.

H

4]

Ls yedv this equipment is only instelled at a rfew places, butv the insvrumeatovion is
said tc be inexpensive and it would not seem impossible to let registrotion by this
instrument follow the outflow of ovhex observolions.

I nov come to seismology, which is the discipline whos~ ohscrvavions hava
aroused the greatest interest in this Cornference Lbout 300 staitions cre ot present
working and half of them participaited actively in the Internnticrel Geodhysical Year.
in excellent colleboration across nchionsl frondiers is already functioning, although
the communications are not generally as rapid os nmay be desired from the point of
view whick is our preoccupation. Sweden, for instance, is transmitvting its
seismological reedings daily bty cable to the United States Coast and Gecedovac Suvrvey,
and by airmail every wecelr and by »nrinted bailetinz every monvh bo 46 insUitutes in
various »norvs of the werld. And it is sending annual bullehins So 2006 instituvions
and libraries in other countries. The whoic world system reiies om o ’mind of

nroduccer-customer relaticnship, That meens simply that instituves may subscribe %o
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reguler series of information or they may, on an ad hoc basis, haverecouwrsc to the

exchanging of data. Information is flowing frecly from institutes in the Zast as

well os in the Vest.
To give an idea of the non-political charccier of this fiow of information I
want to refer particulcorly to the rejcrts on the Geophysicsol Year -~ for example

fnnals of the Interncvional Geophysical Year, veiume VII, »nublished in 1959, I

felt pardicularly tempted to try to present visually some tables from the Inter-
national Geophysical Yeor World Date Centre, which show month by month which stations
linked u» in this voluntery give and tcke of information. Proctically all our
eighteen countries are represented, and it is encouraging to look particularly at

the pages where the list of institutes in the great nuclear countries is ticked off
for faithful observance, the Soviet Union's Sverdlovsk and Vladivostok having

failed to report as seldom as the United States Tueson and Guam.

Plagns are now under way to improve the exchange of data.  Experiments are
carried out to get more rapid and more homogeneous data with the aid of »unch cards,
and 44 sictions in all parts of +the world, iacluding Upsels in Sweden, are
particinoting. Therc are also advanced plans to establish o central instibtute for
assembling data and processing thom with the aid of electronic computors. A decision
concerning such a centre is expected in 1963, the international agency interested
being the International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics. L report published in
July 1561 by the International Lssociation of Scismology and TPhysics of the Zarth's
Interior, which is & sub-group of that Union, sets out the plan in considerable
detail. I heve the reports herc if anybedy wants to look at <hem.

Te con move on to the field of measuring rodiocactivity, which is one byproduct
of all nuclear explosions. As is well known, rcdioactivity is spread in various
ways and can alsobe detected after certoin time intervels ot o great distance from
its plece of origin. During the International Geophysical Year the measuring of
radiosctivity was orgaonized through collection in some 500 localities all over the
world, the samples being transmitted for analysis to eighteen different institutes,
which in turn distridbuted the results to four date ceuntres, one of which was in
Sweden. L% present the exchange of information on such observations is not inters
netionally institutionalized but occurs more informally between leaders of research
institutes around the globe. The results are published in scientific journals.

Furthermorc, plans are under way for the establishment of o reguler worldwide

networl,
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I need only mention in passing that other methods for recording explosions are
also, of course, available, and their degree of efficiency is being studied. In
atmospheric tes!s the eclectromagnetic signals are spread over vast areas. Again I
might mention that the Swedish geophysical observatory at Kiruna is following this
development with keen attention. Similarly, we are among those interested in
mathematical on-line processing of the recorded signals, In these newer fields the
predominating concern is with the further development of research rather than, as yet,
with using the methods for practical servicing, as in the more firmly organized
discipline of meteorology.

The purpose of my summary exposition is quite obviously to permit us to draw
some practical conclusions as to how we can utilize ihe existing observation posts
and their international co-operative arrangements for the task of monitoring nuciear
testing. But it should go without saying that this is only a side aspect of the
work of those imstitutions, while scientific development is and must continue to be
their primary concern.

The unavoidable main conclusion is that there already exists an international
apparatus which is capable of providing considerable knowledge. many reports have
been published to demonstrate how nuclear tests irn different parts of the world have
been detected and identified in various countries. Take, just as one example, the
recent French underground test in the Sahara. #ithin six weeks of its occurerce,
on | uvay this year, no less than sixty-five stations had reported on their
registration of it. They reported to the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey.
Among those who most rapidly produced the data were stations in Bolivia, Canada,
the Congo, Czechoslovakicz, Zihiopia, Finland, France, the Federal Kepublic of Germany,
bastern Germany, Greece, Greenland, Iran, Israel, Italy, Morocco, Norway, Peru,
Puerto Rico, Spain, Sweden, Southern Rhodesia, Turkey, the United States and
Yugoslavia. This is just to show the breadth of the co-operation, Similar inter-
national comparative studies have been undertaken on maay other tests, especially on
the Rainier, Logan and Blanca shots in Nevada in 1957 and 1958, and the results and
conclusions have been published in scientific journals both in the United States and
in the Soviet Union. wiay I suggest that those who pretend that no truly initernational
co-operation exists are as much retreating from reality as those who assert tvhat

international co-operation might mean espionage?



ENDC/PV. 64

4

{vrs, wyrdal, Swoden)

Obviously results so far observed and obtainable through the netvork of
geophysical stations do not assure any 1C0C per cenv detection capability. There is
still less evidence of a satisfactory identification capability, and it will vemzin
difficult to establish any meaningful reliability index without full knowledge of all
underground tests by the United States, the United Kingdom erd the Soviet Union.

Bot that is nov the main thing. The main thing is that, practically speaking, a
more complete collation of data from stations in widely different geographical
positions would greatly add to the effectiveness, Further, we mighv bear in mind
that the risk one wants to be insured against if a test ban treaty is signed is not
a unique occurrence which might happen to go unnoticed. Tests 1o be executed for
the improvement of weapon systems would then, as now, have to be repeated, and
probably even continue to reappear in series. Therefore the possibility of detecting
them would increase by the law of numbers, #hat has hitherto been most glarirply
lacking, both in political speculations about detection capabilities and also in the
practical analysis and calculation of the wealth of observations actually recorded,
has been the statistical approach,

Since observations abound, there would just be needed a more systemalic attempt
to collect, collate and compare them, The missing link is, in other words, an
agency for the central processing of the data. If it were put into operation, there
is no doubt that much more information than has until now been acknowledged as lying
within the field of possibilities would flow from the already-existing stations.
way I mention in passing that many of them are located in territories of noz-nuclear
Powers, and therefore our co-operation must be of fundamental importance to the work
of any international systemn. This does not seem te have been sufficiently recognized
when the experts from the nuciear blocs made their report in 1958, Iv is this
crucial question of our willingness to co-operate which has been given a much more
positive turn by the submission of the eight rower memorandum last spring.

A second conclusion is that the cost of making the apparatus effective would
be comparatively moderate, What would be called for is more modern equipment in
many local observation posts; +the cost of cabling, or of other rapid communications;
the services of some electronic computers; and finally some top-level scientists
for the central international assessment of the data obtained. The costs could by
no play of imagination be brought into the neighbourhood of $2,500 million for
installation and $500 million for annual costs which wr. Dean recently mentioned as

the cost of an international control system.
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Although I would not want to hold anybody down to estimates once given, I might
mention, for the sake of comparison, that the International Seismological Summary, on
which seismologists from the United States and the Soviet Union -- as well as others —-
actively co-operate, made cost estimates for their desired international centre
amounting to about $250,000 for initial outlay and, with a staff of thirty-four
people, together with publications et cetera, running up the annual costs somewhat
higher, but still not beyond $500,000. Now these figures, I want to stress again,
are only given for the sake of comparison of magnitudes, The task of working out
tenable cost estimates belongs, of course, tc our Sub-Committee, or any group of
eXperts it might want to coc-operate with.

A further conclusion from our quick inventory is that the time interval between
a political decision to countersign a test ban agreement and the actual functioning
‘of some control system which could service it would be shortened to the utmost
possible extent. It has rarely been made explicit that, according to the reporti by
the 1958 Committee of Experts (EXF/NUC/28) and also according to the draft treaty of
18 April. 1961 (ENDC/9), a considerable time would elapse before the envisaged control
system would be functioning to any satisfactory degree. I do not need to review the
timetable which was outlined for first the signing, then the ratification and then
the entry into force of a treaty and the building up of the system of control
stations and the international agency which these plans provided for, but it may just
be recalled that the three stages through which the control system was to be
developed would only have been completed six to eight years after the entering into
force of the treaty. On the other hand, if we utilized the existing stations the
monitoring system —- and I hope it is noted that I consistently refrain from calling
it "the control system" -- could begin right away, and as a matter of fact is already
in operation, while the setting up of the international commission might be a matter
of months only, If the preparatory work were taken in hand now, its inauguration
might be made to coincide with the target deadline for stopping all tests.

Finally, to me and to many others, the most imperative reason for preferring
utilization of the existing observation posts instead of building up a vast system
of control posts for following eventual nuclear tests, is that only thus can we be
certain that scientists, attracted as they are by the full freedom of research, being
subservient to nothing but truth will feel a lasting propensily for playing an
additional role in this international scheme for promoting peace-~making, They would

continue their present work with its centre of interest being the progress of science
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and the contomitant utilizatior of its findings for practical application — protection
against radioactivity, etec. Certainly, scientists in the disciplines concerned are
anxious to be left free to pursue their scientific endeavours, albeit, we hope,
-willing to take on certain additional duties for the sake of helping to detect,
identify and localize man-made geophysical upheavals as well as those caused by nature,
They could, on the other hand, not be expected to muster any enthusiasm for a system
with an exclusive task of policing a nuclear test ban,

What then should be the next practical step? First, there must be a more
detailed and more up-to-date inventory of the kind I have tried to indicate, Next,
there must come an elaboration of specific plans for the equipping of some stations
with modern instruments, for inviting the institutes to accept as a more definitive
obligation the duty to register internationally the data sbserved, Further, there
must be a study of what a more rapid communications system would imply and, probably,
blueprints for some additional stations, either in countries willing tn erect new
ones within their territories or, as an international endeavour perhaps, glaced on
ships in international waters.,

When our Sub-Committee starts such work it will find that certain other plans
are already on their way in that direction, The World meteorological Organization
has recommended that an international network be instituted for collecting data as to
radioactivity in air and rain-water, This network would rely on some 100 collecting
posts transmitting their results to some 15 stations for scientific analysis. In
the field nf seismology, as was mentioned a few moments ago, planning is going ahead
for an international centre which should be able to base its computations on data
received from the majority of the world's seismic stations —- its functions, budget
and location are io be decided upon in 1963. The requests for grants to be principal
organs in this field -- the international scientific unions -- are usually channelled
through UNESCO, of which, I believe, the eighteen nations in this Committee are all
members,

Against this background I hope it becomes self-evident that, if the interest of
the nuclear Powers in monitoring a test ban treaty should call for the creation of an
international commission, plans for setting it up must be made immediately. At least
the scientific nucleus which is to process all related data must be discussed,
together with the agencies which are handling similar plans for centralization and

internationalization within the various disciplines. 1 think that, at the same time,
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financial plans tc meet the cost of making the international exchange of date
effective should proceed immediately, It should be noted particularly that the
international commission must be attached to one or other scientific institute or
centre, since it must continually be in close touch with actual research in order not
to lose the high-power technical skill of its scientists., The open availability of
the data-flow will, by the way, permit every gecphysical institute to calculate and
verify the results which are to form the basis for the commission's decisions,

These matters, our delegation dares suggest, are some of those with which the
nuclear Sub-Committee should be seized; they would constitute its practical agenda
for some weeks ahead, particularly if they fall under the auspicious signs of
Mr, Dean's returning with a bag full of gnod news, It means that the Sub-Committee
should immediately take up for study the designing of an international commission,
as well as plans for more effective utilization of existing observation posts in the
geophysical field, capitalizing on their proven willingness to co-nperate regardless
of political frontiers,

It has been rather amusing, during the debate in this Committee of ours, to hear
how nften the socialist countries nnowadays talk about the need to proceed with our
work in "a business-like manner", while the other side scems to prefer the phrase
"a workman-like attitude", Whatever may be the explanation of this new-fangled
difference in predilection as to vocabulary, we rather regret that so little of
either a business-like or a workman-like approach has been prevalent in the
deliberations on a test ban, Imprnvement cnuld certainly be gained by starting now
to draw up the schemes of the scientific apparatus so that it will be serviceable
when -— I refuse to say if -- such a treatycomes into force,

I am fully aware that in this context I have bypassed, on the one hand, the
political problem as to how sufficient or insufficient the nuclear Powers of both
sides will judge the detection and, more particularly, the identification capability
of existing institutions and existing methods to be, and, on the other hand, the
even more politically loaded problems with regard to what degree of on-site inspection
will be considered necessary or acceptable. Thnse questions are left out purposely,
as they must remain items for the finally decisive negotiations, In these matters

the nuclear Powers are the primarily interested parties, but in the nther ones, which

I have been concentrating on today, we are all —- nuclear and nrn-nuclear Powers,
. . ¥
great Powers and those not s» great —— directly involved. Either we all co-operate

and build up confidence, or else.
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Obvinusly we have no intentinn at present of going into the specific considerations
put forward by the representative of Sweden. We shall return to these matters when
the three-Power Nuclear Sub~Committee meets tn consider the discontinuance of nuclear
Wweapon tests, and I think that many of the considerations which the representative
of Sweden put forward this morning will prove useful in our Sub-Committee and also
perhaps in the subsequent discussinn of this matter in the plenary meeting of our
Committec,

We have noted with particular attention wmrs. wyrdal's comments on the factual
aspects »f presenit-day observations of various natlural phenomena, on those whiclh
heve a bearing »n the observation of nuclear weapon tests, The facts and informeation
she adduced on the existing national posts, the existing national detection systems,
'both in the atmosphere and underground, showed that we already have a sufficiently
firm basis for the observatinon and identification »f all nuclear tests, As you
know, the Soviet Union has repeatedly emphasized that it considers this system quite
adequate for the detection of any nuclear weapon tests, wherever they may occur.

I therefore feel that the facts and information which the representative of
Sweden adduced this morning should enable all of us tn approach more soberly the
possibilities of reaching agreement, precvided we set aside extraneous consideraticns
and base ourselves solely on the interests of the tasli and the real possibility of
detecting such tests. We shall therefore study very thoraughly the verbatim record
of the statement made by the representative of Sweden and shall analyse the facts and
information which she adduced at our meeting.

What struck me as particularly important in wurs. kiyrdall's statement were tae
conclusions she drew towards the end of her speech, when she spoke about the use of
the existing verification system in various countries of the world, a system which
includes a very great number of countries and a great number of observation posis
and stations, and also her remarks to the effect that it was desirable that the
staff working at those national posts and statinns should not be treated as people
to whom s-me special international function had been assigned. I think that is a
very important point, which was quite well argued by the representative of Sweden,
who stressed that if the staff at these posts did not feel that they were national
scientists and technicians engaged in a definite field nf science, but were people
performing some international functions and subject to scme special directives and
instructions, this would of course inevitably affect their whole work and the quality

of the results derived from it. I believe that these points merit serious considerastion.,



ENDC/FV. 64
© 20

(The Chairman, USSR)

Towards the end of her speech the representative of Sweden also said that she
had bypassed the political aspects of the matter and had left out the controversial
issues which had given rise o disagreemeﬁt in our discussions and, in particular, as
tn whether the existing system is adequate, whetherlon-site inspection is ﬂecessary,
what degree »f inspection there should be and so on, ks I understood, she wished
to propose that these aspects of the problem should be taken up by those who are
directly concerned with the final solution of the problem, that is by the nuclear
Powers. Eowever, I do not think she could maintain that any fruitful work is
possible on the substance »f the specific propnsals which she and a number of other
representatives have put forward unless these problems are solved,

We feel that even if the representative of Sweden did find it possible to bypass
all these controversial questions at this stage, they cannot be bypassed in real life.
Unfortunately these questions do exist and must be settled. Unless these contron-
versial questions are snlved, we cannot have a fruitful discussion of all the details
of the specific measures which could be taken in order to bring about that political
solution, without which a solution of the whole problem would be impossible, ‘that
is how it seems tn us. I repeat, however, that the Soviet delegation will study
very carefully all the views and practical proposals put forward by the representative
of Sweden, and in nur three~Fower Sub-Committee we shall no doubt have an oppertunity
to exchange views on some nf these guestinns.

As to the views expressed by the Swedish representative on possible provisional
solutions, she referred to the proposals «f the Brazilian and the siexican delegations;
she alsn recalled the proposal of the Soviet Union of 28 November 1961. I must say
that we shall consider carefully all these specific proposals. I think we can try
to come to some decision on them, However, for this, of course, the agreement of
both sides will be réquired: without this no decision will be possible,

Those were the remarks I thought it necessary to make immediately; although,

I repeat, the statement itself, which was sufficiently detailed and well-reasoned,
requires a more thorough study, whicn we will carry out later.

#ith your permission, I will now pass on to the question of disarmament
measures in regard to nuclear weapons delivery vehicles whick is oan our agends
according to the procedure of work agreed upon by the c¢n-Chairmen and approved by
the Committee (ZINDC/52). In acenrdance with the recommendations approved by the
Committee, we now take up thc question ~I disarmament measures in regard to nuclear
weapons delivery vehicles, including the problems pertaining t» the prnduction of such

vehicles, tagether with appropriate conirol measures,
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The special importance of this question is obvious. Nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles are among the most dangerous devices in the present military arsenals of
states, Their liquidation is therefore a most important element of the measures
constituting the substance of general and complete disarmament. We believe that
all the participants in the negotiations »f the Disarmament Committee are fully aware
of this, I should like to refer to the statement made by wr. Dean, the representative
rnf the United States, whn said:

"l fully understand the desire of all of us to deal with the danger posed

by nuclear weapons delivery vehicles; it is these nuclear weapons delivery

vehicles which, more than any others, have created a new condition in the

world so that general war could place our civilization, as we now know it,

in serious jeopardy. It is these armaments which have radically altered

all aspects of national power, and altered them t» a degree and in ways

which we are only beginning to appreciate and understand, It is these

nuclear weapons delivery vehicles which, more than any other devices, make

necessary our quest for general and complete disarmament..." (ENDC/PV.26, p.11)

¥hen considering the measures in stage I, we should start from the premise that
decisive steps to remove the threat of an attack with the use of means of mass
destruction must be taken without delay and in the initial stage nf the disarmament
process, It is the only way, Indeed it is impossible to imagine that States wili
scrap their weapons and go far along the path nf disarmament if at any moment they
may become victims of crushing nuclcar attacks.

What is the speediest and the most effective way of removing the threat of
nuclear attack? We have alrcady indicated on many occasions that there are two ways
which ensure the achievement »f this aim: either tn destroy and prohibit nuclear
weapnns, nr to destroy all atomic and hydrogen weapnns delivery vehicles. nowever,
the first way was objected to by the Western Powers, which are against the prchibition
of nuclear weapons and the destruction »f their stockpiles, Under these circumstances,
the Soviet Government went half-way to meet the propnsals put forward by the President
of France, General de Gaulle, and included in its plan for gemeral and complete
disarmament measures to eliminate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons tngether
with the simultaneous dismantling of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of

troops from alien territories,
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Mr. N.S. Xhrushchev, Chairman of the Cnuncil of iinisters »f the USSR, said in
his speech at the World Congress for General Disarmament and Peace ~n 10 July 1962:

"fhe Soviet Government propnses at least the immnbilizing of all nuclear

weapons, paralyzing them by destroying all means of delivering them, from

the outset, from the very first stage of disarmament. We propose abolishing

at one stroke the rockets, aircraft, surface warships and submarines that

can carry nuclear weapons, atomic artillery installations and all military

bases on foreign soil, and the withdrawal of all troops from foreign soil.

"Without rockets, aircraft, surface warships or submarines, nuclear

arms would no longer be dangerous, even if an unscrupulous government stowed

some »f them away. The destruction of all means of delivery would make it

impnssible for any country prssessing atomic weapons to strike a nuclear

blow at other countries." (ENDC/47, p.10)

In the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/2) which

was submitted for the consideration of the Committee, the measures relating to
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles are set forth in Part II, Chapter 1, articles 5, 6,
7 and 8, These measures relate to all categories and types nf nuclear weapons
delivery vehicles, Article 5 stipulates the withdrewal from the armed forces and
the destructinn of all rockets »f every calibre and range, whether strategic,
nperational or tactical, which are capable of delivering nuclear weapons (with the
exception of a strictly limited number nf rockets io be converted to peaceful uses),
as well as the elimination and destructiom of pilontless aircraft of all types.
Furthermnre, not only rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons are tn be
destrnyed, but also all launching pads, silos and plaiforms for the launching of
rockets and pilotless aircraft, except those pads which will be retained for
launchings for peaceful purposes, All instruments for the equipment, launching and
guidance ~»f the above-mentioned rockets and pilotless aircraft shall be destrgyed, as
well as all underground depots for such rockets, pilotless aircrafi and auxiliary
facilities,

It is nn seccret that the Soviet Uninn has the mnst perfected and powerful global
and intercontinental rockets capable of delivering multi-megaton nuclear warheads tn
any peoint en the globe, Nevertheless, for the sake of a speedy s»lution of the
disarmament problem and the consolidation of peace, the Soviet Union expresses its

willingness to forgo this advantage,
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Article 6 of the Soviet draft treaty provides for disarmament measures relating
to another type of delivery vehicle, namely military aircraft capable of delivering
nuclear weapons, Under the pronvisions nf this article, all military aircraft
capable of delivering nuclear weapons are to be withdrawn from the armed forces and
destroyed, ilitary airfields serving as bases for such aircraft, repair and
maintenance facilities, and storage places at these airfields, are either to be
rendered inoperative or converted to peaceful uses. Training establishments for the
crews of such aircraft are ©n be closed,

The next article— article 7 —— of the Snviet draft treaty contains provisions
far the eliminatinn from the armed forces and destruction of all surface warships
capable nf carrying nuclear weapons, as well as submarines of eny class or {ype.
Naval bascs and other installations for tiie mainicnance »f these warships and submarines
would be destrryed nr be dismantled and handed over t7 the mercantile marine for
peaceful uses,

Lastly, article 8 ~f the Soviet draft treaty contains measures for the elimination
from the armed forces and destruction oi all artillery systems capable of serving as
a means feor deliveringnuclcar weapons, 411 subsidiary instruments and technical
facilitics designed for controlling the fire of such artillery systems are also to be
destroyed., Surface storage places and transport facilities for suchk systems are to
be destroyed or converted tn peaceful uses. The entire non-nuclear stnck of munitions
for such artillery systems, whether in the armed forces or in depots, would be
completely destrayed. Undergrnund depots for such artillery systems and for the
non-nuclear munitions pertaining to them w-huld also be destroyed.

This is the series of measures convering the elimination of the means of
delivering nuclear weapons outlined in the Soviet draft treaty ~n gencral and
complete disarmament. The necessity of destroying all categnries and types of
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles is dictated by the fact that this is the only way
to preclude all possibilities of using atomic and hydrngen weapons and t» avert in a
reliable way, from the very first stage of disarmament, the threat of outbreak of a
nuclear war, wrreover, this apprnach safeguards to an equal extent the interests of
all States. The elimination of only certain types of the means ~f delivery, while
at the same time nther nuclear weapnns delivery vehicles are retained, whuld be
prejudicial to the security of ~ne side and could give a unilateral advantage to

the other,
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We have already repeatedly expressed our general point of view, and we will nat
now go into details in order to show the essential organic connexion between the
measures forlthe elimination »~f the means of delivery and the measures for the
dismantling of foreign military bases and the withdrawal »f trosps from alien
territories, since disarmament measures in regard t» military bases and armed forces
at such bases nr elsewhere in foreign territories will be cnmnsidered in due course as
a separate item,

Further, we should like to point out specially that it is not sufficient 1o
remove all nuclear weapons delivery vehicles from the armed forces and to destroy
them, At the same time it is necessary to liquidate the production facilities for
manufacturing such vehicles and this is why the Soviet draft treaty contains specific
provisions which would bind States to discontinue completely the production »f all
types of rockets, pilotless aircraft, military aircraft, warships and submerines, as
well as artillery systems capable nf delivering nuclear weapons, A1l related plants,
shipyards and workshops are e¢ither to be dismantled or converted t» the productinn of
peaceful items, Machine tnols and equipment specially designed for producing the
means of delivery nf nuclear weapons are to be destroyed and the premises of the
plants, general purpose machine tonls and equipment will be converted to peaceful uses.

Under the Snviet draft treaty the implementatinn of every disarmament measure
with regard to the means nf delivering nuclear weapons would be controlled by
inspectors of the international disarmament organization, and as regards verificatinn
of the 100 per cent eliminatinn of the means of delivery, the Seviet Union is prepared
to accept 100 per cent verification nf the implementation of this measure throughout
its territory. All such means »f delivery will be eliminated before the eyes »f the
international inspectors, who will malte sure that what is being destroyed is not
something else, but precisely vhe means of delivering nuclear weapons.

During our work the representatives nf the Western Powers have put forward a
number of objections tn the Soviet proposals for the complete elimination of all means
of delivering nuclear weapons tn their targets in the first stage of general and
complete disarmament. wnst frequently they repeat the argument that the eliminatinn
of the means of delivery wnhuld lead to upsetting the military balance in fevour of the
Soviet Union, In earlier mectings »Af the Committee we have shown in detail what would
be the military and strategic positiin »f the Western Powers and their military bloes,

and of the Warsaw Pact couniries as a result of the implementatinn of the first stage
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measures of our treaty. We have c~nsidered the refercnces of the Western represen-
tatives to gengraphical factors. On the basis of concrete evidence and factual
data which cannat be refuted, it has been proved by us that, if these measures are
implemented, nr question of upsetting iho military balance can arise and that the
strategic position of the Western Powers by the end »f stage 1 would at least be n»o
worse than it is at the present time, 5» this particular argument ~f the Western
Powers has been pronved to pe unfrunded.

Ancother argument put forward by the representatives of the Testern Powers in
this connexinn can be summed up as follows: +that the implementation of these
measures would weaken NATO, Of course, any disarmament measure would weaken the
military groupings of States - not ~nly NATCG, but also the alliance of the Warsaw
ract countries to the same extent, This is obvious and natural. It simply cannst
be otherwise under disarmament, But the question arises: on what are the Western
Powers basing their policy? On the interests of their own military alliances or 2n
the interests of disarmament? If you give priority to the interests of disarmement,
then nur views coincide, But if you give priority to the interests of military
blocs, then a hardly surmountable obstacle is raised on the path towards an agrecment.
We shnould nnt like, however, in be pessimistic. And wr. Dean's promise that the day
will come when the United States troops will leave Zurope inspires us with some hope
in this respect.

A further argument is alsc put {nrward to the effcct that, even if nuclcar
weapons delivery vehicles were destroycd, c¢ivil aircraft, fishing bnats —- and even
nrdinary suitcases == could be used to deliver atomic and hydregen weapons to their
targets, What can be said in this regard? If there is to be belk about delivering
nuclear bombs in fishing boats nr suitcascs, it wruld befit more the authnrs of
primitive fantostic novels ond adventure stories than the representatives in ihe
Disarmamentv Committee to deal with such fabul~rus ideas,

i1 must say, however, thal the Soviet Government has not overlooked the statements
made by some of the representatives of the Western Powers about the possibility of
delivering nuclear weapons by civil aircraft, In his speech to the Wnrld Congress
for General Disarmament on 1C July of this year, wr, Xhrushchev, Chairman of the
Council of winisters of the USSL, said:

" It is said that nuclear weapons can also be carried in TU-11l4s, Boeing 7CTs

and nther civil aircraft, But if there is a real desire for disarmament
b
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the various countries nay for a while keep their means of defence ~ anti-aircraft
artillery and air defence rockets and fighters. Modern means of warfare make
it possible to shoot down any aircraft flying at any altitude. As you see, the

argument is thoroughly untenable." (ENDC /47, »p.1C,11)

MNow let us consider how the question of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons
is dealt with in the United States Cutline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General
and Complete Disarmament. (ENDC /3C and Add.1, 2) It is clear from the United
States document and from the explanations given us by the United States
representative that the United States has no desire to single out nuclear weapons
delivery vehicles from other armaments, and in its Cutline (Stage I, section A) it
provides for measures in regard to a number of agreed categories and types of
arraments, including nuclear weapons delivery vehicles, What does it all mean?

The United States itself ~ at the beginning of my speech I quoted iir. Dean's
statement in this respect — recognizes that it is these nuclear weapons delivery
vehicles which, more than any others, have created a new and dangerous condition in
the world, and that it is these nuclear weapons delivery vehicles which make
necessary our quest for general and counlete disarmament; at the same time the
United States Government in its proposals nractically lumps these vehicles

together with conventional arnzements, and does not single them out.

Te cannot agree with the United States that nuclear weapons delivery vehicles
are mcrely one of the ordinary categories of armaments which do not, in principle,

3

differ in any way from conventional armeaments. Delivery vehicles are a type of
arnaents, which are specially designed or, in any case, can be adanted for the use

of nuclear warheads in operations against vitel cenitres, military objectives, armed

forces and the populations of the other side. The means of delivery is a weapon
of nuclear warfare. It differs in principle in its nature, strategy and destructive

capabilities from all the tyves of weavouns used in the wars whiekh hnvo an far
cccurred in the history of mankind. Eow, then, is it possible in these circumstances
to regard delivery vehicles and conventional armaments as a single whole and put

them on the same level?
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Nevertheless, that is what the United States is doing. Why?  For what
surpose? Cne cannot help zaining the impression that the United States lumps
together the means of delivery of nucleer weapons and conventional armatients solely
in order to retain this most dangerous type of weapon for = greater length of time -
if not for ever - and to adjust disarmanment measures in regard to these delivery
vehicles to the same percentage reduction which it proposes for conventional
arrements. If delivery vehicles are tc e considered just another variety of
conventional armaments, as the United States is trying to maintain, then it would
have to be assumed that the international armed forces would be equipped with these
delivery vehicles. Perhaps the United States even considers it necessary to place
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles at the disposal of the contingents of militia or
police which will be retained by States after general and complete disarmament?

In this connexion we should like to have some clarification on the part of the
United States representative. e are all the more concerned with this question
because the provisicns of the United States plan do not in fact ensure the
¢limination of nuclear weapons, and the United States representative has on several
occesions invited us to discuss the question of equipping international armed forces
with nuclear weapons. Does this not mean that the United States is seeking to
retain nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery for all time? What sense
would there then be in general and complete disarmanment?

The percentage method of reducing nuclear wezpons delivery vehicles together
with other armaments, as proposed by the United States, is aimed not at the
szcediest elimination of the threat of 2 nuclear missile war, but at keeping this
tareat indefinitely, iloreover, this method may be aimed at obtaining unilateral
zilitery advantages for the United States and its NATC allies. Let us speak
frankly.

What secret information concerning “the objective of attack is the most
irportant today from the strategic point of view of anyone plotting such an attack?
Coviously such information would relate, first of all, to the loecation of launching
vads for missiles and cther wmeans of delivery, and secondly tc the design of the
ballistic missiles. In the 1light of this one cannot help getting the idea that
certain circles in the United States would perhaps like, on the basis of the

proposal for a 3C per cent reduction of the means of delivery, to obtain already at
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the beginning of the stage I all information concerning the ballistic missiles
possessed by the Soviet Union, including information regarding the design of our
;lobal missiles, to ascertain their number and the Soviet Union'é capabilities for
vheir production and to find out by means of sample zonal control where the launching
sods are located, to pin-point, as United States generals say, the targets for a
nuclear attack, That such attacks could be launched even at the end of stage I is
shown by the fact that, under the United States plan, by the end of stage 1,

7C per cent of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and practically all
stockpiles of the weapons themselves would remain at the di;posal of States.

Being possessed of all the information in which they are interested concerning
Soviet ballistic missiles, in respect of which the Soviet Union is ahead of the
United States, the Western Powers could, if they wished, easily halt the
disarmament process. We have already pointed out that the provisions regarding
transition freom one stage to the next, according to the United States plan, are
drafted in such a way that the whole business might be limited to the first stage
alone.

It is, of course, no accident that the United States proposes that, in the
first stage, States should retain the right to continue the production of the means
of deliyering nuclear weapons. This means that ever newer types of missiles,
aircraft and artillery systems would continue to corme off the production lines of
nlants, while warships and submarines adapted for the delivery of nuclear weapons
would be built at shipyards. It 21lso means that scientists would be working hard
in design offices and laboratories engaged in perfecting the rieans of delivery of
nuclear weapons. And the newly produced and more advanced méans of delivery of
nuclear weapons would go into the armaments, while worn out and obsolete nuclear
weapon vehicles would be eliminated and destroyed as the 3C per cent reduction
guota required. Though on the whole the quantity of the means of delivery would
bve somewhat reduced, actually, under the guise of disarmament, a renewal of
armaments would take »place.

I recall that the representative of India, ir. Lall, also criticized the
»rovisions of the United States plan in regard to the retention ¢f the possibility
of continuing production of nuclear weadons delivery vehicles. He asked why there

should be any nroduction at all except for spare parts during the progress of the
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disarmament plen, and went on to say that, if the disarmamnent plan and treaty
which we eventually adont is one that will work with reasonable speed, then surely
it should be possible tc have no proluction at all of weapons excent spare parts
(FAAIDC/PV.27, 53.14~16). Cne is bound *o agree with these remarks.

Those are the consicderations waich the Soviet delegation deemed it necessary

5o state in connexion with the beginning of tne discussion of disermament measures
in regard to nuclear weapons delivery vehicles. In conclusiocn, I should like to
express the hope that the United States and the other Western Powers will
reconsider their position on this important question and that they will agree to
consider as a basis for an agreement the corregsponding articles of the Soviet draft
treaty on general and complete disarmanent which deal with the complete elimination
of all means of delivering nuclear weapons.

We hope especially that the United States and the other Western Powers will
neke a move to meet us, since the Soviet Union has shown its goodwill and has
already made definite moves towards meeting the views of the United States on the
question of conventional armaments and armed forces, on the question of the time
limit of the treaty and, in particular, of stage I. In the course of yesterday's
neeting of the two co-Chairrmen we stated that we would agree that the duration of
stege I should be twenty-four months, that is twe years, instead of fifteen rionths,
as we had mentioned earlier.

It is our hope that in response tc our moves towards the United States
sosition, the United States will mcle some move towards meeting our position on
whis very irportant question of eliminating the threat of nuclear war and, in
sarticul ar, of eliminating nuclear weapons delivery vekicles in the first stage of

¢isarmanent,

Ir. STELLZ (Unitcé States of imerica): I have listened witn the
greatest attention, and my delegation will give the most careful study, to the
considered, inforzmative, constructive and important statement made today by the
representative of Sweden. I do not pronose to comment on it at all at this time.
I sheall merely say that, os has been the case with other impertant statements made
oy representatives in this Committee, sy delegation will see to it that

1rs. Myrdal's statement is irmediately brought to the attention of my Government.
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' Mr. Chairman, as representative of the Soviet Union you today initiated our
discussion of the item contained in paragraph 5(b) of our agreed procedure of work
(ENDC/52), which deals with disarmament measures in regard to nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles. 1y delegaticn alsc wishes to discuss that subject today. I
howe that the members of the Committce will find what we have to say, and our
epproach, both workman-~like and business~like.

In crder to be clear at the ocutset about what the United States has proposed
concerning the reduction of armaments, including nuclear delivery vehicles, in
stage I we should like to review very vriefly and in general terms the apprecpriate
srovisions of the United States draft cutline of basic provisions of a treaty on
general ond complete disarmament in o Jeaceful world (ENDC/3CG). In doing so, my
celegation would like also Vo restate very briefly the prinecipal factors which lie
et the heart of our proposals for the reduction of all major armaments, including
nuclear weapcn delivery vehicles.

Cn page 4 of document ENDC/3C, uncder section A, Armaments, the United States
proposal provides for reduction of the following types of equivment: (1) all
surface~to~surface, air-to-surface and submarine-launched missiles and free
rockets having a range greater than 1C kilometres, together with, where applicable,
their related fixed launching pads; (2) all armed combat aircraft having an empty
weight of over 2,5C0 kilogrammes; (3} all anti-missile systeias, together with
related fixed launching pads; (4) all surface-to-air missiles, btogether with any
related fixed launching pads; (5) tanks; (6) armoured cars and armoured
perschnel-carriers; (7) all artillery and mortars and rocket launchers having a
calibre of 1CC millimetres or greater; and (8) all combatant ships with standard
Cisplacement of 4CC tcns or greater of the following classes: aircraft carriers,
battleships, cruisers, destroyer tyoes and submarines.

The principles undexrlying this proposal of the United States are
straightforward and simple. First of all, the United States draft treaty outline
scts forth on its pages 4 and 5 an illustrative list of ten categories of major
arnaments, which includes all those armenents in the group which I have just noted.
Ls can be seen, these range in size fron the largest armed combat aircraft and
wissiles ~- strategic, tactical ond defensive =—- to all other significant types
of major armaments, down to certain sizes of artillery, mortars, rocket launchers

anc¢ various classes of combatant shins.
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At the very heart of this proposcl is the problem of belance and verification,
which we will want to discuss in scue debvail at a later point in our statement
voday. Cne of the additional, importent factors connected with this proposal,
however, is the fact that despite extensive study the United States has been unable
to find a way of distinpuisziin. betwecen nuclear Celivery vehicles cn the one hand
anc. certain conventional armaments cn the other. That is o problem to which we

o

will turn shortly. Ly celegation is presared, beth in this statement and in the

)
[
-

ure, tc elaborate in somc detail the reasons for whici the United States has
found it impossible to arrive at some Cefinition, or to find scme clearly
Jifrerentiating charecteristics, to Jistinguish between nuclear delivery vehicles
and conventicnal arrements. These nroblems have led us to propese that
reductions of armanients extend across the broad ranze of all mwjor armanents,

The second principle of the Uniwveld States proposal is that the amount of
reduction by the parties tc a treaty during stage I would be 3C per cent of the
inventory existing at an agreed date of those major aruarents listed in each of
the ten specified categories. In the 1lijht of the size and importance of the
task which must be accomplished that aopears to us to bean equitable and effective
way of ending the threat to the world nosed by the eontinuance of the arms race in
all classes of armament. The nuclear arms race would be stopped and turned down;
sinilarly, the capability of conducting war by conventional means would
Ziminished.

Thirdly, the United States plan nroposes that within each of the illustrative
categories of armaments set forth on pages 4 and 5 of document ZNDC/3C weapon
systems be described and reduced by ityocs. Ve helieve that a "type" of weapon
system or armanent would be a preciscly described kind of vchicle or tool of war.
With respeet to United States armawcnts, for illustrative purposes, we have relied
for a description of the tyse of armarent subject tc reduction on certain military

aolel designations, such as 3-52, B-47 on? B-58 sircraft and the Atlas and Titan

missiles, together with their related rfixel launching wads.
Cur hope is that we may be able <o anply rilitary iiodel designations when we
cote to comsider the armaments cf oitner nations. Cur purpose in defining types

is to ensure an acrcss—-the-board reduction in orraizents so thet no party could
reduce a patently inferior weapon or wespons sysiem by wmore than 3C per cent in order

Yo avoid making a full 3C per cent cut in certein of its major, first-line weapons.
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Now in some respects the complete plans put forward by tze Soviet Union and the
United States with regard to nuclear delivery vcehicles and other types cf najor
conventional armaments have certain similarities. First, it seems to us that both
sides have as an ultimate objective the reduetion of nuclear delivery vehicles to
the point where nuclear war would be no lenger feasible. Seccndly, both the
Unitcd States and Soviet plans propose to accomplish this by a series of reductions
of those armaments which contribute to o State's copacity to wage such a war.

Indecd, both the United States and the Soviet Union, in their »rcposals for the
destvruction of the means of cdelivering nuclear weavons, will inevitably, in one or

riore stages, pass through the same levels of such arnaczents, starting from 1C0 per cent
and shrinking those arncments downwards twhrough 9C per cent, 8C mer cent, 5C per cent,
3C ~er cent and so on. Therefore it is quite clecar that both sides will be required
in some pericd of time to reduce their arms over a full range of levels, and they

must 2s a result address themselves to tiue nrobler of just hew that is to be done.

Commoen methods should not be dtcc difficult 4o arrive =t, since in essence it will

oo a mechanical preblewn of balancing the steps teken by each of the parties to the
vreaty so that there will Le no inecuclities as disarmament proceeds.

It appears to us also that the two sides have certain cther cormon elenents in

tlielr approach. Ily delezation can see, for exarcle, that the Soviet Union and the

b

United States are in apparent agreement that all types of weasons saculd be reduced;
and while there is a difference over the <%iming, or the pace at which this reduction
should proceed, there is nc anparent difference with repard to the principle. In
addition, the recent acceptance —— which we welccome —- by the Sovietv delegation of
the principle of percentare cuts, apparently by tyme, contained in +the United States
»roposal, leads us to hope that it will =21lsc see the utility, and indeed the
advantages, of accepting the complete »roposal by including the principle of
across-the~board _ercentage reductions.

nowever, we should be¢ less than candid if we did not peint out that there are
a large number of impertant substantive differences between the two appreoaches to
the problem of reduction of nuclear delivery vehicles. Scrme of those problems
stem directly from a lack of clarity vwiich my delegation sees in the Soviet drafit

sreaty. Cthers stem from moredeep-seated and explicit differences over substance.,
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It is with respect to the former that we helieve the most immediate Drogress can be
mnade in our present series of discussicns. With regard to the latter, we will have
to depend upon incressing clarification ¢f the major substantive differences to
arvive at a point, we hope soon, at wiich cach side can approach the question of
nractical negotiations aimed ot reaching azresuent.

In this area of clarification we find that the Goviet prozosals for stage 1
reduction — or rether eliminaticn -—- of nuelear delivery vehicles require certain
further explanaticns if they are to Le clearly uncerstood by my delegation, and for
that natter by the other delesations atv tis Conference. The Soviet draft text
aprears to single out and to segregate for early elimination all means of delivering
nuclear weapons. It uses language such as, "all rilitary airceraft capable of
¢elivering nuclear weapons' (ENDC/2, ».6), tc distinguish those types of vehicles
which would be subject to varticular reductions.

However, it is the considered opinion of the United States delegation that such
a distinetion will not withstand careful anelysis, for as one examines the types of
armaments listed in the Soviet draft treaty and their counterparts in the United
States treaty cutline it is just not clear how it would be possible, as a practical
matter, to differentiate among wvaricus ityoes of armaments between those falling into
the class of nuclear delivery vehicles and those falling into the class of strictly
conventional or non-nuclear armaments.

The inescapable fact is that therc is & broad "twilight zone" existing between
the two peints where sharp distinctions cannct be made with recards to what are
clearly nuclear delivery vehicles and what are clearly conventional armaments.

Zy way of example: at the one extrene ihere are those distinet types cof weapon
sysvems which are nuclear and nuclear alcne and can be isclated, such as certain
intercontinental Dallistic missiles whicel: for stratesic and military reascns alone

can now be classed as purely nuclear; and at the cther extreme there are conventional
armaizents such as the rifle and wachine jun which, in the present state of
tecihnological development, are perhans not noew nuclear-capadle. Between those two
wvremes lies the broad spmectrun of this "twilight zone"

This "twilight zeone is really comnosed of two pares. The first part consists

of the group of weapon systems which are desirnel to has¢ ) dual cadability — an
ability to deliver, either with or without slight mcdifications, nuclear or

conventional warheads. This 1s pencrally o designed capebility and it is well

known that the Soviet Union, for example, possesses certain armaments which are built
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to have this dual capability. This part of the "twilight zone" would include such
vehicles as certain missiles, wanned esircraft, submarines, artillery, and perhaps
taonizs and mortars.

The second and even nore difficuit sart of the "twilight zone" covers those
" vehicles which, while not desisned with o dual canebility, can be used to deliver a
nuclear weapon to a tarcet. It might include alrniost any velhicle large encugh to
trenstort what in recent years have Decome cowparatively small-sized nuclear
weaons. It is not a question of science fiction, but a fact that this class could
inelude such vehicles as civil airliners, non-cozbatant military aircraft, and
cervain auxiliary naval vessels. When the Sceviet Union spealis of "vehicles capable
of delivering nuclear weanons" it includes also within that broad <efinition,
a oriori, almost the whole garut cf conventional forces which it also has agreed
should be reduced on a scale soinewhav different from that proiosed for the nuclear
delivery vehicles.

The fact of the matter is that, from a practical standpoint, we can discuss the
general problem: area of nuclear delivery vehicles, particularly those of a strategic

R

nature, but we cannot define vehicles as thiose capable or not capvadle of delivering
nuclear weapons; vrather we have to aslt ourselves what nuclear ammunition —- bombs,
warheads or shells —— is available or can be developed for the whole bread range of
armanents. Given the nature of modern technology, it is very obvious that if one
drews a line at a certain calibre gun and says that is the lower limitation of the
delivery vehicle category, there is noitaing to prevent the develcpnent of a shell
t2av will be usel in a smaller-calibre zun.

It is simmly mot clear 4o us how the Scviet Union Lroposes vo distinguish in a
seeningful way which weapon systems have cnly a nuclear capadility and, conversely,
whoge which have only a conventional canability wien this vast "twilight zone"
nevveen the two categories cxists, Iy Celezaticn Delieves that it is highly
unlikely that an objective definition of Uiiose two classes of weadons systems could
Le arrived at.

It is clear thiat cne side may wish to retain arms that it lmows to be purely
conventibnal, while the other side may, in good faith, insist that those armaments
constitute a means of delivering nuclecer weapons and should, therefore, also be
suniect to the reduction in question. “Je found a »nertinent exammle of this problenm
in a statement by Chairman Xbrushchev vhich the Scoviet renresentative quoted this

norning., Iir. Kkhrushchev said in licscow on 10 July:
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"It is said that nuclear weanscns can 2lsc be carried in TU-114s, Boeing
7C7s and ‘cther civil aircraft. Zub if there is a real desire for disarmarent,
the various countries riay for a while keep their rneans of delence —-

anti-aircraft artillery, and air lefence roclets and fighuers.” (FDC/47, 7.1C)

3But, whatever the merits of ir. Xhrushchoev'!'s sugsesbion ay be, we all know that air
defence fighters can be quiclkly and casily re-configured foc en offensive role —-
and a role waich coulld involve the usc or {elivery cf nuclear veapons. Certainly,
wivhin Mr. Xhrushchev's own statement, which the redresentative of the Soviet Union
cuoted this morning, there is a clear craznle of the laclk of clarity with which the
Soviet Union azpreoaches this extremecly ult zredblem of defining nuclear
delivery vehicles.

Several octher complex questions arise with respect to the Soviet draft tre.ty
proposal that nuclear delivery vehicles and conventicnal armasents e treated for
recuction separately. For example, whet are we to do about those armaments in the

.

inventories cf both sides in connexicn witl: which it is not possible for the other
side to kncw that a nuclear capability cuists or could exist? Certainly, with the
¥nowledge of thc tremendous devastaticn wikiclh could result frem a auclear war, this
is not a fact the discovery of whick shoull be left to chance., Vhat system of
verification would the Soviet Union ~ropose tc ensure that armaments originally not
configured for g nuclear delivery cazbility were nct later converted to have such
a capability, or that no nuclear warheals or ammunition were designed for use in
suci: armaments?

Lside from the problem of definidtion which I have just discussed, there are
irmortant questions of contrel. ot verification meons does vhe Soviet Union
aredose to insvitute to five Loth parvies assurance of bhe fact, even assuming that
savisfactory definition of delivery velicles were arvived at, that all mesns of
celivering nuclear weascns were acitucily Jestriyed and that no sueh vehicles were
clandestinely rotained?

In additican, what mcans of verification does the Soviet Union intend to put
forward to assure that there is neo jrcduction and stock iling of comocnents, major
assenblies, or spare varts which could later e put together Vo provide a
significant advantage to one side when the other had in zood faith destroyed all

its means of nuclear delivery?
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Those are all questions which this Coaference, and indeed, in the first
instance the Scviet Union, must answer before we can hepe to see clearly the issues
which divide us and get on with the jeo> of resolving them. Zven piven reasonable
answers to the questions which we have cited above, and to the many analogous
guestvions which those answers themselves may raise, it appears tc us that it will
still be impossible tc reach an agreement on the basis of Soviet proposals which
would meet the lezitimate concerns cf ali Harties. Not +the leasv ai.ong the factors
wirieh leads us to that conclusion is the fact that the Soviet plun —~ whatever

ir. Zorin says -- would cause major streteric imbalances during the course of

kY

liscrmanent. The United States delegetion has nointed out in earlier statements

£

certain of those irbalances with ressec?t to the question of the relationship, or
ratner the inter-relaticmshis, of nuclear delivery vehicles and conventional foxces
curin,, the course of disarmarment.

Je have shown also how at cne exbroce 2lmost the full ran_e ¢f conventicnal
armcoicent could Le classed as "cajpaole of deliverin,) nucliear weancns”. Nevertheless,
even assumins sorie zccervable definition, tle inbzlances causeld Letween the two
sides by the 3cvietv sroztesal are be us avenbly clear. They were described by

Generel Burns in an interchenze with r. Teorin  (TWDC/2V.63, . 13 1o 20 and

42 to 48). i'r, Zorin disnuted then. General Burns suggesved that members of
thie Committee read the comseting statements and juize on the merits. For the

nonent ry delegation is content tc resb cn the record.

Cther types of imbelances rmay also ceceur Quring the 21 or nov 24 month period
vhichh the Soviet Union proposes for the couplete climination of all nuclesr delivery
vehicles. Parenthetically I micht say thet vr. Zorin did, on 27 July, suggest that
the Soviet Union wculd accest a two-year deriod for stage I (ZDC/ZV.62, p.47).

I found his stavement this morning a lititle ambiguocus, and I guesticned him on his
statement on 27 July, which I alsc tlougit a 1ittle ambiguocus. That he is
proposing is tc accent the United Stotes nroposal that staze I Degin on the entry
into force of the treaty and last for twc years. The former Joviet position, as
we all know, was that stage I would not Tcgin for six months after the entry intc
force of the treaty, and the stage itsclf weuld tlen last fifteen months; so, in
effect, the new Soviet position adds iirce montins to the period of stage I, or,

ravher, te the end of shaze I after thc Yreaty comes intc Force.
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The tyne of ichalance we are specitia of here will te clear wien we realize taat
we wust svard e-ainst eliowing one Sbtate to "gzet the jump" on ancther Dy saving all
its siznificant reductions in stage I until the last few weels or montias of thae
first stage. Now some may sey thet in vhe United States plan the same problem
arises. But what really makes this orollem acute in the Soviet »lan is that it
intends tc swee) away all these armanents in such a short time peried taat no

) L

State could possibly have assurance vhet its neipghbours had reac-ed the 3C per eent

level and the 6C per cent level and so on of reductiocns while the Hrocess was

Deing carried on. The heart of this as—cet of the proble:n, of course, is the
question of verification. States must Le assured that weapons of approxirate

military equivalence are Deing destrcoyed simultaneously on both sides to preserve
o ‘'matural balance of forces" durins She reducticn process.

The United States nlan provides for that by use of percentage reductions by
stages and ste>s within stvages of all wsjor types, adequately verified, during a

tire period in which it is realistic tc Lelieve that effective iweasures of

verification can e instituted and carried out. e have hecard several delegations
in this Conference pro.ound the viev thot disarmaent should e accomplished a

reoidly as Hcssivle, censistent with tlc need for adequave verification. My

Celegation has made nroposals on Loba Uie time 1linits for stape I and hes submitted

' DRI

susestions for the nmeasures of verivicodion which it reclistically believes can be
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instituted and carried out
(ne of the greatest failings of tho Soviet lan from the poinv of view of the
United States delegation is this questicn ¢f verification, and it is particularly
ascarent with respect tc the question ol destruction of nuclear delivery vehicles.
The Soviet plén envisages 1CC poer cent dostruction of nuclear delivery vehicles
in stage'I in a time waich, under the Dresent Scoviet “roposal, is only two-thirds
as long as my delegation estimates it weuld take to set up and implement control
srovisions adequate to assure a 30 Jer cent reduction in such vehicles. Te have

consistently asked the Soviet Union for =n explanation and claritication of its

conbrol provisions. Je do not belicve that we have receiveld adeguate replies.
Te are here in a sincere effort at negotiation. It is our hope that, in the course

1

of our discussions in deptl of this guestvion and related questions, the Soviet Union
will meet squarely anc responsively our requests for further infcrmaticn on this

provlem of the verification of the refuction of nuclear delivery vehicles.
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The United States has, in order to try tc overcome the ::any oDroblems of
verification, made certain illustrafive nroposals in its draft outline of the basic
orovisions for a treaty. Those proposals include measures tc institute a system
of progressive zonal verification which would increase the amount of control
gradually extended over armaments of any party to the treaty in preportion with
vhe amount of disarmament undertaken Ly that party. Ye ask nnly that that
illustrative onroposal should receive careful consideration and study by all members
of the Conference., My delegation will, in future meetings, be prepared with
certain supplementary corrents on it and cther verification »roposals which have
Leen made by the United States.

An inportant and closely-linked aspect of the question cf the reduction
during stage I of nuclear delivery veiricles is the problem of preduction. Since
ny delegation intends in the near future tc elaborate in detail its proposals on
the entire question of prcduction allowances, we shall only very briefly refer to
tae subject this morning,

In the oplnlvn of ry delegaticn it is essential that a'reed producticn
allowances should not permit a significant alteration of the "weapons mix" which
exigts at the time a treaty vecores effective. In such a manner we believe that
satisfactory agreements cen be concluded which will not upset the essential
netional security of any nation, wiile Dermitting marked progress toc De made
towards general and complete disarmaiient.

I have spoken at some length this morningy on the definition of types of
armarents projosed by the United States. Ity delegation would like to suggest
that, since the Soviet Union has recently agreed that it would be expedient to
enunerate specifically the nain tymes of its conventional armaizents, the Soviet
delegation should take the next logical step and agree as well to enumerate

specifically by type all armaments that would be reduced during stege I.

In conclusion, my delegation desires to reiterate that, although we assented
to & discussion of the problem of nuclecr delivery vehicles to ba considered for
reduction during stage I, we believe there are nc verbal distinctions between
classes of armaments —-- nuclear and conventicnal ~— which can serve as a basis for
arriving at agreed treaty language. Indeed, if the Soviet proposal for defining
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles as "all vehicles capable of delivering nuclear
weapens” is carried te its full extension, it is clear that the Soviet Unicn would

e asking for practieally a 1CC per cen?d cut in all major conveniticnal armaments.



ENDC/EV.64

A
“aL

(Mr. Stelle, United States)

That would rean, <f course, that the Soviet Union would in fact be abandoning
even the pretence of a carefully-arranged disarmanent programme for reductions
spread over three separate stages., Instead it would be virtuslly insisting that
we should all complete disarmament, except for demcbilizing the remaining troops
with their very swall arms and minor weapons, in the very first stage. That scrt
of proposal would, of course, offend =z;zinst a zreat many of the principles
contained in the joint statement of = reed principles for disarmament negotiations
of 2C September 1961 (ENDC/5), including those providing for staging and balance.

Therefore the position of ry Government is that there must be a uniform,
comprehensive, and practical approach to the reduction in stage I of all armaments
of the kind indicated in the United States outline treaty. We hope that the
Soviet Unicn will eventually accede to the logic of that principle and accept the

proposal of the United States as the basis feor considering the reduction of all

agreed armaments.

Yr. GCDBER (United Kingdom): e listened this morning, first of all, to
2 rewarkable speech made by the representative of Sweden, lirs. Ifyrdal, in relation
tc the problen of nuclear tests, and I think we shall all want tc study very
carefully the detailed argunents whick ske put forward. I myself nledge the
United Lingdom delegation to give her imncrtant statement the full and careful
consideration which it Jdeserves. I was particularly impressed by the emphasis
wirich she so righily laid on the scientific basis of the protlem of detecting and
identifying nuclear exwlosions. I do not want to develop the point further this
morning. As both the representative of the Soviet Union and the representative
of the United States have said, we shoulld give it the rost careful thought in the
Sub-Committee and consider in what way it can help us forward.

I was glad to hear the representative of the Soviet Unicn say that he saw
value in some of the thoughts which lirs. Ifyrdal put before us. dowever, I was
just a little disturbed when I understcod him to say words to the effect —— and
I o not sure whether I have taken thex Zdown rightly —-— that it is impossible to
out aside the political differences as though they do not exist and just proceed
on a factual and scientific basis. Cf course, the two things have to be

ccisidered together; but I weould remind ¥r. Zorin that up until 28 November 1961
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we éid have an agreed scientific basis for our discussions. That we have not got

cne now is not the fault of the Jest. However, it appeared to me that the
sroposals which the resresentative for Sweden nut forward sujgested a way of getting
round the present difficulties in this regard and that is why I shall lock at them
with very keen interest,

I wanted to say a few words this morning on the topic which was touched on by
both our twe co-Chairmen: item 5 (b) of our agreed procedure (ENDC/52), dealing
with nuclear delivery vehicles. I am very glad that we are now _etting into
detailed discussion on matters of real substance; and, quite frankly, we have to
admit real difficulty to the~Comnittee as a whole, But perhaps as we study these
problems more deeply we may see the ways out of some of cur difficulties. That
certainly is my hope.

Cf course the Western delegaticns, as I think has been made quite clear many
times, are as conscious as anybody of tae need to eliminate nuclear delivery
vehicles. We want to get rid of ther: just as much as anyone else. ¥e have taken
the view, however, because of the nature of those weapons and because of the Powers
involved, that we have to find means and methods whereby we can prcceed with this
wrocess in such a way as to enable us tc carry with ué ccenficence that in fact
ctlzers are getting rid o? thgirs in the same way that we are, and that there shall
se nc bresk in the problem ~-~ the very real probhler -~ cf balance which hes been
vouched on sc wany times, and which I do not prosose to gc into o length this
morning. .

I would only say, in regard to what the representative of the Soviet Union
said this morning, that I still cannot accept the line that he puts forward in that
ccanexion. It is significant that he as not, even this morning, touched on the
very important and cogent major points »ut forward by the representative of Canade
at our last neeting (ENDC/PV.63 Dpp.13 et seq.). I pointed out just at the end of
that meeting (ibid., p.52) that there were two majcr issues which had not been in
any way tocuched on, let alone refuted, by the representative of the Soviet Union on
that occasion, and he has not referred to thet at all today. However, I do not
wish to develop the point tod;y, althouzh there is much that I cculd still say in

regard to it.
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I should just like to refer very sriefly to one or two of the points that
Civide us in relation to that. Whatever the revresentative of the Scviet Unicn
may say, the measures which zre set ocut in the first stace of the Soviet plan
(E1DC/2), and which he very preperly =ub Hefore us this norning, co nct and cannot
in ny view elirinate the nuclear threav. I would just remind my colleagues cf
what the representative of Sweden, lir. Edbergz, pcinted cut on 11 ifay, when he said:

"A complete elimination of all potential nuclear weapon carriers seems to be

practically impossible to effectuate." (EIDC/PV.35, p.36)

I myself have tried to give practical examples of that; and I would only refer my
colleagues to the speech I made on the subject on 6 June (ENDC/PV.5C, p.4).

Secondly —- and, once again, in spite of our Soviet colleague's assurances to
the contrary -- as I have said before, we do believe that the balance will be upset
by these proposals; and while the extent to which the West would find itself at a
military disadvantage is a subject wvhich we could discuss at great length, I do not
think there is any need for me tov add at this stage to what our Canadian colleague
s2id on Monday (ENDC/PV.63, p.13).

Then there are of course the enornous practical difficulties that are invclved.
As Ir. Burns pointed out to us on 3 iy (ZINDC/PV.3C, ».1C), articles 5 to 8 of the
Soviet draft ‘treaty propcse first that the manufacture of all means of delivery of
nuclear weapons, including rockets, militery aircraft, submarines, warships, and
ar<illery, shculd be discontinued in the first stage. But tnere would then be
tie difficulties of checkin:; the encrmicus inventories which States would have to
srovide, and there are the —roblems of Cdestroying and disiantling everything on
those inventories simultaneocusly under the inspectors!' control, I am afraid, with
the greatest respect, vhat such o prosramme does strilze me as being sadly
unrealistic. ind of course there are, tied up with that, all the problems of
verification.

Further, the fact that the Soviel Union has chosen to put ferward 1CO per cent
elimination of these delivery vehicles in this stage, with different percentages for
other armaments in this stage, dces of course tremendously increase the
complications in relation to the whole problem cf verification, basing it on the

Soviet Unicn's own approach to verification., I have pointed this out in the past.
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'€n~the~one~5and‘the'Soviet:Union deliterately corplicates the verification mnrocess;
on the other hand it does not help us as yet —— I say as yet —— in. the problem of
solving how the verification procedure can procced. I make no apolopy for
retvurning to the problen of verificavicn today, but I want to leave it for the
soment to say something about another >roblem, that of definition.

I have already referred to a remark by Mr. Edberg cof Sweden in the course of
that most interesting and illuminating series of questions which he put to both
ocur co-Chairmen on 11 Iay. Now the tenta of Mr. Edbery's twelve questions was
quité simply, "What is a nuclear weason carrier?' (ENDC/?V.35, ».35). I think
both sides are aware -- and, indeed, cust be aware —- of the difficulties inherent
in that question. Mr, Zorin, in his reply at the following meeting (ENDC/?V.36, p.4C
appeared to try to shrug off this matter by telling us that the prcblem would sclve
itself, since under his draft treaty States would have tc submit information about
their delivery vehicles before the implementation of first-stage measures began.
Thet is all right aé far as it goes, but in the absence cf any clear intimation
fror the Soviet side of precisely what catezories they have in mind it would really
be very difficult for us to reach a satisfactory agreement on those lines.

Cur United States cclleagues, on the other hand, have put forward in their
nlan, under section 4 of stage I, a detailed list of such categories and types,
includinz the delivery vehicles which would be subject to the 3C per cent cut which
is proposed. I understood our Scviet colleague today tc fird it displeasing that
these were put alongside cther catepories; but it is quite easy to spell out all
tynes of armaments, and I think we Zave to find some way of deing so. We
believe that the term "delivery vehicles", while it may be savisfactory for
peneral statements, really ought nct to De used in Jdetailed discussions such as

we are now envering cn witiout full qualificaticn so that peosle lnew precisely

what is meant by it. In isolation the -hrase —— which we have come tc use in
our jargon in the Conferences —— is vague and ambiguous, and therefore could be

potentially dangerous because leadin; vo misunderstanding.
- Now that we have agreed to subnit the question to close examinaticn, I would
suggest that we should all be careful +to specify just what sroups of delivery

vehicles we mean at any narticular moizent. Are we talking about rockets, aircraft
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ships, artillery, or any other means which may be or have been devised? At the
moment I should just like to turn to vhat I think is the most sressing of those
catesories, that of rockets. Ify Government has been studyin; various problems
raised by ocur current negotiaticns with regard to the elimination c¢f rockets as
svrategic delivery wvehicles, and we have now produced two short paiersl/ which I
snould like to table znd which I wculd ask to have circulated as conference documents.
I should like to sey a few words in exnlanatiocn of thesc pajers. Pirst, they
are intended only as a preliminary azsroach to certain of the jreblems which arise;
seccndly, they have deliberctely been adle non-technical. Ls the Cenference will
Imow, we had originally hened that ceriain techmnical working parties or
sub-committees might have been esta-lished toc which technical papers could have
been submitted. but, in the absence of such bodies, we believed that it was better

this stage to keep the nepers simple and, as far as possible, non-technical.

=
If any representatives have questions I shall be only toc happy to endeavour to
answer them, or to obtain answers, at an appropriate time when representatives
have had an oppcrtunity to study the naners. If any delegation would like to
discuss with us the issues raised then I shall be very happy to arrange that at
any mutually-convenient tine. Today I just want to limit myself to a few
introductory remarks in relaticn to ther.

I would ask representatives plecse not tc¢ look to these papers for solutions
t0 our problems. They dc not claim to nrovide any, for the excellent reason that
in nany cases we simply 42 not yet lincw ourselves where those solutions lie.

VJhat we are trying to do in this exercise is to suggest lines of inquiry which nay
heln us 2ll to clear our minds and hel» us forward towards possible sclutions.

The first of the itwe zebders which ve are tablin, suggests four particular
lines of inquiry. First of all, it Jiscusses vkether ¢xr not it is possible to

Ry 3 o

distinguish between rockets designated for military purposes and those which are

intended for the peaceful exloraticn of space. That is nct a problem of

ae

terminclogy; it is a practical difficulty which we have tc recognize and resolve,

Y ENDC/53 and 54
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I would add in this connexion that the paper, while covering the guestiocn of
rockets in jeneral, deliberately concentrates on the largest rockels, that is, the
inter-continental ballistic missiles. That is because, owing to their size,

those are obviously easier to inspect and supervise and the verificaticn problem —-
which always looms up in these matters -— posed by them is correspondingly less
acute.

The only soluticn that suggests itself to this first problem of
differentiation is a close supervision of all stares from the first blueprints to
tze final launching of all civil and nilitary rocket prograunes. That is, tc
say the least, an uncomfortable conclusion, but we have to face the fact that,

&s vhe paper cints out, the rockets used tc launch every space sact so far

carried out werc originally designed as -allistic missiles, and there is no

e}

eason to believe that future rockets will not also be just as capable of

4
fed
e

‘clivering a warhead to its target as of launchinzg a satellite cr o capsule intc
Juver space.

In that ccanexion might I just refer Lriefly tc the Soviet draft treaty
(ENDC/?), article 5, whieh talks of the elimination of rcckets capable cf
Celivering nuclear weapons? It tallzs avout all rockots capable of delivering
nuclear weapons veing eliminated and cesiroyed and their production stopped.

But the point I have just made shows vhe difficulty of such sweeving definitions,
anc we have to face that particular preblen.

The next question posed by the maner ccncerns the degree to which the
nmanufacture and testing cf spase roclzets could be controlled anl supervised.

It is largely = question of the number of inspectors necessary. By our
calculations that number, for all the countries involved, would inevitably run
into several thousands. Precise fijures are obviously difficuld to give at this
stage, if only for instance Decause we have no e¢lear idea of the nuber of”
scientists, engineers, technicians and workers at present en-aged in the Soviet
rocliet industry.

The third line of inguiry whiclh {le naper suggests is the study of
verification of destruction of military rcckets, their neans of production and

their preving _rounds, and the chanccs of undetectel evasion of ¢isarnament
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requirements. "LI'sﬁall:Say a little riore about this question of verification of
Zestruction in relaticn to the second naper, but it is —- as I am sure uembers of

this Committee will be zlad to realize, if they had not realized it already —— a
rather simpler problem than the other problems whicik I have just Deen discussing.

Cn the other hand, our paper does have to teke a rather gloomy view about the
Dossibility of detecting hidden stockpiles, although we can perhaps draw comfort
from the fact that underground silos are considerable undertakings, and are,
moreover, extremely cxpensive items to construct.

As can be seen, there is alsc some crumb of comfcrt to be found in the faet
that, given reasonable insvection facilities, it would be difficult to conceal or
t0 disguise the highly sorhisticated zanufacturing processes which are needed to
construct the walls of a ballistic missile.

Lastly, vhe paper asks whether we 1ave any means of enéuring that further
develomments in space technclogy will nct be used to conceal or to threaten any
azgressive intention by countries encaosed in space research. It could be said that
vhat question falls more proverly intc sub-paragraph (h) of naragraph 5 of cur
asreed procedure (ENDC/SZ), and we do not wish to anticipate in any way the
discussion we shall have of the use of outer space fcr peaceful purposes when we
reach that ite:. The section in this najer which I have submitted consists of only
two paragraphs and has been included merely to complete the nicture as far as
rockets are concerned.

If I could summarize the first najder, I would say that its conclusions are
the following:

1. Ve know of no satisfactory means of differentiating between military and

-
civil rockets. The only safeguards in our view lie in ccntrcl and inspection.

2. Ve believe that the number of inspectors required tc cover this problem
in all the countries concerned would be of the order of thousands rather than
hunéreds. |

3. The degree of insurance aééinst evasicn is directly proportional to the
effectiveness of the inspection system which is, in turn, & combination of

sufficient numbers with adequate powers of inspection; and,
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4, Ccnmplete international collaboraticn is, in our view, the only certain
nechod of ensurin;: against nmisuse of future developments in space. Such
collaboration could serve also tc remove suspicion that the resources of a
loyitinmate space programme might be diverted to launching a strategic attack.
Poiling effective collaboration, increased control and supervisicn of rockets would
be required a2t 2ll stages from desizn to launching.

Now I should like briefly tc develod a little further the subject of the
verification of the destruction of certain types cof delivery vehicles, and,
renembering what I said earlier about qualifying the term "delivery vehicles", I
would hasten tc add that what I am thinking of here are twe narticular types,
narcely, military rockets and aircraft. That is a subject which is touched upoen
in the paper which I have just been discussing, but because it raises a certain
nuiver of special preblems we thousht it desirable to produce our second paper
cevoted particularly to the point.

Thus the seccnd paper examines the methods which are availatle for the actual
destruction of rockets and military sircraft, and it zoes on to discuss the effort
which would be required to verify that their destruction hal in fact taken place.
I{ discusses a2lso the possibility that countries nizht attempt tc meet the letter
rather than the spirit of their disarmament cbligations by destroying sub-standard
equipment. Those are 2cints that we have tc face, and it suggests measures, if
they are consicered necessary, for verifying that weapons and aircraft, Lefore
destruction, are in fact up to operational standard.

The first Hart of the second pajer is devoted to rockets. It will be noticed
that in it they are in fact referred to as "ballistic missiles". I should reassure
iy coclleagues that that term covers tne same categcries as the term "rockets" used
in the first paper, but the difference in terminology is explained by the fact that
in the first paper we were having to consider not only military rockets but alsc
those required for peaceful nurposes, whereas the second paper is of course
exclusively concerned with weapons of war.

As cur second paper explains, there are twe principal mecans of destroying
ballistic missiles: the most obvious and perhaps the simplest way of doing so is

to fire them on tc a ranje -- with thc warhead remcved, of course —— and
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subsequently to verify that they have performed as they were expected tc. Such a

systém would have the disadvantasze of ent.iling large numbers of .aunchings with
certain risks of accident. But the alternative would be what are referred to as
demclition factories, where the missile cculd be physically and deliberately

destroyed. Such & system would require additicnal measures in order to ascertain that
various technical forms of equiprient were still installed in the missile at the time

of its delivery to the demolition factory and that such equipment would also be
destroyed or sslvaged under proper controls for civil and peaceful use.

In the case of aircraft, only the second of the two alternative systems to
which I have referred would, it seems to us, be suitable. It is proposed that
the aircraft should be required to Tly to the destruction centre, and possibly even
t0 perform some simple exercise in crder to prove that it had not been stripped of
its mein high-quality components. The numbers cf inspectors, enginecrs and
non-technical staff which would be required for that particular aspect cf the werk
of the international disarmament organizeation would probably be considerably less
trnen the numoers called rfor by the first of cur two papers. Cnce again, however,
I shall refrain from going into furthcer detail until such time as my cclleagues in
the Committee have had a chance, if they wish, to study our papers and to form
conclusions upon thein. I would only wepeat that we in the United Kingdcem
delegation should be glad to discuss the papers in greater detail at any
appropriate time.

The -object of my delezation in tabling these papers and others which we may be
able to bring forward is not to delay in any way the political consideration of the
subjects invoived or the drafting of appropriate treaty lanpguage. We present them
in order to meke available to delegations generally the outcome of sone of our
technical considerations of certain cf the issues involved in the various subjects
which we are now beginning to consider in detail and in depth. e believe that
cenisideration of some of the problems roised really is essential to a proper and a
full appreciation of the decisions that we are called upon tc¢ take., We Dbelieve
that their study will help us all in _rcducing a treaty which is both realistic

and sound; we hope very much that cur tapers will be cof assistance to our

colleagues and may help to move our discussions forward, because we have to face
u> vo these very real, difficult and comlicated problems. While it is easy to
make speeches which apreal to the emotions with regard to the things we want to do,

winat we must do is find the practical ways of doing them.
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I do not wish to be critical, but I would say that I was scrry when, for
instance, in your own speech tcday, .. Chairman, you did not face up to some of
4he real problems of verification which, however one locks at it, are an essential
Dart of the problem relating to this matier as to sc many of the matters we are
facing. I hope that this is merely & delay, and we shall look forward to the
contributions which you are ~cing to give us and which will 2elp us forward in
solving this issue, just as we must 2ll work tcpether ir sclving the other major

issues that confront us.

I'r. ALEMAYEHU (Ethiopia): 1r. Chairman, the remarks I wish to make would

vakke about a half-hour or thirty-five rinutes. In view of the lateness of the
hour, you may prefer me to defer ther until our next meeting, although I am ready

o~
E [

to go ahead ncw if you wish.

The CHAIRMAN (Union of Scviet Socialist Hepublics) (translation from

Russian): I think it is for the Committee to decide what it considers
appropriate. Je could, of course, listen now to the statement of the

representative of Ethionia but this would, of course, hamper to some extent our
subsequent arrangements after this mecting. Therefore, if it entails no
inconvenience to the representative of Zthiopia, since we are to have a plenary
meeting on Friday, we could perhaps let him be the first speaker on Friday. If
ne has no objection and the members of the Committee have no objection either,
zerhaps that would be the best thing vo do. I see there are nmo objections.
Then with your Dermission I take it that this is the opinion of the Committee

and that it does not clash with your intentions.

The Conference decided to issue tite following comaunique:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament today held
its sixty-fourth plenary neeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
Chairmanshiv of ¥Mr. Zorin, Deputy idnister fcr Foreign Affairs and

representative of the Unicn of Soviet Scecialist Republics.
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"Statvenents were made by the representatives of Sweden, the Soviet Union,
the United Siates and the United fr dom

"The United ZingCom delegation submitted two documents: (a) 'Prelimingry
study of problems connected with the elimination of rockets as nuclear delivery
Vehicles';i/ and (b) 'Preliminary study of vrobleus connected with the
verification of the destructiocn of certain nuclear delivery vehicles'.g/

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

3 August 1962, at 10 a,.m."

The meetins rose at 1.15 »n.m.

Y ENDC /53
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