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=he CEATRIUAIL \Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (ﬁranslaticgyfggg '

Russian; : I declare open the one hundred and first meeting of the Conference of

the Righteen-Nation Comnittee on Disarmament., I should like to welcome to our

midst the representative of Burma, lir. Barrington.

lixe CAVALIETTI (Italy) (iranslation from French): I should like also

in my turn to welcome nmy friend, lir. Barrington, who is resuming work with us today.

I aw sure that we are all very glad to see him back.

it the end of our meeting last Wednesday I should have liked to offer a few
remarks on the speeches made that day (ENDC/FV.100), but as it was already late,

I hesitated to detain the Committee any longer. That is why I have asixeda for the
floor tolay. I shall therefore confine myself to some observations on the
developuent of our general debate and on the trends which have become aoparent since
my delegation expressed its views on the problems under discussion, and particularly
on the »rohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

It seems to me that the statements which the Committee heard last Wednesday
have confirmed the unanimous desire, both of the Western Cejegations and of the -
delegations of the non-aligned countries which have spolen up to now, to attach
the greatest importance to the problem of tests and to insist that its study should
be given absolute priority over other issues.

This general trend was specially emphasized by the statements of the
representatives of India, Ethiopia,and Sweden at the one~bundredth meeting. I do
not want to hold up the work of the Committee by making too many quectations, but I
cannot refrain from drawing attention to the followinz remark by kr. Lall in the
course of his interesting speech:

"3t there is a Jegic of events; and the logic of events at this moment

is such that it gives a clear priority to the question of a test ban'.
(EIDC/EV100, p.10)

I should also like to quote what was said on the same lines vy lir. Imru and
lirs. Iiyrdal at the same meeting. The representative of Ethiopia said:
#le support the contention of several delegations which have already
stated that without a test ban treaty it would be difficult to foresece

fruitful discussions in other fields of disarmaméent," (ibi@m) pe2l)
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Irse i1yxrcal said:

"he test ban issue is clearly the primordial one for our negotiztious,

i? for no other reason tham that it is the one that cen with a fair

degree of safety e said to be ripe for a speedy solution.”

(ibiley De23)

Jut the delegations of the non-aligned countries did not confine themselves to
giving the nuclear Powers platonic encouragement; they alsc subritted soize
important »roposals. lir. Hassan, representative of the United Arab Zepublic,
went to the heart of the matter in his masterly statement on 18 February

(ENDC /PV, 99, po 15 }, and kr. de Melo Franco, representative of Brazil, also
made o valuable contribution (ENDC/PV.98, ppe 11 et seg). I need not stress the
importance of this statement by the United irab Republic representative, since the
two Western nuclear Powers have already, with considerably more ability than 1
could do, expressed their appreciation of the proposals put forward by I'r. Hassane
These delegétions, moreover, expressed their readiness to undertake the
fundamental studies which he suggested. I'ro Foster took the opportunity; in
his comments on the statements of the representative of the United Arab Redublic
and of the representative of Brazil, to re-affirm once more, and with vigour, the
flexible position of the United States Govermment in our negotiations and its
desire o study every proposal which can ensure adequate guarantees within a
general framework (ENDC/PV.100, pp.5 et_sed).

I anm sure that the VWestern nuclear Powers will examine with the same
flexibility and open mind the rumerous proposals which were submitted to the
Conference by the representatives of India, Zthiopia and Sweden at our last
neeting. For my own part, after a very thorough study of these statements, I
believe that they provide us with a fairly complete list of the problems which
should be examined here. If I do not dwell on each of these proposals, it is
not through lack of interest but because it is perhaps as yet too durly.
Nevertheless, I should like to emphasize one point at this juncture: +that taken
as a whole the proposals put forward constitute in my opinion a vast anc probably\
complete agenda for the resumption of work by the Nuclear Sub~Committees Thus,
after the sbetements which I have mentioned, the Nuclear Sub~Coumittee should meet
on & sound hasise I+ would have before it new and interesting material and

specific questions on which it could.usefully express its viewse.
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(lir. Cavalle . Italy)

411 this represents the contribution made so far to the debate by the Westoern
delegations and by those of the non-aligned countries. This contribution is,
unfortunately, in conbtrast with the attitude of the Soviet delegation and of those
of the otl:er socialist countries. So far the Sovietv delegation has only reiterated
its uncompromising attitude, and it does not at present seem altogether ready to
go intc the problem of tests with the urgency which everyone Jdesires.

Iir. iuznetsov has been good encugh to agree with me that one must strike while
the iron is hot, and he has also recognized (ENDC/PV.98, D.41) that the iron is hot
now and¢ tiat conditions are favourable for an agreement. Subsequently; however,
the Soviet delegation has given the imbression of wishing to divertthe Counference's
attention from the »rohlem of tests, either by multiplying its political attacks

on the Jest or by submitting new proposals for which it claims priority.

In this way the Soviet delegation has taken up a great deal of the Committee's
tie and attention in condemning and eriticizing the normal process of modernizing
the western defence system, nobably in regard to submarihes, a procéss =which is
unfortunately a necessity for both sides so long as no disarmament treaty has been
signed. I repeat "for both sides", and in this connexion I should like to quote

an article from a Soviet journal "The Red Star'", which, in referring to the Soviet

-

Union's armed forces on, -I believe, the 16th of this month, although I az not
certain of the date, said:

"-e modernization of our arwmel forces is now complete. It has

involved radical changes, qualitative and quantitative, in the structure

of the Red Army. L. Soviet arimoured division now possesses a greaterxr

nucher of tanks than a siilar division in ary NATO ccuntry. The

principal forces of the Soviet Navy are now made up of atomic submarines

equinped with missiles."
This is therefore a process which unfortunately neither of the two sides can escape
unless we sign a treaty on general and complete disarmement without delay.

Furthermore, at the last meeting the Soviet delegation again took ble initiative
and sudbnitted to the Conference a draft non—-aggression pact between tie ULTC and the
Warsaw Treaty countries (ENDC/77). I should like in the first place to make a
general observation in this connexion. If NATO were inhkerently as agpressive a4

¥r. Kuznetsov and lir. Tarabanov asserted last Wednesdav, would it not He rat:
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naive to 'Zropose-'d non-aggression pact ? Can the leopard change his spots, and

would there not be a danger that in signing a non-aggression pact we should simply
be a wolf in sheep's clothing ? If the Soviet Union proposes that we draft a
solemn declaration to the effect that the two alliances have no aggressive aims,
is it not because it already knows that the Western couniries have no aggressive
designs against anyone, and that‘they place the desire for peace with security
above everything else ? For my own part, I am alWays willing that greater stress
should bhe put on this desire.

In this connexion I should like, if I may, to quote the words of the Italian
inister for Foreign Affairs at the begimming of this Conference on 16 iarch last:

"Je wish to assure those peoples who differ from us in their concent

of iife that we, who belong to an ancient and great civilization that finds

inspiration in the principles of freedom, harbour no plan, no desire, to

interfere in any manner whatsoever with their peaceful development and

progresses." (BNDC/PV.3, D.14)

These statements of ours are still valid, and hence we have no hesitation in saying
that we adpreciate and can even understand the Soviet provosal for a non-aggression
pact. This proposal merely repeats the principles of the United Natbions Charter,
to which the West is committed and remains faithful.

Zowever, as I have already saicl, iy delegation naturally views favourably
any gesvure which will ewphasize our desire for peace, and I trust also that of our
neighbours of the East, provided that an aporopriate framework is chosen and that
it in no way prejudices the solution of certain delicate problems which do not fall
within tkis Conference's comﬁetence. Cur principal problem now at Geneve is the
conclusion of an agreement to ban nuclear tests, which the great majority of
delegations regard as feasible and as a prerequisite for any progress by our
Conference. Reverting once again to Mr. Lall's words last Wednesday
(EC/PV.100,2.2C), I would add that it would be regrettable if “aze
impression were involuntarily created that there is a tendency to shelve +4he
question of tests.

Those are the reasons which mgke me feel uncertain about the procedure proposed
by you, Ire. Chairman, in your capacity as USSR representative rather than as
co~Cheirman. 1 say that I feel uncertain because I am not sure that I have

understood your thought correctly. You saic:
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"ees we suggest that, after the ccopletion of the exchenge of views

in plendry meetings on the question of the cessation of nuclear weason
tests, the Committee's attention should be concentrated on the drafb
declaration on renunciation of the use of foreign territories for
stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons and on

the draft non-aggression pact between the States parties to the Varsew

Treaty and the States parties to the North itlantic Treaty." (ibic., D.41)

Ve e e

"oou after the completion of the exchange of views inplenary meetiugs on

You saicd:
the question of the cessation of nuclear wegpon tests.s.' If I am not wistaken,
we are now involved in a general debate. Iy delegation suggested at tihe outset
that we should start irmediately with an examination of the problem of “%ests,
but tizis proposal was not adopted and we began with a general debate. Haturally,
as the »roblem of tests is the main preoccupation of most of the delegations, a
large paxrt of the speeches has been devoted to the problem of the proiilition of
tests,

llevertheless,; the Committee is now engaged in a general debate. ire you
proposing, Ir. Chairman, that once this debate is ended we should concentrate on
the exaizination of the »roblem of tests in plenary session ? If that is your
intention, I agree witl: you. But I should not e in agreement if on tiie contrary
you were thinking of abandoning the question of tests in orcder to pass on to the
stucy of tie Soviet proposals. I should not agree with you for the reasons which
have been umentioned by the United States (idid., ».50 )Jand United iingdon (ibid.,p.48)
representatives, and Darticularly for the following reasolie We should not divert
our attention from the Droblem of tests and direct it to obther matters, however
important, as long as there is any hope —— and such a hope exists -— of reaching
agreement, or at least of bringing the positions closer together with regard to
testss Let it be tests and tests only, so long as there is any glimmer of hope,
and svecially after the speeches of the delegations of the non-aligned countries,
which 2ave provided us, as I heve already said, with new material of Dractical
importance which we should thoroughly invéstigate.

I believe that delegations are allowed to submit proposals to the co-Chairmen
on matters of procedures I would make the following proposal for the irmediate
future: first, that the Muclear Sub~Committee should meet as soon as possible,

and if feasible during the present week; secondly, that it should draw up a list
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of questions which have been put here by the various delegations and that this
should form tbe basis of its work; thirdly, that it should submit a report to the
Conference forthwith and that this report should be discussed in wlenary session
without delay. Is that toc .much to hope for? Is it too much to asx the nuclear
Powers to resume work on a question of such urgency and imnordtance? I canmnot
believe that it is. I+t is the duty of &ll of us now to make every vossible efford
regarding the problem of tests.

i should not like to end my sveech without once again exnressing my thanks <o
those who by their provosals have given a new impetus to our negotiations on tests

during the present session

Mr., TARABANCV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): I should lixe to

take this opnortunity to express my satisfaction that lir. Barrington, the
representative of Burma, is bacx among us. My delegation hogpes that his »narti-
cipation in our Committee's work will contribute substantially to its progress.

Throughout our discussions, and again today in the statement by the
representative of Italy, we have heard our Testern colleagues complaining that
the socialis’t delegations are invroducing an element of acrimony or controversy
into the discussions by bringing up recent facts or incidents in interna®ional
political life, whereas to reach an uncerstanding on the important issues on the
Conference's agenda - such as general and complete disarmament, and oarticularly
the discontinuance of nuclear tests — it would cnly be necessary to baxe
advantage of the favourable atmosphere which has existed for some time. In
short, we are advised not vo allow ourselves to be distracted from our subject
by events which are exiraneous to our Conference and by the development of the
international situation, and atiem:%s are made to reassure us.

Some Testern representvatives have even asserted that there is an inconsisvency
between the statement that the present moment would be provitious for the solution
of the problem of *the discontinuance of nuclear tests and the cleim that the
recent activities of certain Western Powers and in partieular the United 3tates,
tending to speed up the armaments race, are an obstacle tc fruitful work by the

Conference.
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it our meeting on 18 February the representative of Italy complained
(ZiDC/2Va99, p.32) that the representatives of the socialist countries, by referring
to0 ané commenting on the activities of the NATO countries,; were introducing factors
calculated to throw cdoubt on the good faith and the desire of the Testern countries
to obtain results; and particularly to reach an agreement on the discontinuance of
nuclear tests.

The United Stetes representative, referring in his turn to the cozments made
by tle socialist delegations concerning tiie most recent steps taken by the Western
Powvers to speed up the nuclear armaments race, stated at the same meeting
(ibiies p+33) that the purpose of those comments was to distract the Jonference from
its wost important tasks and in particular from the conclusion of an agreement oun
the Ciscontinuance of nuclear tests.

e have asserted and we continue to assert; as other speakers have done, that
present conditions are propitious for the solution of the nuclear tests issue and
other disarmament or related nproblems. This atmosphere favoﬁrable 4o the
settleizent of outstanding controversial questions is, as has been ephasized on
several occasioﬁs, the result of the satisfactory solution reached in the Caribbean
crisis, thanks to the Soviet Government's realistic attitude and the izportant
concessions it has made with regard to the discontinuance o?_nuclear tests.

3ut the actions of the Western Powers; such as the conclusion of the Nassau |
agreewuents, the steps taken to create a NATO multilateral nuclear force; and the
resucDtion of underground nuclear tests by the United States; are not of a nature
to contribute to the creation of an atmosphere favourable to the solution of the
problens which our Conference has to settle, and in particular that of the
discontinuance of nuclear tests.

t was not because the United States was anxious to secure the discontinuance
of nuclear tests that it carried out once agein yesterday, according to today's
newsyaners, two underground nuclear tests in ilevada. We are infor:zed today — and
this merely as a minor news item — that the United States has carried out two
nuclear tests, At the saue time the representative of Italy told us today that
the atbtitude of the Testern nuclear Powers was very flexible. How is it flexible 7
In the daily continuation of nuclear tests, which they insist on treating as minor
news items ? If that is the flexibility of the Vestern nuclear Xowers, we shall never
see the discontinuance of nuclear tests until this series and the others which they

are Dlanning are finished.
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To ignore these incidents which are taking place daily and these activities
of the Western Powers, to close one's eyes to them, would serve no useful
purpose as far as our Conference's work is concerned. The Conference has to
solve the problems raised by the development of the situation itself. In
seeking a solution to these problems, it cannot ignore or stand aloof from those
developments, and in particular the activities of the Western Powers which are
creating fresh obstacles and running counter to the efforts made at our
Conference to reach an agreement on the problems at issue.

All the representatives from other than NATO countries have signified,
in one way or another, their disapproval of the resumption of underground tests
by the United States, and have expressed the hope that the test carried out by
the United States An 8 February will prove to be the last. But unfortunately
the series of tests .started by the United States is continuinge. The other day
the representative of the United Arab Republic saids

"fe had hoped... that tie United States Government would continue to

honour its voluntary suspension of underground tests" (ENDC/PV.99,p.12)

a suspension decided upen at the opening of the informal talks between the
wuclear great Powers.

Later he went on:

",.. the test carried out by the United States in Nevada on 8 February 1963

unfortunately constitutes the first such test to be conducted despite the

United Nations General Assembly resolution 1762 A (XVII) ..."™  (ibid.)

As we see, ether tests are now being conducted by the United States in Nevada

in defiance of resolution 1762 Aj; . and the representative of the United Arab
Republic described the action of the United States as '"regrettable" and "intended
mainly f£or .... political considerations..."  (ibid.)

We fully agree with the representative of the/United Arab Re,ublic that
that action was not only regrettable but was bound to have unfortunate
repercussions on our Conference's work. It is not mere chance that the
concessions recently made by the Soviet Union with regard to the disoontinuanbe

of nuclear tests have not been matched by or received the welcome they deserved
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from the Western nuclear Powers. On the contrary, that is yet another indication
f the intransigent attitude of the Western Powers on this question.

In his statement on 18 February the United States representative asserted
that the comments made by the representatives of the socialist countries,
including the reference to the measures taken by the Western Powers, would only
"delay us in coming to grips with the problems" and "distract us irom our more
important tasks."  (ibid., p.18)

That, in our view, is a completely gratuitous assertion. It is made
solely for the purpose of glossing over the responsibilities which the Western
Powers are assuming in taking measures intended to speed up the armaments race.

Drawing attention to and describing these measures and actions of the
Western Governments is not what will hold up or impede tue progress of our
Conference's work. On the contrary, to warn the Conference oi these acts is to
confront all those who commit tiem with their responsibilities, to warn them that
they will bear the entire responsibility for them before the world. It is
precisely with a view to improving the atmosphere in which the Conference's work
is being conducted that the Scviet Union and the other socialist countries have
drawn attention tc the dangerous developments on the intsrnational scene, which
arise from the machinations of the Western Powers to which I have just referred.
It is also with the object of eliminating the danger which such acts and
developments represent for all peorles and for the progress of our Conference,
and in particular the proliferation of nuclear weapons, to which fresh impetus
is being given by the efforts to establish a NATO multilateral nuclear force,
that the Soviet Union has proposed the adoption of the declaration on renunciation
of the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical means o délivery of
nuclear weapons (ENDC/7§).

The adoption of the draft declaration submitted by the Soviet Union is all
the more urgent because efforts are being made to represent the measures taken by
the ‘jestern Powers -~ the only effect of w.ich is to speed up the arma.ients race,
and especially the nuclear armai:ents race - das harmless measures which will have
no detrimental effect on the development of the international situation.

The representative of Italy today described them as constituting a



ENDC/PV.101 .
14

(Mr. Tarabanov, Bulgaria)

modernization of the Western defences. We shall perhayus have occasion a little
later in our discussion to refer to this modernigzation.

Some Western representatives have endeavoured to prove.in their statements
that the establisament of a NATO multilateral force would change nothing |
shatsoever in the present situation, would irn no way contribute to the proliferation
of nuclear weapons, would not create any dangier to peace and security. The
misgivings which have been expressed in various countries, the reactions which
are beginning to be observed in government circles as well as in world opinion,
already constitute definite evidence that these plans, if tliey are carried out,
will seriously threaten peace.

It is well known inde-d that quite recently, with a view to the implementation
of these plans, the United States has begun consultations with various governments
and has sought sites for bases - especially in the Mediterranean, it seems -
from which submarines equipped with Polaris rockets with nuclear warheads could
operate. In this connexion it has been said that they would try to establish
bases for submarines equipped with Polaris rockets in the ports of certain
Mediterranean countries which are mem:ers of NATO. There were immediate
reactions in those countries. loreover, in the American and international press
the story is being spread that no negotiations for an agreement concerning the use
of an Italian base for American submarines equipped with Polaris rockets can take
place before the legislative elections in Italy. It is also indicated in the
international press that other bases will be considered i t.e Italian Government
does not give its consent -~ as we hope it never will - to the statio..ing of these
submarines in an Italian port.

The reaction in Italy to the new United States plan, and the official
denials of %he Italian Government, are indeed additional proof - if proof were
needed - that the intention of certain Western countries to establish mobile
nuclear platforms permanently in the Mediterranean directed against the socialist
countries and all the other peace-loving countries of that region constitutes a

tremendous danger to the peace and security of that region.
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Like all th. other countries in the immediate vicinity of the Mediterranean,
our country views with particular concern these plans aimed at converting the
Mediterranean into a base for strategic nuclear weapcns. The Bulgarian people,
in common with all the other nations in the vicinity of the Mediterranean, is
most anxious that the entire region should be converted into an area free of
nuclear weapons and rockets.

Furthermore, the Western representatives have argued that thc establishment
oif a NATO multilateral force would not lead to a proliferation cf nuclear weapons,
and that on the contrary its purpose is to prevent such proliferation. But it
is obvious that not only the Western nuclear Powers but all the other members of
NATO will participate in decisioas concerning the use of the multilateral nuclear
force. The way in which decisions on the use of this force will be taken has

perhaps not yet been defined. - As the English newspaper The Cbserver rightly

stated on 17 February (page 10)s  '"On this essential point President Kennedy's
grand design was left vague." But in any case this decision will be taken with
the participation of the non-nuclear Powers in MATO. This fact in itself
implies not merely the possible but the actual proliferation of nuclear weapons.
For what is the use of giving the non-nuclear members of NATO the right to
participate in this multilateral force if they are to have no say in its use?
Moreover,; it is certainly not the possession of nuclear weapons which is most
important, but rather the power and z2bove all the will to use them.

In regard to the possibility of using nuclear weapons, we must not overlook
tie agreement signed between France and Western Germany and the opportunities
that it affords for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. West Germany, the heir
to the militarist tradition of pre-war Germany and of Hitler's Germany too, is
making tremendous efforts to equip its army with nuclear weapons.

Some spealers have taken it upon themselves to award, so to speak, a certificate
of good conduct to the Federal Republic of Germany. In his statement on
18 February Mr. Foster, the United States representative said:s

"The Feceral Republic of Germany is now a peaceful democracy."

(ENDC/PV.99,p.34)
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He added that by the treaty of 1954 it had rencunced nuclear weapons completely.
However, the efforts of the militarists and leaders of West Germany to equip the
Bundeswehr with nuclear weapons are well known. For a long time past West German
Statesmen have been saying that they would not be able to send their 'soldiers

into a war against the Soviet Union and tie other socialist countries if they did
not have nuclear weapons. In the nctorious memcrandum of the Bundeswehr generals
cf 1960, the Flhrungsstab of the Bundeswehr declared:

(Contirued ir English)

"The soliers of the Bundeswehr have the right to weapons which are
at least equal to those of their opponents. Their responsibility to the
nuclear armament, which has become indispensable to the shield forces.™

(Continued in Frenoh)

Still more recently, at an election meeting in August 1951, Chancellor
Adenéuer saids

"As Chancellor of the Pereral Republic, I would never have sent German

soldiers not equipyped with nuclear weapons against an enemy which was

equipped with such weapons.?

Only yesterday the New York Times quoted statements mace by von Hassel, the new

West German Minister of Wars

(Continued in English)

"... he stressed the German cemand for Pershing missiles, wiose 400-mile
range places them somewnhere between tactical and strategic weapons®.

(Continued in French)

Now that the way to tihe equipment of the Bundeswehr with nuclear weapons
has been freed of'impediments by the agreements between France and Test Germany
and by the plans for a multilateral force in which West Germany's views will
count for a great deal, the Bundeswehr generals will be able to equip their units
with nuclear weapons, their dream from the outset. These plans for the creation

of a NATO multilateral force, the search for new bases for American nuclear weapons,
and the opportunities which the new agreements concluded between France and
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West Germany provide for the proliferation of nuclear weapans, are develo ments
which cannot fail to cause concern among the public and create wn atmosphere of
fear and distrust among the nctions. Hot only is such an atmosphere unpropitiocus,
but it constitutes an obstacle to any tangiole progress in the work of the
Committee on Disarmament. That.is why steps must be taken to nip these plans in
the bud in order to allay the anxieties of the peoples.

The declaration proposed &, tie Soviet Union on renunciatiocn of the use of
foreign territories for staticning strategical means of delivery of uvclzar
weapons {ENDC/75) meets this urgent need, and can also exercise a very great
influence in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

depresenting a country wh ch is deeply concerned that there should be no
mobile nuclear bases whether afloat or at anchor in the Mediterranean, the
delegation of tie People's Republic of Bulgaria is in favour of t.e earliest
possible discussion and immediate adoption of the measures contemplated in +%he
Soviet draft declaration.

In the last few days we have heard repeated statements by the Yestern
delegations on the flexibility of their position towards a nuclear test pan.

This morning we have heard yet another speaker, the repressntative of Italy,
vouching for the flexibility of the Western nuclear Powers. Hewever, during

the discussion it became clear that in actual fact it was only a question of
assertions of good intention unsupported by acts. But assertions alone would

not bevsuffioient to convince us cf the flexibility of the position of the

Western Powers on this important question. While waiting for them to take action
to match tie latest concessions made by the Soviet Union on the discentinuance of
nuclear tests - while waiting above all for Mr. Foster, the head of the United
States delugation, to return and to prove by acts and new proposals tie
flexibility of the Testern position towards nuclear tests — we might perhaps spend
our time in an urgent ancd thorough discussion with a view to the adoption of the
proposal submitted by the Soviet Union on renunciation of use of foreign territories

for stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons.
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I would point out that we are not in favour of referring this question of
the discontinuance of nuclear tests to the three-Power Sub-Committee. Perhaps
‘we could now deal with the other questions; and resume the discussion when
Mr. Foster returns. This is a question of procedure which must be settled here
in plenary meeting and not referred to the Sub-Committee. In this way the
Conference would be doing useful work which would create much more favourable
conditions for the solution of the other problems on our Committee's agenda,
including that of the discontinuance of nuclear tests, the prompt and final
solution of which depends solely on the good will of the Yestern nuclear Powers
are on a change of attitude by the United States Government in keeping with the
déclarations and statements it has made concerain its intention to conclude a
nuclear test ban treaty.

Asother gquestion to which I shouléd 1ike to draw the attention of the members
of the Committee is the specific proposai made by the Soviet representative in
his statement on 20 FPebruary (ENDC/PV.100,p.36) that a non-agression pact should
be concluded between the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the States
parties to the North Atlantic Treaty (EHDC/77). Such a non-agression pact
would undoubtedly be of very great importance in improving the international
‘situation, and would create really favourable conditions for the discussion and
solution of disarmament problems, particularly as the States which are members
of these alliances have the strongest military forces and the most modern
armaments.

I would remind you that when the Soviet Government first made this proposal
on 10 January 1958, the People's Republic of Bulgaria immediately supported it;
A‘deolanation unanimously adopted by the Bulgarian National Assembly states
"Such an agreement would fully correspond to the interests of Buropean peoples

and contribute to the strengthening of security in Europe and the world".

Attempts were made by certain Western countries, and in particular by the
United States representative, on the very day wien this proposal was introduced
by the Soviet representative; to deny the usefulness of a discussion of this

question at our Conference. e do not wish to dwell on the various arguments
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advanced. by the United 3States representative. e shall siate our views on vhem when
this question avvears on our agenda.

e should like Vo point out, however, thad all the States members of the
Committee, whether non-aligned or belonging to the above-mentioned miliﬁary‘
grouns, as well as every owher cduntry in the world, are very much interesied in
the negotiation and conclusion of such a pach. Several regresentatives cf the non-
aligned countries have already drawn attention 4o the significance of the conclusion
of such a non-aggression nact between the two great military blocs. A% the sane
time they have emphasized the greal impordance and favourable influence that such
an agreement would have on our Conference's worx and on “he solubion of “he various

A

problems on its agenda, particularly as regards a favourable outbcome o our main

tasx ~ Vhe prevaration of a ireaty on general and complete disarmament.

“he delegation cf the Peozle's Republic of Bulgaria is of +he oinion thatb
this question, the imucrtance of which is obvious o everyone, even to those whe
have sough?t to deny the usefulness of discussing it at our Conference, should be

thoroughly debated as soon &s Hossible and should be unanimously sumnporied by all

the members of our Commitiee.

“he CHAIZIAN (Union of 3oviet Socialis® Republics) (4ranslation from

ussian): As the renresenvative of the Sovied Union, I wish %c set forth some
considerations on the question c¢f “he prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. In the
first place, I should likxe %o say that we have listened wi“h interest tc the sub—
stantive statement made by the renresentative of Bulgaria. 4s for the s¥atement
of the redresenvative of Italy, as was to be expecved he convinued t¢ sing in tune
with the United States, beth on the question of nuclear weanon vests and on other
questions which the Commitiee is discussing. “his vosition of the revresentative
of Italy is unlixely, of course, %o heln forward the solution of the imsortant
problems before us.

In the statemen®s of many rewnresentatives which we nave heard during the
debate there was a feeling of concern about the situation of the »roblem of pro-

hibiting nuclear tests. Ve share these apoprehensions. In spite of +the
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constructive steps taken recently by the Soviet Government with 2 view tc
eliminating all the remaining difficulties which prevent us from reaching,
agreement, we unfortunately cannot speak oI any real progress in the negotiations.
On the contrary, there are reasons to fear, as some representatives have rightly
pointed out, that the favourable opportunity for reaching agreement may bevlost.

The Soviet Union has consistently advocated and is still advocating the
conclusion of au agreement which would put an end to all experimental explosions
of nuclear weapons. T shall recall the main steps taken in this direction by
the Soviet Government.

The Soviet Union was one of the initiators of the preparation of an
agreement on the prohibition of nuclear tests. The well-known Soviet Union
proposals on disarmanent 6f 10 May 1955 (DC/SC.1/26/Rev.2) included the
cessation oi tests as a priority measure. That was eight years ago.
Tncidentally, the Western Powers for a long time refused altcgether to enter
into negotiations on this question.

The Soviet Union agreed to take as a basis for the preparation of an
agreement the recommendations drafted in 1958 Dby the Geneva conference of experts
(EKP/NUC/28), and at the beginning of the negotiations submiited a draft treaty
on the prohibition of tests (GZN/NT/1). Nevertheless, the possibility of an
agreement was destroyed by the stubborn attempts o the Western Powers to impose
their excessive demands for control and to remain free to continue to. test nuclear
weapons underground.

In an attempt to get the negotiations out of the deadlock, and taking into
account the advances made in science and technology, tue Soviet Union proposed in
November 1961 the conclusion of an agreement on the prohibitidn of all tests
with the use of national means of detection for control (GEN/DIN/110; ENDC/11).
The Western Powers met this proposal with bristling nostility. This was done
at & time when the President of the United Stetes, Mr. Kennedy, and the Prime
Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan, in a joint statement dated
3 September 1961 (GEN/DNT/120), admitted the possibility and adequacy of using

national means of control over the cessation of tests in three environments:s in



ENDC/PV. 101
21

(The Chairman, USSR)

the atmosphere, in outer space ané under water. Our Vestern partners in the
negotiations would do well to read ove now the statements they made when,
literally on thce eve oi the statement b, the President of the United States and
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, they were zealously trying to prove
that science did not make it possible to exercise control over t.ese types of
tests by the use of national means alcne.

Subsequently, faced with the need to agree to the use of naticnal means of
control over tlie cessation of tests in these three environments, the Western
Powers now want to make their bargaining point the cessation of tests underground,
and are trying in fact under the guise of control to obtain what they could not
achieve in earlier negotiations.

In this connexion we deem it necessary to stote briefly the pos tion of the
Soviet Union on t e question of the prohibition o tests, and to indicate th-
main points-of our differences with the Western Powers. At the same time, this
will be an aenswer to the questions raised here during the debate by the
representatives ol the non-aligned States. The Soviet delegation greatly
appreciates the desire of these States in th: Committee to male their contribution
towards resolving the difficulties still standing in the way of an agreement.

Some interesting remarks on this score heve been made by the representatives of
Brazil, sthiopia, the United Arab Republic, India, Mexico and Sweden.

National means alone ensure efiective control over all types o:i tests.

The Western Powers are tryin; to minimigze the significance for control
purposes of the national means at the disposal of the nuclear Powers and, as
Mrs. Myrdal, the Swedish representative, reminded us at our last meeting
(ENDC/PV.100, pp.26 et seq), at the disposal oi many non-nvclear States. We
should like to draw attention to national mecans of control and to stress that
States now have sufficiently effective instruments and sufficiently well-organiSed
control services to be able to rely on them completely.

An extensive, practically world-wid. network, formed by the combined national
systems of various States, is already exercising de facto control over nuclear

tests. Is not the efficiency of this control shown by the ‘etection of the
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French underground explosion in the Sahara in May 1962, and by the detection in
February 1962 of an underground explcsion in the Soviet Union, which had deliberately
not>Been announced in order to demonstrate the insincerity of those who asserted
that nuclear explosions could not be identified by national means of detection?
Moreover, it is not out of place to recall the embarrassment caused to the
organizers of an underground nuclear explosion in the State of New Mexio on
10 December 19&1. This test was intended to prove the possibility of
concealment, but was recorded in many countries far distant from the United States -
in Sweden, Japan, Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union, and others.

All these facts and the practical ex?erienoe of recent years have led to
the natu al and lo, ical conclusion that, in order to exercise control over the
observance of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear tests, there is no need
to set up a special system with international posis, inspection and other
elements. It is quite enough to use wnat States already have. A number of
statements have been made in this rega:d. I shall confine myself to quoting
two of them.

Dr. Don Leet, the leadin; seismologist at Harvard Universily, said the
following in an interview on 2 February 1963:

"There are no technical obstacles tc¢ the conclusion of an a_reement
between the United States and tiie Soviet Union on the prohibition of nuclear
testse! |

Then -Dr. Leet added:

"There is no need for on-site inspections.”

This was said by a most experienced, highly-authoritative specialist in seismology,
renowned far beyond the boundaries of the United States; and his conclusion is
confirmed by other sources.

Not long before the resumption of the Committee's work the ¥ew York Times

writer, John Finney, who .specializes in disarmament and nuclear weapon test

matters, wrotes
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"Official representatives believe that, due to improvements in
detection methods, the United States can fully rely on.iits own siations
outside Sovief territory leaders for the purpose of control over clandestine
underground explosions."

Mr. Finney went on to says

"Some oFf these stations are already working in conditions of strict
secrecy."

It is well known that several dozen such United States stations are situated in
the territories of States bordering on the Soviet Union, and that even -
representatives of those States have no right of access to them.

In short, no one who is unprejudiced can fail to admit that States have at
their disposal enough scientific and practical data to prove that compliance with
an agreement on the prohibition of tests in z2ll en&ironments, including underground
tests, can be successfully controlled by the national means of detection which
States have at their disposal. This is a>very important, one might even say a
decisive, situation, to which the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to draw
the attention of members of - the Committee.

4 In this connexion it should also be borne in mind that at the most recent
session of the General Assembly of the United Nations, the majority of the States
Members of this international Organization expressed their support of the
memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries (ENDC/28), which, as we know,
proposes thdt in carrying out control over the cessation of tests we should rely
on existing, that is national means of deteciion. By a majority of votes the
General Assembly approved this memorandum of the non-aligned countries as a

basis for agreement. The Assembly went even furtier and recommended thét,
whether or not an agreement was concluded, all nuclear weapon tests should cease
as from 1 January 1963 (4/RES/1762 (XVII)-ENDC/63).

We are unfortunately compelled to note, however, that, owing to the position
of the United States, there is neither an agreement nor a cessation of nuclear
tests. Nuclear explcsions are thundering in the State of Nevada. Although the
nuclear bombs are being exploded underground, the waves from these explowiuvis are
spread all over the globe, threatening the world with a new round of competitions

in carrying out tests.
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The number of on-site inspections and automatic seismic stations is not a

subject for bargaining.

The Western Powers are trying to justify the delay in concluding an agreement
by alleging that it is due to lack of agreement on an international control system.
Here in the Committee the representatives of the United States and the United
Kingdom have expressed the view that the main element of a system of control over
the cessation of tests is on-site inspection. Inspection is represented as a
panacea for all imaginable and unimaginable i1lls, and at the same time the
significance of national means of control is deliberately mininmized.

Sinoe\it is quite evident that no special intern: tional control is needed
in order to conclude an agreement, we naturally cannot help thinking that hidden
behind the demands for international on-site inspection are attemps to achieve
some other purpose having nothing to do with the task of keepin: watch on the
cessation of tests. Another legitimate question which arises is whether these
demands are not being made for the purpose of frustrating an agreemeht. After
all, the United States has in the past put forward the gquestion of control as a
convenient means of closing the door to an agreement. It has expen ed
considerable efforts and vast sums orn finding a "scientific" justification of
the nee.. for on-site inspections in all cases. The United States has placed on
this conference-table a number ol reports which claim to be higily scientific.

In this connexion we might mention the '"mew seismic data" (GEN/DNT/TWG.2/95
GEN/DNT/25), the Berkner repoit, (GEN/DNT/65), and the "Vela" project (ENDC/45).
These reports have different titles and different prefaces, but the trend and
intentions are tho same: 1o select, or rather to arrange, such data and
conclusions as confirm tue official pulsi+inal line concerning the need for on-site
inspection. Bverything else, whetiner the views of Unitew «..4nq goientists or
the conclusions of scientists of other countries, which have run counter “his
line have been ignored or simply, cast aside. If the facts militated against

this thesis, then according to the advocates of on-gite inspection it was just

so much the worst for the facts.
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I repeat, it is perfectly clesar to us what the motives are behind this
stubbornness of the Western Powers in regard to on-site inspection and other
international elements of control. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union, with the sole
object of speeding up the achievement of azreement on t:.e prohibition of all
nuclear weapon tests, decided to meet the Western Powers and to make an important
political concession. The Soviet Government agreed that contrcl over the
implementation of an agreement on the prohitition of nuclear weapon tests,
based on the national means of States, should include the following three important
international elementss

1. Two to three cn-site inspections a year on the territory of each
nuclear Power,

2 The installation of taree automatic seismic stations on the'territbry
of each nuclear FPower. The stations may also be situated on the
territories of non-n.clear States, naturally with the consent of their
governments (ENDC/73).

3, The establishment of an international commission of scientists, as
proposed by the eight non-aligned States members of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee.

In agreeing to the quota of twe to three inspections a year and to the
installation of three automatic seismic stations on the territory o each nuclear
Power, the Soviet Government was not making a routine concessinn in the process
of bargaining, as some representatives have tried, and are still trying, to make
out in this Committee. Nos in actual fact we agreed to something which, in view
of the efficiency of national systems for detecting nuclear explosions, is
superfluous and unnecessary for conirol over a tre ty. But a compromise is a
compromise, and it is not always the most rational solution when one of the sides
in the negotiations is deliberately trying to pile up obstacles.

The figure of two to three inspections a year on the territory of each nuclear
Power which we have proposed, like the figures named by the Western Powers, is
of course the result of a political solution. It should be borne in mind that

the principle of an inspection guota was put forward b; the Western Powers
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themselves as a way of settling difierences. This proposal was first made b
Mr. Macmillan, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, waien he visited Moscow
in February 1959. lioreover, the United Kingdom has regarded this approach as a
purely political one frcm the outset.

As for the actual figure of two to three inspections z year, it is not a
chance one. Before the Soviet CGovernment decid.d to put it forward, tie
representatives of the Western Powers had given us to understand that that figure
would suit them comyletely. During the present debate the representative of
Bulgaria, Mr. Tarabanov, and the representative of the United Arab Republic,

V-, Hassam, recalled statements by the United Kingdom delegation to the effect
that if the Soviet Union were to return to its proposal for an inspection quota
-— and everyone knows that we proposed three inspections a year, —-- then
agreement could be reached immediately. Furthermore, in private talks the
United States represeniatives mentioned to us the figure of two to four
inspections a year, which would fully satisfy the United States. Having
weighed up all these statements by the representatives of the “estern Powers
statements, which, I would stress, were made through different channels - the
Soviet Government decided to put forward its new proposals.

These propcsals were set forth in the letter from IMr. Khrushchev, Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, to the President of the United States,
dated 19 Deceiber 1962 (ENDC/Z3).

After that concession on our prrt it might have been expected that the
preparation of a final agreemant would Le a matter of days, if the other side
sincerely wished to settle the questicn. With th=t in mind, the Soviet Government
accepted the proposal of the United States of America to hold negotiations in
New York and in ti:is connexion to postpone the resumption of the work of the
Eighteen—Nation,Committee. During the negotiations in New York and Washington
we did everything in our power to achieve positive results. Considering that,
as a result of the steps -aken by the Soviet Union, agreement had in fact been
reached on the basic question of the: inspection quota, tae Soviet Government
agreed to an exchange of views on a number of questions relating to the practical

aspects of the organization of control.
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We were entitled to expect that the United States would respond to the good
will which we showed with similar good will. Unfortunately, however, the other
sicfe responded differentlys it put forward more and more new demands, with
the obvious inte.ition of diverting the question from the cleared way to agreement
into an impassable quagmire of tecknical discussions and'disputes and of haggling
for as many inspection and automatic stations as possible. Having met this
opposition from the United States, we were compelled, in order to solve the
problem of the cessation of nuclear tests, to raise the question of transferring
the negotiations from the United States to the Eighteen-Nation Committee at
Geneva.

Durinz the negotiations in New York and Washington, and in our Committee,
cince nothing has yet changed here either, the represen-atives of the United
States and the United Kingdem have been trying to make a bargaining point out of
& question on which we considered, judging from their earlier statements, that
we had agreed. Apparently they take the line that, since the Soviet Union has
agreed to their own proposal for two to three inspections, they may as well
try now to get a few more insp ctions, At our meeting on 12 February Mr. Godber
stated that, since the Soviet Union is a very large coun ry, it would not
embarrass it to accept a few more and raise the figure of inspections
(ENDC/PV.96,pp.3l,32). But this kind of argument can be used only by those who
are concerned not abcut the fate of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear
tests, but about other matters which have nothing to do with the task of
verifying compliance with such an agreement.

Now let us take up the questicn of automatic seismic stations. Here again,
we get the impression thet tne United States and the United Kingdom are trying
to complicate the negotiations by puttin: forward demands for the largest possible
number of these staticus. We proposed thiat automatic seismic stations should be
installed, not because they are necessary for control over the cessation of tests,

but solely to facilitate the achievement of an agreement.
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Before the Soviet Government expressed its willingness to agree that
automatic seismic stations should be visited by international personnel, the
representatives of tne iestern Porers showed no great intsrest in thest staticns.
They talked a lot about their doubts regarding the usefulness of setting up
such stations,; their elficiency, the conditions of tiheir operation, and so
forth. But when the Soviet Union agreed that international personnel should
bring the sealed instruments to automatic stations on the territory of the
Soviet Union and shoul. bring tiiem back to the international centre — that is
to say, when there opencd up possibilities of sendin; foreign personnel into
the Soviet Union -~ the Western Powers abruptly changed their attitude towards
these stations, They are now insisting on the installation of the greatest
possible number of automatic seismic stations in the Soviet Union. The
legi .imate question arises: what purpose is served by these demands? In any
case, the purpose is not that of control over an agreement on the cessation of
tests.

The two to three inspections a year and the three automatic seismic
stations which we propose represent a substantial addition to the already
adequate control which can be organized on the basis of the use of existing
national systems, as nas been proposed in particular in the memorandum of the
eight non~aligned countries (ENDC/28). Such control would fully satisfy us.
If one looks at things objectively, this proposition alsc fair to the Western
Powers. But we are faced with the Western Powers' rigid - -policy and their
obvious unwillingness to abandon demands which are preventing vrogress towards
agreement.

The position of the Western Powers, if we consider its actual gistz can
be summed up as followss MAccept our new conditions, égree to increase the
number of inspections and automatic stations,; or else there will be no agreement'.
And apparently in order to reinforce the gravity of this demand, which is

essentially an ultimatum, the United States has proceeded to conduct nuclear
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tests in violation of resolution 1762(XVII) of the United Nations General
Assembly (ENDC/63). Statements are being made in the United States - and echoes
of them can be heard here in the statements of the United States delegation ~ that
this is being done in order to bring pressure to bear on the Soviet Union. Is
this not a policy of "all or nothing", in its most expressive and provocative
form?  Lttempts to represent this United States position here in the negotiations
as flexible cannot delude anyone. But it is those who believe that they con
achieve their purpose in this way who are profoundly deluding themselves. The
language of ultimatums ond attempts to exert pressure on the Soviet Union will lead
to no good. Unreasonable haggling sometimes leads to a situction in whiel those
who ask too high & price lose everytaing.

In order to mislead the members of the Committee and the world, the
United States and United Zingdom representetives are assertinz that their
position on control over tie cessation of nuclear tests, and porticularly on the
number of inspections and tihe number of automatic seismic stations, is based on
scientific reasons. These assertions by the United States and United Kingdom
representatives in no way correspond to the facis. As we have said before,
the position of the Western Powers is dictated by reasons which are very far
removed from science.

To what I have already said on this subject, I can add the following. The
representatives of the United States sueak of an equal inspection quote end an
equel number of automatic seismic stobions for their own territory and for the
territory of the Soviet Union. It is well kncwn, however, that the territory
of the United States is many times more seismic then the territory of the Soviet
Union. Every year considerably more seismic phenomena occur in the United
States which, according to the position of the United States delegation, would
call for on-site inspection. This was pointed out, for example, by the
United States scientist Dr. Latter, wiho is in the service of the United States
Atomic Energy Commission, in his report to Congress on 19 4pril 1960. It can
sasily be seen that, if we were to follow the position taken by the United States
representatives and meke “%he number of inspections depend on tae number of

unidentified events, o ;reater number of inspections would have to be carried out
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in the United States tian in the Soviet Union. But the United States does not
propose that. Is you see, in regard to the quota it refers to science, but ects
according to what is to the adveantage of the United States. It acts on the
basis of purely political positions. ,

At the meeting on 18 February 1963, Mr. Foster in féct confirmed that the
United States demends in regard to an inspection quota are in no way determined
by scientific reasons, although he referred to a scientifiec approach. Just look
at what - save the mark! - scientific arguments were put forward to justify the
United States position in this matter:

"Three would not only be far too small a proportion: it would be
patently inadequate even if the unidentified earth tremors were'many

fewer than our scientists say." (ENDC/PV.99, ».21)

In other words, whatever the conclusions of the scientists may be, however small
the number of unidentified and suspicious events may be, the figure of three
inspections a year does not suit the United States. That is the gist of the
matter; that is where tie dog lies buried, as the saying goes, and not in
science,

The demand for as great a number of on-site inspections as possible, for as
great a number of autometic seismic stations as possible, and for the consequent
large number of visits by foreign personnel to the_territories of the parvies to
the treaty, cannot fail ‘o arouse concern. This concern will be particularly
intelligible if one considers that the military staffs of the Vestern countries
are trying by all possible means to obtein intellijzence information for the
preparation of plens to decl bloﬁs at the vital centres of tae Soviet Union and
other socialist countries,

The guarantee of the success of “he negotiations lies_in solving the basic

issues.

Our Committee has been entrusted with the solution of highly-important
political problems, waici may have exceptionally serious consequences for the
development of world history and mankind. This alone implies that a fundamental
statesmanlike approach is essential for the success of our work. Only thus can

we lay a firm foundation for peace. Ve appeal to the Western Powers to agree

to this.
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It cannch be denied thab the compromice proposdls of the Soviet Union on the
cezsation of nuclear bests go & long wey towards meebing the podition of the
United States of ’weirics ard talie into account the interests of bobth sides. Our
propasals both on an iuspection gquota and on the rumber of auhomatic seismic

glations are fully adequate for exercising additional or, so to speak, reinsured

cendrol over an agrecveat on the cessetion of nucleax ﬂests, over and above the
sufficiently eifachive control whish can be ensurazd by national means.

What is now requived from ouw nartners in the negotiailons, and above zll

smeticw, is bo taks the first constructive step and to
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the basis of the compromise widch it has itsc¢1f proposed.

&z &

b

reach agrsemen

b

Tho Sovied Tmicn iz cnbitied to expect sueh a sben, since in bvhet event tie
dnited States would in fact cbbalia what was originally suggested by itself.
o o
We have heaid statemsnits here to the effect that. if agreement could nob be
. L)

voached on the basgic issues; we should perhaps turn ouvr abttention to other

quegwiong, cciacernsd wivh details of bhe ‘conirol syetem, ar discnss them all

cilasilvaneousiy . o considew that we should reach agreement on all outstanding
questions, insluding procedure for Lalking decisions on the ‘dispatch of
incpechion tear, on vhe compovitior of the imsgeetion teams, om methods of

conducting inspecticns, on the area Zor verification, and so forth. Nevertheless,

.

of negetlation in thic zezerd heve taught ns all to be cautious of

preposels te deal witih tecianical quecvions while the basic quastions remain

ausolved. On meny octesions ia vhe sastv, intercaitional negotiations have ended

in failure becauses, instead of dcolin: with the DHagic aueshions, the participants
‘¢ - ' b

began to deal with geccndaxy questicns and. of course, got stuclk in them.

In the light of that insiructive experience iv may be said that if no agree—
meat is reached on the vasic cucstions in our negotiations on the cessation of

o

tests, we cannoh capect thotv the discusszion of other elements of the control
system will bring us closer to thc desired zoal. On the conbrary, we dre
profoundly convinced tast such an approach in the »recent circumstances,; afiér
more then three veors of negotiations, can only delay the rezching of ayreément.
Ve must guard zgainst the erroneous view that wvecanical studies will help us

;0 solve the problem of %he inspection quots and the number of automatic seismic
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stations. If one of the sides wishes to protract the negotiations and expects
by haggling to obtain as much as possibleAfor itself to the detriment of the
other side, then differences between svecialists, particularly when created
artificially, may serve as a plausible vretext for placing new obstacles in the
path of agreement.

Ve have already nad not a few examples of this in the negotiations on tie
question of the cegsation of nuclear tests. I shall adduce one of them. it
the meeting between Soviet scientists and their United States and United Jingdom
colleagues in November and December 1959 (GEN/DNT/TW:.2/PV.1-21), the Soviet
scientists showed the inconsistency of the so-czlled "new seismic data" which tae
United States used as a justification for its refusal to agree to the proaibition
of underground tests (GELI/DWT/TWG.2/9; GEN/DNT/25). But whe’ was the answer
to this in 19597 On 29 December 1959 the then rresident of the United States
of America, lir. Eisenhower, made a declaration in wiich, using as a pretext the
lack of agreement among the scientists in evaluating data, he said that the
United States no longer regarded itself as bound by obligations to refrain from
conducting nuclear tests. This was followed by well-known events of which I
need not remind you.

The fact I have mentioned is not an igolated one. That is why we cannot
agree that now, in the absence of ayreement on the basic questions, the Committee
should be diverted to discussing other elements of control., To enter into the
discussion of various xinds of administrative and technical measures before
settling the basic questvions would mean losing perspective and evading the main
issue.

The line taken by the representatives of the United Stabtes and the United
Kingdom in the negotiations in New York and Wasiington and here in the Committee
must be placed in direct relationship with the resumption of underground nuclear
weapon tests by the United States. Ve have just received information tnet
yesterday two new powerful underground nuclear explosions were carried out in
the United States. This, apparently, is an eloquent reply 4o the following
statement made by the Indian representative at our last meetiny, from whica I

shall quote briefly as follows:
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"We all know thai if once tests start they lead to other tests.
Incidentally, I may say that we afe grateful that, althougzlh there has
been one announcement of a test since the beginning of the year, for a
time there has been a lull énd no tests are being carried out at

present. We hope that lull will continue ...* (ENDC/PV.100.:.19)

The answer to this ansreal, as you see, was a constructive one. The United
States Government issued zn open challenge to the peoples whose will was expressed
in resolution 1762 adosved by the United Nations General Assenbly at its
seventeenth session. The United States has thus assumed a grave responsibility.
In sonducting nuclear %tesits on the eve of the resumption of the work of +he
Eighteen-Nation Committee, the United States Government could not of course fail
to be aware:that it was deliberately dealing a blow to the negotiations. In
this connexion I should like to remind the Committee of the reaction of +the
Government of the Soviet Union. The following was stated in the Tass communiqué
of 12 February with regard to this .challenge:

"The resumption of nuclear %tests by the United States throws light

on the reason why the United States and other Western Fowers did not

support the aforementioned resolution of the United Nations Genexral

Assembly."

(The reference is to %he General Assembly's resolution No. 1762 calling for
cessation of all tests as from 1 January 1963.)

"What was hidden has come into the light, and it is now pariicularly

evident by what considerations the United States Government was guided

in its approach to tie Soviet Government's new proposels on a nuclear

test ban, which were expounded in recent messages from tae Chairmen of

the Council of wministers of the Soviet Union, N.S. Khrusicnev, to

President Kennedy of the United States."

Further on, the communigué states:

"Further nuclear explosions bezan thundering in the United States

on the eve of the resumption of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee

on Disarmament in Geneve. They 2re bound to complicate the negotiations

in Geneva, and wiil meke more difficult the achievement of an agreement

on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, and indeed the whole work of

the Eighteen-Nation Committee." (ENDC/76).
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The Soviet Union remeins firm in its conviection that, despite the complications
created by the actions of the United Siates at the present time, there are still
possibilities for feachin; without delsy an honest and fair agreement that
would savisfy all parties. The Soviet Government has made great efforts and
~ has gone far to meet the Vestern Powers, having agreed to their Proposal on viae
number of inspections, and aas agreed to the installation of tiree automatic
stations, It did so exclusively in order fo contribute as much as possible to
the ereation of favourable conditions for agreement. If the other nuclear
Powers participating in tihe negotiations will also show a consiructive apsroaci,
it will be possible to reach rapid agreement on the cessation of all nuclear
weapon tests for all time.

In conclusion, I should like to say a few words on the procedure for our
future work, In the statements of all representatives in the Committee, great
attention has been paid to the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon
tests. In view of the jreat interest aroused by this urgent »roblem, which is
ripe for solution, it would seem advisable after the conclusion of the general

debate to continue to discuss it in plenary meetings, and not to refer it to the

Three—Power Sub-Committee at this stage. In saying this, we base ourselves
on the fact that the Sub-Committee has quite recently, in January, discussed
this question in New Yorl: end Washington. It would therefore be best at tuis
stage to discuss the question of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests in
plenary meetings. This does not mean vhat the Soviet Union is altogether
against the Three~Power Sub-Committee.

With regard'to the order in which we should consider other problems which
are awaiting their turn for consideration in the Committee and for our decisions,
the remerks made by the Soviet delegation in this regard at tae last meeving, on

20 February, (ENDC/PV,100,P.41), are sbtill valid.

lir. BURNS (Canada): Before starting my remarks I should like, as others
have done, to welcome once more to our midst and to our deliberations our gzood
colleage wmr, Barrington, from whom we confidently expect further contributions

to our work.
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My statement this morning will be about the test ban. e have now listened
to the preliminary views of mes members of +his ConZerence on that subject, and
& number of valuable suggzestions concerning how the negotiations should move
forward have been made and deserve furthex attenticn. The Canadian delegetion
was very glad to hear the exposition waich weu have just made, iir. Chairman,
of the position of the Soviet Union. I thinlt that was given in response o
some requests or suggestvions made by some of the representatives of non-aligned
countries who have spolken. I would not say that there was anything that you
have said which has not been made fairly cleex before regardiﬁg the position of
the Soviet Union. Nevertheless the Canadicn delegation will study it wib
great attention, and hopes to fiud in it some grounds for optimism regarding
the progress of the negobtiations on this vidal subject., We were pleased to
hear your final words, al any ratc, on thai matter, which were that the Soviet
Union was still hopeful +that an agreement céuld be rcached.

We were also. pleased 40 hear your view thet, considering +2e interest shown
by all delegations in the cubject of nuciear weapon tests, after the end of the
general debate in which we are still engaged Giscussion on that subject suould
be carried on in plenary meetings. The Canedian delegation is in favour of
that approach. We fcel “hat the debate since the Conference resumed on
12 February shows that “here is no room for doub’ which subject should engage our
main attention and our efforts from +this momen® until a solution is found. Without
exception the representatives of non-aligned countrics who have spoken have
emphasized that at this stege the negotintic: of o tost ban is our first respon—
sibility. The Canadian delegaticn wezaly welsomes the interventions of tlose
wembers of the Commitiee, and beireves <that they have both emphasized the vital
importance of the test ban and also offered valuable suggestions on how we should
proceed with the negotiations., We aro also giad thaet the statements of Lihe
representatives of the Testern nuclear Powers show tha’ they wish to see the
negotiation of an effective test barn agrcemsnt treated as the matter of highest
priority in the weeks to come. The Canadian delegation would strongly object
to any suggestion that this Conference should turn to the discussion of eny mgtter
except a test ban until we are essured that the negotiation of this subject has
" been seriously undertalien and is beinz conducved in & manner which promises %o
yield concrete results -~ and that, in our view, means bthat there should be

dixect negotiations on tirese matters proceeding bebween the nuclear Powers.
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I have said that the Canadian delegation has been impressed, in the course of
our recent dehate; by the observations of representatives of “ie eight non-aligned
members of our Commitiee. I c¢hould like briefly to review some of those
stggestions which seem t0 me to merit further consideration.

First I should like %o support the statemen® of the representetive of
Brazil, who reminded us a2ll on 15 February (ENDC/2V.98,pp.11l et seq.) that tais
Conference must fulfil the responsibility whicia 22s been entrusted to it by the
United Nations: +to reach, in the near future, an agreement to ban all nuclear
weapon tests. We have an unambiguous mandate from world opinion, expressed
most recently in resolubion 1762 (XVII), and my colleague from Brazil wes right
in reminding us of our jrave moral responsibility to carry out the task that we
have been assigned. 411 +the nations of the world are united in calling for
the early conclusion of an agreement Lo ban tests, 4t this moment, when the
obstacles which have blocied the nezotiations on a treaty have been so
substantially reduced, world opinion will not understand any slackening in our
efforts to resolve this issue, and it is up to us to show that tais Conference
deserves the trust whiclh las been placed in ib.

Like other speakers before me, I wish to pay a special tribute to the
representative of the United Arab Republic for the contribution he made to our
discussion on 18 February (ENDC/PV.S9, pp.9 et sego) . The questions which
Mr, Hassan posed on that occasion should stimulate our further negotiations.
They clarified for us %he substance of the presen’ stage of vae negotiations
between the nuclear Powers on the test ban issue, and also pointed the way %o
overcoming what are essentially difficulties of rocedure. Cn ‘the substance of
the issue the represeniative of the United Arab Republic recalled that in the
course of several hundred meetings between the tihree nuclear Powers until November
1961 an encouraging measure of agreement had been reached on & broad range of
technical matters upon wiich the three rowers must now complete negotiations, if
a treaty is to be concluded. He suggested that it would be helpful if the
agreement achieved in “ais earlier work could be reaffirmed, or if the two sides
could at least make clear “ie ocxtent to which their respective positions remain
the same or the points on which their present positions differ from those tiey
previously took., We heve neerd a oreliminary answer from the United States

delegation to that question, end we hope that the Soviet delegatvion will see fit

to amplify what was seid this morning in more specific answers to it.
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The delegation’ ol ille'United ireb Republic devoted some atiention also Ho
exploring what is the mos{ obvious noin’% of difference between 4he two sides ot tie
moment, namely the numbei of annual on-site inspections which would be dermitted
under a test ban treaty (ibid. p.12). Its analysis of the question showed that
the positions adopted by tle two sicdes with respect +to numbers, if they were to
follow through logically, demand that both sides adopt an atbiltude of flexibility.

Un the one side the Soviev Union agrees taat taree annual ins-eciions re:resent
no threat to its nationcl safety. % is hard Vo understand way a somewist larger
number would involve any real danger to its legiltimate security intverests
regarding which we bave leard certein doubts expressed.

This question of ©ae number of inspections ouzht to be looked at according
to the scale of what is involved. It is a quesiion of relativity, to use &
perhaps rather pompous hrese. I have on the wall of my office a map of viaat great
country, the Soviet Union. It is not o seeret many I bought it in e shod. Lookin
at that mep I noted tha’ Uthe Soviet Union extends some 9,000 Zilometres from
east to west on the sixtieth parallel of latitude, and some 4,000 kilometres from
north to south. On my a5 the distance from east to west is roughly 120 centimetres.
I am sorry that I do not have the map here to show my colleagues, for it is said thav
a graphic illustration is worth eny number of words, but on it tie extent of the
Soviet Union is about tle same as frow my left sioulder to tie end of the fingers
of my right hand. 4s I uwnderstand it, the area waich is proposed for any omne
inspection is 80C squaxe lzilometres, ox an area witi a radius of about 15 zilometres.
On the same scale, tha’ would represen’ an aree about tne same as taat of the lead
in my pencil, VWhat is the difference in that very big ares between the tiree
inspections which represent no danger and the ei;at inspections called for by the
Western rowers? It seems 1o me thal here we are balking in infinitesimals.

There is no teal, serious daifference between them.

The question of *ie loecation and number of automatic seismological siations
is one which is tied closely to tbe problems of seismological science, and with whic:
I certainly am not comzetent to deal. iowever, vhe difference between tiaree and
the number of seven waick lir. Foster wes saying constitutes the present United

States suggestion does not seem to me to be a very serious question.
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The United States cad <wne United lingdom have accepted thae application of
on-site inspection to some proportion of the unidentified evenis reporied by the
detection systen. Thav imzlies thet = measure of flexibilily exists for Hae
Western side witin respect o what this Hroportion siould be. The Canadian
delegation welcomes t:e recffirmation by lr. Fosver in his s)eecia last Tednesday
(ENDC/PV.lOU, po.5 et set;) that the est is in fzel prepared to show flexinility
in that respect. In tae light of vihose statemenvs, my delezebion believes that
there is no reason to De discouraged vy the presen’ difference of view over numbers,
and that those around this table wao ove emphasized that this question need not
present an insuperable obsitacle are fully justified.

If that is the case, “ie immedicte problem before this Conference is one of
negotiating proced.uré° fere again tle United irab Republic resresentative lad
valuable sugzestions vo maze (ENDC/}V.99, p.15), end he was sudported by tle
representative of India, =mong otiners. Juite rigntly, the United irab Rezublic
representative described blie present rocedural difficulty as similar to tie old
puzzler: which comes firsb, the chiclien or the egz? (ibid., ».17) . In otler
words, it is not wortn wesiing our time to try o find a direct answer to tais
question.

Now that a firm basis for tne megotiations aas been establisied by tle
excnange of correspondence petween Fresident {ennedy and Cheirmen Khrushciiev
(ENDC/T3, T74), no one wis..és to see ¥he talks bo_sed down in the discussion of
peripheral technical devoils. But, os & first sves to real nezoviation, i is
of the utmost importance %:et each side have a clear idea of what the obler side
is talking about. The rejresentative of the United iArab R2esublic and oviers
have suggested a variebty of ways waica would hel> bo get real anejotiations under way
at the present time.

A suggestion whic.. my delegation believes to deserve paryicular attenvion
would be for one or otaer of the nuclear Powers or voth of them to submiv revised
draft treaties - pmossibly with the nwaber of inspections anc o vomatic stetions
bracketed - which woull set out in some detail taedir respeétive nositions on 21l
the major elements of the test ban system. Tie resresentative of the Soviev
Union has emphasized %heb his Government has made 2 major concession in accelving

the principle of two or %aree annual on-site insZeclions. ‘'he Canadian delezation
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is grateful for that stey forward. But how is the other side to assess e value
of that concession uniil it has a more precise idea of what the Soviet Uniun
undcrstands these on-site inspections would involve?  To ged the negobievions
going, it is surely nol tnreasonable %o ask the representative of the Soviet Union
to tell us his Government's ideas resnecting how +le inspections will be carried
out, who will do whe inspecting, wiat will be the area to be scrutinized, and what
are the methods which will set the insjection jrocess in movion — all subjechs
which he mentioned brieily his morning.

The representative of india made snother useful suggestion, and I guobde
from the verbatim record:

"...if there is Qifficulty of any ind in reaciing an a2 reed figure in

the matter of inspeciions, then why should not both sides azree thal %le

treaty should contain a clause wroviding for the reconsideration of .

number of on-site insjections after & period of one yeer, wiich numbewr

should be changed oaly if both sides agree?  That is Yo say, the treaity is

not to be tempqrary; it will be firm and jermenent, and %he number of

inspections will be tlere and will not be allered unless both sides e ree.

The point here is that if science makes furtler advences in the next year

or in the nexit two years, then change in tiie number cen ve made; . bud

there is to be no chanye or alteravion of tie treaty, tinere is to be

no- setting back of the treaty, whe treaty itself is permanent. i

change in numbers would be made only if it were agreed upon by both sides."

(ENDC/PV.10C, p.17).

3 =L

The Canadian delegacion does notu asix that all those quesiions be subnitvted
for immediate examireiion by the full membership of the Commitiee, but we do
believe that this Cormitvtee has a rijal o demand the assurance that neyotiation
on them has been underialzen and underielzen seriously. Once taat has been done,
as the representative of Sweden poinied out (ibid., ».28), there will be a number
of important technical nmetters to the solution of which individual non-nuclear
members of tinis Conference can no doub’ make o useful contribution. Canada
would be willing Yo convrivute in any wey it cau. e are all eager to see
thet stage reached, and what we ask of the nuclear Fowers is baad they voie tne
indispensable first ste; “oward serious negotiabion in whatever forum and i

whatever way they believe offers the best prospect for progress.
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In conclusion I feel I can do no better than 4o quote once more from e
speech made by the resresentative of “ae United .Lreb Republic on 18 Februery.
de said:

"... the nuclear arties face taeir sreatest challenge since tle
beginning of this Coanference. “ney will not be able to convince %iae
world of their sincerity of purnose, they will not be able %o silence
their detractors wrio Gescribed our whole endecvour, even vefore it
started, as an 'exercise in futility'!, if %hey do not find, and quiclly,

a permanent settlement Yo the tesi-ban problen." (EWDC/2V.99, .17

The Canadian delegzation 20des that 4iah chellenge will be telen up at once Dy
the nuclear Powers and So% they will vegin tine fincl round of decisive negotiation

without delay.

r, CLVLLLEYCI (I%ely) (irenslation from French): I wish only to malke

a few brief remarks concerning certein of today's statements, and first of all
concerning the correciness of the verociim record. I thinz Yhst the rejresentative
of Bulgaria, wr. arabenov, séid thoy in my stetement of 18 February I exiressed
doubts concerning the jood feith of tie delegations of the socialist countries.
I did not say that, and whet I said wes as follows:
"Since we do noY deny the _ood faith of our rartnersy we ex.
sect our own good feivh also o we cccepted, and the use of terms and
the imputation ol iiolives which uay narm our comuon effort and discredit

our Conference o Je ovoided in our discussions." (ENDC/2V.99 p.32)

Zs to the question of ctomic submerine bases in Italy, it is herdly necessary
for me to assure ikr. Vercbenov that Itely hes et aeart, at least as muca as
Bulgaria, the maintenance of peace everywhere and particularly in the l.editerranean.
I thank lr. Tarabanov for 1is advice not to set u> submerine bases in our country.
I wish to point out, aowever, that sucl questions are, and alweys will be,
decided by the Italian Government in the free exercise of its full soverei_aty,
in agreement with its allies, and in conformity with Italian DHolicy, whicia is to
guarantee the security of tie Italizn and all other peoples on 2 basis of eace
and progress. In any case the Italian Government declared recently that, in
agreement witih its allies, it did nolt contemplate setting up bases for atomic
submerines on its territory, and I siould not like this statement to be called

in question here.
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loreover, we have in Italy a Parliament waich has been freely electeld by the
people and which expresses the people's will. “Je have this rarliement, and T
hope thet we shall always nave it. This frees TParliament devermines our Jovernment's
decisions in a democrabvic manner and provides a ledge that tiese decisions will
always correspond witl the basis of our policy, whicia is, T repeaet, to guwrcntee
peace in security, wibtaout injuring or tiareatening anybcdy.

Lltogether, todey's remarks by the represeniaitive of Buljaria are very
regrettable, They contrivute nothin to the »rosress of our wori. Tley only
confirm that certain delezations are unfortunately opposed ©o & serious ocand urgent
discussion of the question of tests., “hus the delegation of 3Bulgaria has talen
up a position in opposition to the zreat majority of the delejations present here.

Your own statemen®, iir. Chairman, was o very impjortant one, and I lisbtencd
to it with the greatest inverest. &6 Pirst sizhv, however, it did not scem Uo me
to indicate a very flexible and open atbitude towards the proposals whieh have
been presented here by *“ie delegations of the non-aligned States and 1o waica I
drew the Committee's atbenbion in my first statement. Nevertheless, your statement
has the merit of answering to the zeneral desire here to zo more decply into tae
problem of tests., You wend right %o %he heart of “he problem, and I theul: you.
luy delegation proposes vo study your sietement mos?t carefully in order to soelk
some glimmer of hope of ¢ Dossible agreement — that glimmer to waich I referxed
in my previous statemenw,

Furthermore, lr. Chairman, I note that you favour the coatinuvation ol wlwe
discussion on tests here in the plenaxry Committee after the conclusion of thae
general debate. I appreciate your position. llevertheless, I still believe that
it would be very useful for the Sub-Committee to meet as soon as possible in oxder
to examine more thorouzaly and within & narrower Iramework bie concrete »roposals
which have been put forward so far here in the »lenary Commitvtze by varidus delega~

tions.

wr. STELLE (United States of imerica): I shall be quite brief, but not
so brief that I cannot welke time to welcome, and welcome warmly, the return vo ouxr
Conference of our friend and colleague the representative of Jurma, fmbassador

James Barrington.
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The Chairman in his capacity as representative of the Sovied Union, zad the
representative of Buljaris, had some comments to malke on the two underground testvs
which were announced yesterday by tie United Steies Ltomic Znerzy Commission.
Those tests were the continuation of a series begun after the abrust reswstion
of nuqlear weapon tesvs by the Soviev Union in tae cutumn of 1961, and tuat series
hes continued except for one brief interruption during the privete talks wxich
took place in New Yorl: and Vashingion. It has been stated/that those tesvus

make negotiations difficul. I tainz we should vecell taat after and during the

O

4

resumption of tests by vie Soviet Union in the autumn of 1961, {the United States
and the United Kingdom continued to nezotiate will the Soviet Union for & test
ban treaty. I thinik the Committee will also remember that tiais Conference wes
actually born during & series of nuclear tests, in the sense thet the Joint
Statement of Agreed Principles (EWDC/5) and the composition of tais Conference
were negotiated while a series was -in jrogress.

‘On the other hand, we have had exjerience witi a moratorium. From 1553 to
1961 the United States end the United lingdom negotiated in good faith for a
nuclear test ban trealty under conditions of a2 unilatveral moravorium. During a
Long part of the time, ot least towards the end of vnat period, the Soviet Union
was preparing actively for 2 massive resumption of tests. Past experience does
not seem to indicate tl.&% o moratoriwa is useful for negotiabtions. One ni;ab . be
tempted to speculate the’ there are possibly grounds for thiniking that tie converse
conclusion might be drawa.

What is clear is li2h the way %o stop tests is to achieve o sound test ban
treaty. It is our business here to nezotiate such a treaty, end in tais
connexion the statement of the Soviet resresentetive today on nejotiations for
a test ban treaty is not cromising; it is in facl deeply discouraging.

The Soviet representaitive talked about three taings, in Ve main. First, he
talked about reliance on national sysbvems. Now it is clear bae’ there is no issue
between us on a system vhich puts its basic reliznce on nationelly-manned Getection
systems. We of the VesV have moved on this. “Te called for & network of
international systems, invernetionally wmenned and stvaffed. Later we moved from
that to willingness to agree to a system of netionally-menned stations under
international supervision. sost recently we heove agzreed to jlace our reliance
on national systems checled by various kinds of instrumentation, and witliout

. o e -~ b L y
internetional supervision. So there is no issue on this, and lir. Kuzneisov was

banging on an open door.
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We do disegrec wita 2is familiar Soviet thesis vhet netional systems can
cabeet ard tify all events. Jur scientistis, scientists on whom we lace

reliance, bell us dhat Vhcre will be a

te identified by any means otherwr
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(bir. Soelle, United Siates)

"y . Lo ~ . . . N . -
We have noted that on 30 Ccbober 1962, in discussions held in ilew York
with r. V.V, Zuznetsov, the Firs% Deputy i.inister for Poreign Affeirs of
the USSR, your representative, imbassador Dean, said thad in the oyinion
-

of the United Steles Governmen’ 2-4 on-sibe inspections & year in “%ae

territory of the Jovietv Union would be sufficient." (EiDC/73, p.4)

In direct response to tiat statemen’ President Jennedy, in a2 letter of 28 December
to Chairmen Xhrushchev, said:

"Tith respech to the number of on-site insvections there appears to
bave been some misunderstandi S Jour impression seems o be that
Ambassador Dean toid Deputy iinister iuznebsov that the United States nisat
be prepared to accest an annual number of on-site inspeciions between Hwo
and four. Imbassador Dean advises me that ¥le only number which Ze
mentioned in his discussions wia Deputy inister uznebsov was a2 numder
between eight and <ten. This re:resented 2 substantial decrease in the
request of the Unitel States as we had previously been insisting upon &
number between twelve and tweniy. I had hoed that the Soviet Union would
matchh this motion on the part of the United States by an ecuivalent mobion
in the figure of %wo or three on-site insvectvions which it had some Hime
ago indicated it mijnb allow." (ZIDC/74, 2.2)

Lfter the receipt of itais letter 2uad the furitier exchange of correszondence,

the Soviet representalives came to llew York and esiington for private discussions.
4% that time we regretted tihe misundersvanding wiaich had arisen but which should
have been clearly removed by the letter from the Fresident of the United Stetes to
Chairman Khrushchev, Te made it clear that, to our knowledje, no representative

of the United States nad ever said thad two to four on-site inspections would be
adequate for our purvoses; and we mede it abundantly clear that the Unived States
official position had always been thel wwo to three inspections were not acceptable.
There are no grounds &% all for Lr., Juznetsov to claim that that figure of two to
three on-site inspections is an azreed figure betvween the Soviet Union and tie
United States: it is nov, The numver of two vo whree on—-site inspections has

never been accevtable, and is not accejvable, vo tae United States.
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(ix. Stelle, Unived States)

After 'discussing e number of insjections, and after stating that tie Soviet
Union would never move from that fizure of two to bhree on-site inspections, the
Soviet representative wenbv on to tall: of the possibility of ex3loring otlrer 1ssues
and of exploring the [eneral intezrateld system Jor the verificotion of & test ban
treaty. tie said thai Ulie Soviet Union cannot e oviate on cnyvliing else
until tae number of on~site insnecitions and the numver of esuvomelic steltions cre
agreed ugon.

“That does that mean? it means %hat the Soviev Union szys baat & nuilder -
and primarily the number of on-site inspections ~ must be agreed upon belore any-—
thing else is discussed. Taat does vhe Sovied Union say abou’ She numbex?

4 says thet tae number of +wo to %aree, which it Imows is unccceptable to tle
United States, must be &_reed to by the United Siates before anything else is

discussed. I ask tae resresentative of the Sovietu Union: is Uhis negoltioiion?

bir. TARABANUV (Duigeria) (drenslation from Fremch): I am telkin, tle

floor to exercise my ri;l-5 of reply ond 1o thanx the Italian rejresentative Tox
the kind remarks he made apout my earlier statement. I should simply lilie to vell
aim that he was right in saying tha’ he did not know how to interpret the first

3

of my remarks to which 2e referred. e did nov say that the resresentatvive of
Italy had questioned %l:e wish of the socialist countries thet viese conversations
and negotiations should be successful. e merely drew attenvion to his assertion
that in our comments we were introducin, elements wiica amounted to o denial of the
good faith and the wisa of “he Wesbern countries to achieve results and in

particular to reach en a;reement on tie discontinuence of nuclecr tests. Je then
showed that doubts were peinyg cast on Siis wish and this good faivi, not oy us

but by events, and poriviculerly by evenl’s such as v2ose whica Yooz place yeswterday
in the United States, for eiample.

Secondly, ne asserved Unat our Celegation seenmed to wisi vo zive advice Vo
the Italian Governmen’ or warliament, or to question their compsetence to Cecide
Italy's policy. e ned no wish to do so, and we never made cny such asseriion.
Our delegation has never called in cuesvion the competence of either the Jovernment
or the Parliament of Itely “o decide itely'!s wolicy. Nor Cid our delegosion try
to give any advice. Te merely expressed appreiensions similar to those
expressed in the internciional press, reflectin, +le disquiet which has been
aroused in every couniry, and has been specifically mentioned even in some oX

the Italian Government's ovm statements.
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(bir, Stelle, United States)

On the contrary, e were very jlad to heaer these statements, and we thanik
the Italian Governmeni for siving us tle assurance - which indeed the Italian
representative has reiverated today — that it does not propose o establish
submarine bases in Itely. Thet is wio’ we were saying. If necessary, I cen
certainly re-read what I sa2id just now in my sitatement; but since I have explained
myself, I should like %o express my _revitude once zyain for the assurance given
us that such measures are not contemylaied. e are all very glod indeed %o hear
this.

With regard to anotler question, that of atbemdts to zive us lessons in

)

democracy here, I intend to reply to tais on anobher occasion, bdecause H_.is
arises rather too often in certain svatements, end Jarticularly “hose of wle
Italian representative; but I thinz we sball have an opportunity to svezl: of +this
agaih,

I also thank the Iltalian representative for is appraiscl of my staltement.
Who are the more consiructive, those who notice 2:1¢ comment o2 ectivities lilely
to accelerate the armaments race, or tlhose who are Ulemselves responsible for
such activities? There is certainly some difference between whe two. Jut
apparently the Italian delegation is be”’ter pleased when speecies are made ag-e
which are perhaps ratvirer voo polite and friendly, and it especizlly welcomes
the possibility of conbinuing the armaments race. Indeed, it seems to
appreciate greatly tane sosition talken by the United States - which, as we have
already pointed out, conducted two tests yesterday - and says that the race will
certainly go on if we do nov accest tie conditions that it has laid down for the
discontinuance of nucleair tests.

We do not think %hal o continue our negotiations here, almost within sound
of the United States nuclear tests, is conducive o a favourable atmosphere.
That is not a Dosition ww:ica we pardicularly apdrreciate; it is as unconsiructive
as possible, and gives us noopportunity for any orosress. If by any chonce vais

is satisfactory to ceriein delegations, tuey are of course free %o say so.

lr, BARRINGUCT (Burme): .Ls this is my first appearcnce at the resumed

session of our Conference i do not thinz I shall be expected ©o make a svatement
on the substance of our discussions. Zowever, I saould like Vo express ny

appreciation to the Chairmen and to all tne represeniatives wiio 12ave extended
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(Lr. Serrin;ion, Burme)

such a friendly welcome Vo me todey, and also to the representetive of Iadis, who
was good enough to welcome me at a %ime wiaen I Zsd not in fact arrived &t Jeneve.

In re-joining the Committee may I essure the Chairmen and 2ll my collez ués
that I shall do everytlin; in my power' %o co-operate with eccli and every one of them

to further the work of %iis Commitiee?

o

Tne CrhIRiedl (Un 2ion of Sovie’ Socialis’ lepublics) (4ranslation fron

Russian): Before readin; the communiqué, I should like as redresentative of +he
Soviet Union to exercise umy right of re:ly and o draw attention o two soinis.

First, a remark in counexion witl “he steleiient made by “lie United Siates
representative. I undersvond the difficulties of tihe United States delezsiion.
What has been said here by the United Siates rerresentative merely confirms that
the United States has lonz—term plans for conducﬁin: nuclear exjlosions. I
do not think that anyone in the Commitiee would believe that nuclear explosions
could be started and conducved withouﬁ &ay prejarevion. Undoubtedly some <bine
was required to prepare for carryin; ou’ these exslosions. TRV meetings of the
Committee concern&mu;rlgamly been expressed at tie fact thatv the United States is
following a policy whicihr.is aimed a’ continuing nuclear tests, and that the
negotiations in Geneve are serving &8 & ind of screen for diverting “ie
world's attention from uhis peace-jeoncrdizin; solicy. Stevemenvs aboul wio
violated the moratorium cre not nevw. I merely wish to stress once again they
it was not the Soviet Union but the United Steles wiich first be,on testing
nuclear weapons, It is no® the Sovie’ Union bub vie United Svates waica las
conducted a. considerably larger number of nuclear tests in tae atmoéphere and
underground. Un each occasion the Soviet Union was compelled %o conduct iss
tests by way of reply in order to ensure its security.

If one listens Vo Vie United States represensavive, it burns out the’ it is
not the United States tiab is now exploding nuclear weapons bub “vae Sovied Union,
and that the tihunderings wiich are arousing sucl: [reat anxiety tarouzhout tle
world are coming not from United States explosions but from Soviet eXpiosions.

LY

It is enough to put the question in this way to siow the utter flimsiness of vhe
arguments put forward by t2e United Sitotes representative. If the United Suates

,of America sincerely desires to put an end to explosions, it mus? subscribe o
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(The Chairman, USSR)

resolution No. 1762 wiicl was adopted by the overwhelming majority of tihe i:embers
of the United Nations at the recent seventeenth session. This resolution contains
a perfectly clear provision, whica states that the General Assembly appecls to

the nuclear Powers, wietler or not agreement is reached, to cease all tesds,
including underground tests, not later than 1 January 1963. The Soviet Union
voted for this resolution; +the United States voled against it. The Soviet

Union even now appeals bo the United States to subscribe to this resolution.

My second remark concerns the number of insjections. Ve are now repeatedly
being told that the official figure of the United States is eizht to ten
inspections. It is true that the United States is now naming tae figure of eight
to ten, but it stresses every time taet what it nemes is official.,  liembers
of the Committee are awere of how nezotiations are conducted and that tihere are
exchanges of views. Cur work is not only carried on here at official meetings
and when we make speecies, but also during meetings outside this room. Ve try
to use every opportunity to explain our point of view and to listen to the opinions
of other delegations and seek ways and means to solve problems. We considexr this
to be right. For this reason we never refuse Vo meet or to exchange views.

I have had such meetings witn lr., Dean. In a2 conversation he had wivh me
on 30 or 31 October los’ year, ur. Desn said taat the main Dointv on waica we
differed was that of uaderiround tests. "If tihe Soviet Union were to agree to
a small number, say two %o four inspections, I assure you", he said, "that taere
will be no more differences between us."  0Of course, that was an unofficial
figure. The United States represenietive is rizht in that respect; but tnev
was the figure which kr. Dean named. +nd you know -~ I am addressing the United
States representative - that there were other instances and other conversations
during which the United States suggested the figure of two to varee to tae Soviet
Union. In particular “iere was a conversation between our scientist, frofessor
Federov, and Professor Jiesner, also av the end of Uctober 1962, during waica
the United States interlocuter named tioe figure of two to three inspections.

I am not speaking about the quotetions adduced here in the statements of
the United Kingdom redresentatives, whaich confirmed the figure of three.
Evidently the United Kingdom representotive is acting to some exvent in co—ordina-

tion with the United States; but if viere is a difference of opinion between them,
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(The Cuairmen, USSL)

let the United udingdom rve:resentative say that e 20lds a different opinion in
this metter.- DBut tiae United Xingdom representavives have definitely svaved
whet has been quoted here, namely theb all would be well and vaere would be

no differences if the Sovie’ Union were to accepn’ three inspections.  Thus tae
matter has been really clarified and shouid nov serve as an ovsvacle to our

negotiations on the cessation of tests.

Lir. STELLE (Uaited States of ‘merica): X do not weny to go invo vhe
details of past conversciions; I merely wish to repeat that to our lknowledje no
official representative of vae United Sltates has mentioned aifigure of “wo to
four annual inspections as being adecuate for insdectvion of tﬁé_vhole of vhe
territory of the Soviet Union, botl seismic and cseismic areas; and I wand %o
confirm that the officicl Hosition of “ie United 3uates has never been Uit wwo
or three snnual inspechions aore adenusle, and thab therefore viot fizure is nob

,

acceptable. I believe, ir. Chairman, we have wcde this com:letely clecz o you.

The Conference decided to issue bae followin; communiqgud:

"The Conference of tine Zi_.been-~Nation Committee on Disarmemenv toluy
held its ome-huncred and first slenary meevin in the ralais des Navions,
Geneva, under tae clairmanship of Lr. V.V. _uznetsov, Firsy Deputy wuinister
for Foreign Lffairs cad represenvaiive of “le Soviet Union.

"Statements were made by vie representeiives of Itely, Bulgaris, bhe
Soviet Union, Cenade, the United States and Surma.
"The next mee’ing of the Conference will be held on ionday, 25 February

1963, at 10,30 a.m."

e meetiny rose at 1.35 D.m.
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On page 23, the first four lines should read as follows:

"Cfficial representatives believe that, due to
improvenents in detection methods, the United States
can fully rely on its own stations outside Soviet
territory ... for the purpose of control over
clandestine underground explosions."
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