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The CI-IAIRl/IAIT (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

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

the Sighteen-'Nation Committee on Disarmaments I should like to vrelcorae to our

midst the representative of Burma? I'lr* Barrington*

L^o CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French)

s

I should like also

in my turn to welcome my friend? ¥r» Barrington? who is resuming work with us today^

I am sure that we are all very glad to see him back,

uA the end of our meeting last '/Tednesday I should have liked to offer a few

remarks on the speeches made that day (E1\TDC/FV*100) , but as it was already late?

I hesitaxed to detain the Committee any longer* That is why I have asked for the

floor today* I shall therefore confine myself to some observations on the

developcjent of our general debate and on the trends which have become apparent since

my delegation expressed its views on the problems under discussion? and particularly

on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests^

It seems to me that the statements which the Committee heard last STednesday

have confirmed the unanimous desire? both of the v7e stern deH^gations and of the

delegations of the non-aligned countries which have spoken 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 erjphasized by the statements of the

representatives of India? Ethi6pia?and Sweden at the one -hundredth meetingc I do

not want to hold up the work of the Committee by making too many quotations? but I

cannot refrain from dravring attention to the following remark by l/hco Lall in the

course of his interestiiig speech?

''3lit there is a logic 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''*

(Eiroc/gyaOO. PolQ)

I should also like to quote what ^ms said on the same lines Vy lUr* Imru and

I/Irs<» Kyxdal at the same meetingo The representative of Ethiopia saids

^^7e support the contention of several delegations which have already

stated that without a test ban treaty it would be difficult to foresee

fruitful discussions in other fields of disaxmarijent J' (ibi(J..»> p*21>
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(i:jo. Cavallet-^.i, Italz)

i/jrs« l^yrdal said:

"Tlie test ban issue is clearly the primordial one for our negotiations^

if for no other reason than that it is the one that can with a fair

degree of safety be said to be ripe for a srjeedy oOlutionJ'

(ibiC.*,y, •p^23)

3ut the delegations of the non-aligned countries did not confine themselves to

giving' the nuclear Powers platonic encouragement; they also subroitted some

important proposals^ i/ir. Hassan, representative of the United Arab Tiepublic,

went to the heart of the matter in his masterly statement on 18 February

(ENDC/PY, 99; p- 15 ') ^ and Lir, de Melo Franco, representative of Brazil, also

made a valuable contribution {Emc/W^98^ pp. 11 et ^seq ) ^ I need not stress the

importance of this statemient by the United Arab Republic representative, since the

two ¥e stern nuclear Pov^rs have already, with considerably more ability than I

could do, expressed their appreciation of the proposals put forward by Icr, Hassan^

These delegations^ moreover, expressed their readiness to undertal^e the

fundamental studies which he suggested, Lir« Foster took the opportunity, in

his comments on the statements of the representative of the United iirab Republic

and of the representative of Brazil, to re-affirm once more, and ^\rith vigour, the

flexible position of the United States Government in our negotiations and its

desire to study every proposal v/-hich can ensure adequate guarantees witha.n a

general framework (EMDC/F/*100, pp^? et sfq ) >

I am sure that the "Western nuclear Powers will examine with the same

flexibility and open mind the numerous proposals which yrere submitted to the

Conference by the representatives of India, :?thiopia and Sweden. at our last

mieeting^ For n©^ own part, after a very thorough study of these statements, I

believe that they provide us ^rilth 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 aarlyt

Nevertheless, I should lilie to emphasize one point at this juncture: tliat taken

as a whole the proposals put forward constitute in my opinion a vast and probably

complete agenda for the resumption of work by the Nuclear Sub-<Jommittee» Thus,

after the statements which I have mentioned, the I\Iuclear Sub-Committee should meet

on a sound basis* It would have before it new and interesting material and

specific questions on which it could usefully express its views^
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( hjT Cavallei ti.^
^^^
Italy)

ixll this represents the contribution made so far to the debate by the *\Ve stern

delegations and by those, of the non-alignea countries* This contribution Is^

unfortunately^ in contrast -with the attitude of the Soviet delegation and of thos^

of the other socialist countries*^ So far the Soviet delegation has only reiterated

its uncompromising attitude^ and it does not at present seem altogether ready to

go into the problem of tests -with the urgency Trhich everyone desires.

i.Cro iluznetsov has been good enough to agree with me that one raust strike while

the iron is hot^ and he has also recognized (Si"']DC/PV«98. p*4l) that the iron is hot

now and that conditions are favourable for an agreement « Subsequently? however^

the Soviet delegation has given the impression of wishing to divert the Conference's

attention from the problem of tests ^ either by multiplying its political attacks

on the 7est or by submitting new proposals for which it claims priority^

In this way the Soviet "delegation has tal^:en up a great deal of the OonLmittee ^ s

time and attention in condemning e.n^ criticizing the normal process of modernizing

the western defence system^ notably in regard to submarines ^ a process Trhich 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 quoite

an. article from a Soviet journal "The Red Star" » y/hich^ in referring to the Soviet

Union's armed forces on^, I believe ^ the loth of this month; although I am not

certain of the date; said?

"The modernization of our armed forces is now complete* It has

involved radical change S; qualitative and quantitative/ in the structure

of the Red Army* L Soviet armoured division now possesses a greater

number of tanks than a simlar division in any NATO country^ The

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

equipped with missiles*"

This is therefore a process which unfortunately neither of the two side^ can escape

unless we sign a treaty on general and complete disarmament^ without delay*

Furthermore^ at the last meeting the Soviet delegation again took the initiative

and submitted to the Coixference a draft non-aggression pact between the ilATO and the

7/"arsaw Treaty countries (ENDC/77) • I should like in the first place to make a

general observation in this connexion* If NATO were inlierently as aggressive as

Mr* iuiznetsov and i/Jr» Tarabanov asserted last V/ednesdav^ would it not be ratr.er
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naive to propose a 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 tha.t the Western countries 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 be put on this desire*

In this connexion I should like; if I mayir to quote the words of the Italian

Minister for Foreign Affairs at the beginning of this Conference on 16 Larch lasts

""Je T/ish to assure those peoples who differ from us in their concept

of life 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

progress...*' (EIIDC/PV.3^ p. 14)

These statements of ours are still valid j and hence we have no hesitation in saying

that yre appreciate and can even understand the Soviet proposal for a non-aggression

pacto This proposal merely repeats the principles of the United Nations Charter;

to vrhich the Vfest is committed and remains faithful*

HoY^ver; as I have already said; i-y delegation naturally views favourably

any gesture which will emphasize our desire for peace; and I trust also that of our

neighbours of the East; provided that an appropriate framework is chosen and that

it in no wsuy prejudices the solution of certain delicate problems which do not fall

within this Conference's competence. Ciir principal problem now at Geneva 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 r/Ir* Lall's words last Wednesday

(E IDC/ P V • 1 00; PelO) ; I would add that it would be regrettable if the

impression vrere involuntarily created that there is a tendency to shelve the

question of tests-*

Those are the reasons which make me feel uncertain about the procedure proposed

by you; I/Ir. Chairman; in your capacity as USSR representative rather than as

co-Chairman* 1 say that I feel uncertain because I am not sure that I have

understood your thought correctly^ lou said:
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"*•• vre suggest that; after the ccopletion of the excliange of viev/s

in plenary meetings on the question of the cessation of nuclear v^-eapon

tests^ the Committee ^s attention should be concentrated on the draft

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 Tfersav/-

Treaty and the States parties to the North Atlantic Treaty*" (iJ9JLd^*<J*.=^'*--li)

You said: "•o^ after the completion of the exchange of views injienary meetings on

the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests* »*" If I am not mistaken^

we are noT7 involved in a general debate i/y delegation suggested at the outset

that Y/e should start irjmediately with an examination of the problem of tests

;

but this proposal was not adopted and we began with a general debate* Naturally^

as the problem of tests is the main preoccupation of most of the delegations^ a

large part of the speeches has been devoted to the problem of the proliibition of

tests^

nevertheless^ the Committee is now engaged in a general debate o ijce you

proposing^ i/r* Chairmanj> that once this debate is ended we should concentrate on

the exar:dnation of the problem of tests in plenary session ? If that is your

intention, I agree with you- But I should not be in agreement if on the contrary

you >yere thinking of abandoning the question of tests in order to pass on to the

study of the Soviet proposals^ I should not agree with you for the reasons which

have heeii Lientioned by the United States (ibid*; p. 50 ) and United Lingdom ( ibid ^ »p.48)

representatives; and particularly for the following reason^ -.ve should not divert

our attention from the problem of tests and direct it to other 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 \sdth regard to

tests* Let it be tests and tests only; so long as there is any glimmer of hope;

and specially after the speeches of the delegations of the non-aligned countries;

which have provided uS; as I have already said; with ne^'r material of practical

importance which we should thoroughly'' investigate

»

I believe that delegations are allo^ved to submit proposals to the co-Chairmen

on matters of procedure*. I would make the folloTOng proposal for the immediate

future: first; that the Nuclear 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 the basis of its work^ thirdly, that it should submit a report to the

Conference forthwith and that this report should he discussed in plenary session

without delay. Is that too much to hope for? Is it too much to ask the nuclear

Powers to resume work on a question of such urgency and importance? I cannot

believe that it is. It is the duty of all of us now to make every possible effort

regarding the problem of tests,

I should not like to end my speech without once again expressing my thanks to

those who by their proposals have given a new impetus to our negotiations on tests

dviring the present session

Mr. Tii^ABANGV (Bulgaria) ( translation from French); I should like to

take this opportunity to express my satisfaction that Mr. Harrington, the

representative of Burma, is back among us. My delegation hopes that his parti-

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 socialist delegations are introducing an element of acrimony or controversy

into the discussions by bringing up recent facts or incidents in international

political life, whereas to reach an understanding en the important issues on the

Conference's agenda - such as general and complete disarmament, and particularly

the discontinuance of nuclear tests ~ it would only be necessary to take

advantage of the favourable atmosphere which has existed for some time. In

short, we are advised not to alloY^ ourselves to be distracted from our subject

by events which are extraneous to our Conference and by the development of the

international situation, and attem;Tts are made to reassure us.

Some "Western representatives have even asserted that there is an inconsistency

between the statement that the present moment would be propitious for the solution

of the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear tests and the claim that the

recent activities of certain Western Powers and in particular the United States,

tending to speed up the armaments race, are an obstacle to fruitful work by the

Conference.
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i-t our meeting on 18 February the representative of Italy complained

(EiDDC/?V*.99y p«32) that the representatives of the socialist countries^ by referring

to and coimnenting on the activities of the NATO countries^ were introducing factors

calculated to throvr doubt on the good faith and the desire of the 7e stern countries

to obtain results^ and particularly to reach an agreement on the discontinuance of

nuclear tests*

The United States representative^ referring in his turn to the co/junents made

by tlie socialist delegations concerning tlie most recent steps taken hy the Western

PoT/ers to speed up the nuclear armaments race^ stated at the same meetixig

(ibijii^j P*33) that the purpose of those comments was to distract the Conference from

its iiost important tasks and in particular from the conclusion of an agreement on

the discontinuance of nuclea^r tests©

Je 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 problems* This atmosphere favourable to the

settlement of outstanding controversial questions is^ as has been emphasized on

several occasions^ the result of the satisfactory solution reached in the Caribbean

crisiS'^ thanks to the Soviet Grovernment^s realistic attitude and the important

concessions it has made with regard to the discontinuance of nuclear tests.

But the actions of the Western Powers^^ such as the conclusion of the Nassau

agreements^ the steps taken to create a NATO multilateral nuclear force? and the

resuiuption of undergTOund nuclear tests by the United Statesj> are not of a nature

to contribute to the creation of an atmosphere favourable to the solution of the

problems which our Conference has to settle ^ and in particular that of the

discontinuance of nuclear testse

It -wus not because the United States ^vas anxious to secure the discontinuance

of nuclear tests that it carried out once again yeaterday^ according to today*

s

newspapers ; two underground nuclear tests in llevada« We are informed tbday - and

this merely as a minor news item - that the United States has carried out two

nuclear tests. At the same time the representative of Italy told us today that

the attitude of the Western nuclear Powers v/as very flexible* How is it flexible ?

In the daily continuation of nuclear tests, vrhich they insist on treating as minor

news items ? If that is the flexibility of the Western nuclear Powers, we shall never

see the discontinuance of nuclear tests until this series and the others which they

are planning are finished*
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To ignore these inoidents whioh 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 prohleras raised hy the development of the situation itself • In

seeking a solution to these problems 5 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 ^n 8 February will prove to be the last. But unfortunately

the series of tests .started by the United States is continuing* The other day

the representative of the United Arab Republic saids

"We had hoped*.* that the United States Government would continue to

honour its volijintary suspension of underground tests" ( E3n)C/PV^999P*12 )

a suspension decided up«n. at the opening of the informal talks be+-ween the

}(|uclear great Powers*

Later he went ons

"... the test carried out by the United States in Nevada on 8 February I963

unfortunately constitutes the first such test to be conducted despite the

United Nations General Assembly resolution I762 A (XVIl) <,.." ( ibid. )

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

in defiance of resolution I762 A§ . and the representative of the United Arab

Republic described the action 01 the United states as -'regrettable" and "intended

mainly for . . . <» 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 nbt mere chance that the

concessions recently made by the Soviet Union with regard to the discontinuance

•if 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

of the intransigent attitude of the Western Powers on this question*

In his statement on l8 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 Pox^ers^ would only

"delay us in coming to grips with the problems'' and "distract us from our more

important tasks*" ( ibid. ^ p^ 18 )

Thatc) 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 racCo

Drawing attention to and describing these measures and actions of the

Western Governments is not what will hold up or impede t^xe progress of our

Conference's work. On the contrary^ to warn the Conference oi" these acts is to

confront all those who commit them with their responsibilities^ to warn them that

they will bear the entire responsibility for them before the worlds It is

precisely with a view to improving the atmosphere in which the Conference's work

is being conducted that the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries have

drawn attention to the dangerous developments on the international scene 9 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 peoples and for the progress of our Conference

5

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 terrd'taries for stationing strategical means o delivery of

nuclear weapons (E1\Q)C/75)*

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 Testern Powers - the' only effect of w .ich is to speed up the arma.r.ents race^

and especially the nuclear armai-ents race - as 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
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modernization of the Western defences. ¥e shall perhaps have occasion a little

later in our discussion to refer to this modernization.

Some Western representatives have endea.voured to prove In their statements

that the establis-iment of a MTO multilateral force would change nothing

.vhatsoever in the present situation^ would in no way contribute to the proliferation

of nuclear weapons ^ would not create any dan^j^er 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 they are carried out^

will seriously threaten peace*

It is well known indeed that quite recently^ xv'ith 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 x^rould 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 countrieso Moreover^ 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 if t...e Italian Government

does not give its consent - as we hope it never will - to the static.dng 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 9 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 Tievrs with particular concern these plans aimed at converting the

Mediterranean into a base for strategic nuclear weapons. The Bulgarian people^

in com.mon with all the other nations in the vicinity of the Mediterranean 9. is

most anxious that the entire region should "be converted into an area free of

nuclear weapons and rockets.

Furthermore^ the ;festern representatives have argued that the establishment

oi a WATO multilateral force would not lead to a proliferation of nuclear weapons

^

and that on the contrary its purpose is to prevent such proliferationo But it

is obvious that not only the Western nuclear Powers but all the other members of

MTO V7ill participate in decisions concerning, the use of the multilateral nuclear

force p 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 Observer 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 'TATO. This fact in itself

implies not merely the possible but the actual proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Fo.c what is the use of giving the non-nuclear members of MTO the right- to

participate in this multilateral force if they are to have no say in its use?

Moreover; it is ceriainly not the possession of nuclear weapons which is most

important
J but rather the power and above all the will to use them.

In regard to the possibility of using nuclear weapons ^ we must not overlook

the agreement signed between Prance and 'Jestern Germany and the opportunities

that it affords for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. "^vest 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 speakers have taken it upon themselves to awards 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 saids

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

( EKDG/PV.99.PO4 )
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He added that by the treaty of I954 it had renounced 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 l^est German
statesmen have been saying that they would not be able to send their soldiers
into a war against the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries if they did
not have nuclear weapons. In the notorious memorandum of the Bundeswehr generals
of I96O9 the Fiihrun^sstab of the Bundeswehr^ declared?

(Continued i}-. English )

"Ihe sellers of the Bundeswehr have the right to weapons which are

at least equal to those of their opponents. Their responsibility to the

soldiers put into their trust requires Bundeswehr unit leaders to demand

nuclear armament
, which has become indispensable to the shield forces."

(Continued in French )

Still more recently^ at an election meeting in August 1961, Chancellor
Adenauer saids

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

soldiers not equipped with nuclear weapons against an enemy which was
equipped with such x^reapons."

Only yesterday the gew York Times quoted statements made by von Hassel, the new
West German Minister of Wars

(Continued in Engl ish)

",•• he stressed the German demand for Pershing missiles, w.iose 400~mile
range places them somewnere between tactical and strategic weapons"*

( Continued in French)

Few that the way to tne equipment of the Bundeswehr with nuclear weapons
has been freed of impediments by tho agreements between France and West 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 agreem.ents concluded between Prance and
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¥est Germany provide for the proliferation of nuclear weapons^ are develo^/ments

which cannot fail to cause concern among the public and create cin atmosphere of

fear and distrust among the nc.tionso Hot only is such an atmosphere unpropitious^

but it constitutes an obstacle to any tangiDle progress in the vj-ork of the

Committee on Disarmament. That.is v/hy steps must be taken to nip these plans in

the bud -in order to allay the anxieties of the peoples.

The declaration proposed '.^ "tiie Soviet Union on renunciation of the use of

foreign territories for stationing strategical means of delivery of nucl-ar

weapons ';Effl3C/75) meets this urgent need^ and can also exercise a 7ery great

influence in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Representing^ a country wh;. ch is deeply concerned that there should be no

mobile nuclear bases whether afloat or at ancJior in the Mediterranean^ the

delegation of t.:ie People's Republic of Bulgaria is in favour oi t.j.e earliest

possible discussion and immediate adoption of the measures contemplated in the

Soviet draft declarationc

In the last few days v^e have heard repeated statements by the ^'estern

delegations on the flexibility of their position towards a nuclear test banc

This morning we have heard yet another speaker^ the representative of Italy^

vouching for the flexibility of the Western nuclear Powers. "However 5 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 be sufficient to convince us of the flexibility of the position of the

Western Powers on this important questiono While waiting for them to take action

to match tlie latest concessions made by the Soviet Union on the discontinuance- of-

nuclear tests - while waiting above all for Mr. Foster^ the head of the United

States deljgation^ to return and to prove by acts and new proposals the

flexibility of the •Jestern position towards nuclear tests - we -might perhaps spend

our time in an urgent and 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 weaponso
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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 Suh-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 plenaiy meeting and not referred to the Suh-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 ^festern nuclear Powers

are on a change of attitude by the United States Government in keepin.^; with the

declarations and statements it has made concernin its intention to conclude a

nuclear test ban treaty.

Aaother question to which I should like to draw the attention of the members

of the Committee is the specific proposal made by the Soviet representative in

his statement on 20. February (SNDC/PV.IOO^^., 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 (El^TDC/??)* 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 iynmediately supported it.

A declaration unanimously adopted by the Bulgarian National Assembly states

"Such an agreement would fully correspond to the interests of European 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 when this proposal was introduced

by the Soviet representative^ to clenj the usefulness of a discussion of this

question, at our Conference. We do not wish to dwell on the various arguments
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advanced, by the United .otates representative, le shall state our views ovs. thera when

this question appears on our agenda.

lie should like to point out, however , that all the States members of the

Committee, whether non-aligned or belonging to the above-mentioned military'

groups, as well as every other country in the v/orld, are very much interested in

the negotiation and conclusion of such a pact. Several representatives of the non-

aligned countries have already drawn attention to the significance of the conclusion

of such a non-aggression pact between the two great military blocs. At the same

time they have emphasized the great importance and favourable influence that such

an agreement would have on our Conference's work and on the solution of the various

problems on its agenda, particularly as regards a favourable outcome to our main

task - the preparation of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

The delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria is of the opinion that

this question, the importance of \7hich is obvious to everyone, even to those wac

have sought to deny the usefulness of discussing it at our Conference, should be

thoroughly debated as soon as possible and should be unanimously supported by all

the members of our Committee.

Vhe CKAII5^:AN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian) ; As the representative of the Soviet Union, I wish to set forth some

considerations on the question of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. In the

first place, I should like to say that we have listened with interest to the sub-

stantive statement made by the representative of Bulgaria. As for the statement

of the representative of Italy, as was to be expected he continued to sing in tune

with the United States, both on the question of nuclear weapon tests and on other

questions v^hich the Committee is discussing. This position of the representative

of Italy is unlikely, of course, to help forward the solution of the important

problems before us.

In the statements of many representatives i7hich we have heard during the

debate there was a feeling of concern about the situation of the problem of -pro-

hibiting nuclear tests. 7.'e share these apprehensions. In spite of the
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constr-u.ctive steps taken recently by the Soviet Government >7ith a view to

eliminating all the remaining difficulties which prevent us from reaching,

agreement
J
we unfortunately cannot speak of any real progress in the negotiations.

On the contrary
J
there are reasons to fear ^ as some representatives have rightly

pointed out, that the favourable opportunity for reaching agreement may he lost.

The Soviet Union has consistently advocated and is still advocating the

conclusion of an agreement which would put an end to all experimental explosions

of nuclear weapons. I 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 disarmament of 10 May 1955 (r>C/SC . l/26/Rev. 2) included the

cessation oi: tests as a priority measure. That was eight years ago.

Incidentally 5 the Western Powers for a long time refused altogether 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 by the Geneva conference of experts

(EXP/mG/28)j and at the beginning of the negotiations submitted a draft treaty

en the prohibition of tests (GEI0TT/i)» Nevertheless o 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, t:ie Soviet Union proposed in

November I96I the conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition of all tests

with the use of national means of detection for control (GSN/DTIT/HOj Emc/ll)

.

The v^estern Powers met this proposal with bristlin,^ hostility. This was done

at a time when the President of the United States, Mr. Kennedy, and the Prime

Minister of the United Kingdom, Mi'* Macmillan, in a joint statement dated

3 September I96I (GEN/DNT/120) ^ admitted the possibility and adequacy of using

national means oj control over the cessation of tests in three environmentSo in
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the atmosjjherej in outer space and linder water^ Our Festern partners in the

negotiations would do well to read ove now the statements they made when^

literally on the eve ol the statement by 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 alone.

Subsequently^ faced with the need to agree to the use of national means of

control over the 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 state briefly the pos tion of the

Soviet Union on t e question of the prohibition oi" tests^ and to indicate th:-

main points ^ of our differences with the "'Festern Powers, At the same time^ this

will be an answer to the questions raised here during the debate by" the

representatives of the non-aligned States. The Soviet delegation greatly

appreciates the desire of these States in th Committee to make their contribution

towards resolving the difficulties still standing in 'the way of an agreement.

Some interesting remarks on this score have been made by the representatives of

Brazil^ Ethiopia^ the United Arab Republic^ India^ Mexico and Sweden.

National means alone ensure effective control over all types oi tests .

The Western Powers are try in,; to minimize the significance for control

purposes of the national means at the disposal of the nuclear Powers and^ as

Mrs. lldyrdalj, the Swedish representative^ reminded us at our last meeting

(ENDC/pV.IOO^ pp.26 et seq) ^ at the disposal ol many non-nuclear States. We

should like to draw attention to national means of control and to stress that

States now have sufficiently effective instruments and sufficiently well-organised

control services to be able to rely on tiiem completely*

An extensive^ practically world-wid; neUjOTk^ formed by the combined national

systems of various States^ is already exercising de facto control over nuclear

test?^. Is not the efficiency of this control shown by the "etecticn of tbe
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French underground explosion in the Sahara in May 1962 ^ and by the detection in

February I962 of an underground 'explosion in the Soviet Union^ which had deliberately

not been announced in order to demonstrate the insincerity 01 those who asserted

that nuclear explosions could not be identified by national means of detection?

Moreover 5 it is not out of place to recall the embarrassment caused to the

organizers of an underground nuclear explosion in the State of Hew Mexio on

10 December 1961, Tiis test was intended to prove the possibility of

concealment J but was recorded in many countries far distant from the United States -

in Sweden^ Japan^ Czecho Slovakia <, the Soviet Union^ and others.

All these facts and the practical experience 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 posts ^ inspection and other

element So It is quite enough to use wnat States already have*, A number of

statements have Tseen made in this regav-d. I shall confine myself to quoting

two of them.*

Dr. Don Leet^ the leadin^^ seismologist at Harvard Universi-^9 said the

following in an interview on 2 February I9632

"There are no technical obstacles tc the conclusion of an a^^reement

between the United States and tlie Soviet Union on the prohibition of nuclear

tests**"

Then -Dr. Lee t. 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 I\'ew York Times

writer^ John Finney^ who specializes in disarmament and nuclear weapon test

matters^ wrote

g

www.libtool.com.cn



Eroc/pv.ioi
•23

( The Chairman^ USSR)

'^Official representatives believe that^ due tg. ,im.pr.ovements in

deteotion methods^ the United States can fully rely on..lts,...ovm. .sx.atio.ns

outside Soviet territory leaders for the purpose of control over clandestine

underground explosions."

Mr. Finney ^j-ent on to says

^^Some of these stations are already working in conditions of strict

secrecy c"

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 thenio

In shorty 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 all environments ^ including underground

tests 9 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
J

situation^ to which the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to draw

the attention of members of -the Committee.

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 {'SWDC/2Q)^ which^ as we know^

proposes that in carrying out control over the cessation of tests yiB should rely

on existing^ that is national means of detection. 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 furtp.er and recommended that^

whether or not an agreement was conbluded^ all nuclear weapon tests should cease

as from 1 January I963 (a/SES/1762 (XVIl)--Sm)G/63) •

We are unfortunately compelled to note^ however^ that^ owing to the position

of the United States 5 there is neither an agreement nor a cessation of nuclear

tests. Nuclear explosions are thundering in the State of Nevada. Although the

nuclear bombs are being exploded underground^ the waves from these exploB:,.oni3 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 hargaining o

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 inspectiono Inspection is represented as a

panacea for all imaginable and unimaginable ills^ and at the same time the

significance of national means of control is deliberately minimized*

Since it is quite evident that no special intern tional control is needed

in order to conclude an agreement ^ we na.turally cannot help thinking that l^idden

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 whe.ther these

demands are not being made for the purpose of frustrating an agreement* After

-allj the United States has in the past put forward the question of control as a

convenient means of closing the door to an agreement* It has expen ed

considerable efforts and vast" sums on finding a ''scientif ic^^ justification of

the need for on-site inspections in all cases* The United States has placed on

this conference-table a number o:':' reports which claim to be higaly scientific-

In this connexion we might mention the "new seism^ic data" ((^N/DKT/T'/fG*2/2j

GEIT/MT/23J? the Berkner report^ CgEN/D]:TT/65) ^ and the "Vela" project [E]n)C/45).

These reports have different titles and different prefaces ^ but the trend and

intentions ar^v bho fi^mp.^ to select^ or rather to arrange^ such data and

conclusions as confirm tne official jjux^-t-ioal line concerning the need. for on-site

inspection* Everything else^ whether the views of Unirtrva. C-...4..0C. scientists or

the conclusions of scientists of other countries^ which have run counter ...^.^^

line have been ignored or simply cast aside. If the facts militated against

this thesis^ then according to the advocates of on-site inspection it was just

so much the worst for the facts.
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I repeat^ it is perfectly clear to us wha^t the motives are behind this

stubbornness of the Western Powers in regard to on-site inspection and other

international elements o:- control. Nevertheless^ the Soviet Unicn^ vrith the sole

object of speeding up the achievement of a^:reement on f..e prohibition of all

nuclear weapon tests^ decided to meet the Western Powers and to make an important

political concession^ The Soviet Government agreed tha,t control over the

implementation of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests^

based on the national means of States^ should include the following three important

international element s§

1« Two to three on-site inspections a year on the territory of each

nuclear Power*

2* The installation of t/iree automatic seismic stations on the territory

of each nuclear Power, The stations may also be situated on the

territories of non-n. clear States ^ naturally with the consent of their

governments (ElTDC/73) •

. 3« The establishment of an international commission of scientists^ as

proposed by the eight non-aligned States members of the Eighteen-Nation

CommitteOo

In agreeing to the quota of two 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 o Fo^ in actual fact we agreed to somethin^^' which^ in view

of the efficiency of national systems for detectin^^ nuclear explosions 9 is

superfluous and unnecessary for control 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 quota was put forward by the Western Powers
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themselves as a >raj of settling differences. This proposal was first made b

Mr. Macmillan^ the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom^ vfien he visited Moscow

in February 1959* Kcreoverj the United Kingdom has regarded this approach as a

purely political one from the outset.

As for the actual figure of two to' three inspections a year^ it is not a

chance one. Before the Soviet Government decid..d to put it for^-ard^ tne

representatives of the Western Powers had given us to understand that that figure

would suit them completely. During the present debate the representative of

Bulgaria^ Mr. Tarabanov^ and the representative of the United Arab Republic^

Mr. 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 5 in private talks the

United States representatives mentioned to us the figure of two to four

inspections a year^ which would ful3^ 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 proposals were set forth in the letter from Mr. Khrushchev^ Chairman

of the Council of Ministers of the USSR^ to the President of the United States,

dated I9. December I962 (EMDC/li)*

After that concession on our p:rt it might have been expected that the

preparation of a final agreement would be a matter of days^ if the other side

sincerely wished to settle the question. 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 this connexion to postpone the resumption of the work of the

Eighteen-Nation Committee. During the negotiations in DTew York and Washington

we did everything in our power to achieve positive results* Considering that,

as a renult of the steps ••:aken by the Soviet Union^ agreement had in fact been

reached on the basic question of the- inspection quota, the Soviet Governm.ent

agreed to an exchange of views on a number of questions relating to the practical

aspects of the Organizatio.n 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 willo Unfortunately ^ however^ the other

sir'e responded differently? 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 technical discussions and disputes and of haggling

for as many inspection and autom.atic 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*

Durin^. the negotiations in New York and Washington^ and j.n our Committee

^

since nothing has yet changed here either^ the representatives of the United

States and the United Kingdom have been trying to make a bargaining point out of

a question on which we considered^ judging from their earlier statements^ that

we had agreed. Apparently they tc.ke 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 ver^^ large coun ry^ it would not

embarrass it to accept a few more and raise the figure of inspections

(EHDC/PV.969PP.3I932.)* But this kind of argument can be used only by those who

are concerned not about the fate of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear

tests 5 but about other matters which have nothing to do with the task of

verifying compliance with such an agreement.

Fow let us take up the question of automatic seismic stations. Here again^

we get the impression that tne United States and the United Kingdom are trying

to complicate the negotiations by putting forward demands, for the largest possible

number of these stations. We proposed that automatic seismic stations should be

installed^ not because they are necessary for control over the cessation of tests^

but Bolely to facilitate the achievement of an agreement.
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Before the Soviet Government expressed its willingness to agree tnat

automatic seismic stations should "be visited by international personnel ^ the

representatives of the western Peers showed no great interest in thest stations.

They talked a lot a.bout their doubts regarding the usefulness of setting up

such stations^ their efficiency^ the conditions of their 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 shoulJ bring them back to the international centre - that is

to say^ when there opened up possibilities of sendin^^ foreign personnel into

the Soviet Union - the -festern 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 Uniono The

legi imate question arises^ what purpose is served by these demands? In any

case^ the purpose is not t/iat 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 has been proposed in particular in the memorandum of the

eight non-aligned countries (EEDC/28)<, Such control would fully satisfy us*

If one looks at things objective]^^ this proposition also 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 progress towards

agreement.

The position of the Western Powers^ if we consider its actual gist^ can

be summed up as followss "ilccept our new conditions 5 agree 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(uiVII) of the United Nations General

Assembly (ENDC/63)o 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? Attempts to represent this United States position here in the negotiations

as flexible cannot delude anyone* But it is those who believe that they can

achieve their purpose in this way who are profoundly deluding themselves* The

language of ultimatiuns cvnd attempts to exert pressure on the Soviet Union v/ill lead

to no goodo Unreasonable haggling sometimes leads to a situation iti which those

who ask too high a price lose everything*

In order to mislead the members of the Committee and the world, the

United States and United kingdom representatives are asserting that their

position on control over the cessation of nuclear tests, and particularly on the

number of inspections and the number of automatic seismic stations, is based on

scientific reasons* These assertions by the United States and United Kingdom

representatives in no -vmy corres]Dond to the facts* As we have said before^

the position of the ifestem Powers is dictated by reasons which are very far

removed from science*

To what I have alrer^y said on this subject, I can add the following* The

representatives of the United States speak of an equal inspection quota and an

equal number of automatic seismic stations for their own territory and for the

territory of the Soviet Union. It is well known, however, that the territory

of the United States is many times more seismic than the territory of the Soviet

Union* Every year considerably more seismic phenomena occxir in the United

States which, according to the position of the United States delegation, wouir.

call for on-site inspection* This was pointed out, for example, by the

United States scientist Dr* Latter, who is in the service of the United States

Atomic Energy Commission, in his rexDort to Congress on 19 April 1960* It can

easily be seen that, if we were to follow the position taken by the United St?.tes

representatives and make the number of inspections depend on the number of

unidentified events^ a greater niimber of inspections would have to be carried out
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in the United States than in the Soviet Union. But the United States does not
propose that, As you see, in regard to the quota it refers to science, but acts

according to what is to the advantage of the United States. It acts on the

basis of purely political positions*

At the meeting on 18 February 1963, hv. Foster in fact confirmed that the

United States demands in regard to an inspection quota are in no way determined

by scientific reasons, although he referred to a scientific approach. Just look

at what ^ save the markl - 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.*' (BItDC/PV.99» p. 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 J that is where the 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 autome.tic seismic stations as possible, and for the consequent

large number of visits by foreign personnel to the. territories of the pa.rties to

the treaty, cannot fail to arouse concern. This concern will be particularly

intelligible if one considers that the military staffs of the Testem countries

are trying by all possible means to obtain intelligence information for the

preparation of plans to deal blows at the vital centres of the Soviet Union and

other socialist countries.

The guarantee of the success of the negotiations lies in solving the basic

issues .

Our Committee has been entrusted mth the solution of highly-important

political problems, wlaich 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. 'He appeal to the Western Powers to agree

to this.
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It cannot be denied that the compromire proposals of the Soviet Union on the

cessation of. nuclear tects go. a lon^' way towards meeting the poCition of the

United States of Aiaerica ar.a t-ike into account the interests of both sides. Our

proposals both on an inspection quota and on the number of automatic seismic

sta^tions are fuil^^ a.aeqr.ahc fox exercising additional 01% so to spea.k^- reinsured

control over an agrocT.exvb on the v^;esse/Gion of nuclear tests, over e.nd. above the

sufficiently offecti-v-e control which can be ensured by nationeJ. mea.ns,

7fhat is now recr.-irod from ou.-r^ partners in the negotiations^ a.nd above all

from the United States of America;^ is bo tak;:- the first constructive step and to

reach agreement on the basis of the compromise which it has itsdlf proposed,

'fho Soviet TJnicn is ciititled to czroect such a stepj,- since in tha,t" event the

United States would i:i fact obtain vrhat was originr.lj.y suggested' by itself.

We have heard statem3nts here to the effect that- ±f agreement could not be

reached on the basic issues ^ we should perhaps turn oiir attention to other

questions^ oc:aoern^-;d wibh details of the- control ;:ysti^nn. nr c^J.'^^on^s them e.ll

r;iinuitaneouslyc "\'.'-" consido:-.' that we should reach agreement on all outsta/nding

questions
J

ir.?.eluding procedure for tailing decisions on the dispa;tch of

inspection tear-.Sj^ on the compositior, of the inspection teams^ on methods of

ccr.sducting inspections; on the area for verificationr and so fortho Nevertheless^

rAny years of :aegc::iation in this legard have taught -^is all to be cautious of

prLposaJ.s to deal wx'bh teclinical questions while the basic questions remain

•rnsolred. On ma-^y oc?.asio::5:: 5a vhe ^^ast^ i)itei"national negotiations ha.ve ended

in failure because ^ instead of dco.lin.;^ vT-ith the hasic ojiestionSj, the participants

began to deal with secondary questicns and. of course^ got stuck in them.

In the light of that instructive experience it nay be said that if no agree-

ment is reached on the bet^sic questions in our negotiations on the cessation of

tests^ we cannot o;cpc^c-t that the discussion ex oth^-^^r elements of the control

system will bring us closer to the desired goal. On the contrary, we are

profoundly convinced that such an ?.pproach in the "ip.veoent circumstances^ after

more than three yeo.rs of negotiations!, can only delay the reaching of agreement.

T/c must guard against the erroneous view that teclraicai studies will help us

to solve the problem of the inspection quota a.nd 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 possible for itself to the detriment of the

other side, then differences between specialists, particularly when created

artificially, may serve as a plausible pretext for placing new obstacles in the

path of agreement

o

^Ve hare already had not a few examples of this in the negotiations on the

question of the cessation of nuclear tests o I shall adduce one of them. At

the meeting between Soviet scientists and their United States and United Zinr^'dom

colleagues in November and December 1959 (GEN/DNT/Tl'/Gr,2/pV.l-2l), the Soviet

scientists showed the inconsistency of the so-called *'new seismic data" which the

United States used as a justification for its refusal to agree to the prohibition

of underground tests (GE1J/DHT/TWG.2/9? G-EN/DNT/25)- But what was the answer

to this in 1959? On 29 December 1959 the then President of the United States

of America, Mr* Eisenhov/er, made a declaration in which, usin^ 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 isolated one* That is why we cannot

agree that now, in the absence of agreement on the basic questions^ the Committee

should be diverted to discussing other elements of control* To enter into the

discussion of various kinds of administrative and technical measures before

settling the basic questions would mean losing perspective and evading the main

issue^

The line taken by the representatives of the United States and the United

Kingdom in the negotiations in New York and "iiTashington and here in the Committee

must be placed in direct relationship ^d.th the resumption of imderground nuclear

weapon tests by the United States. le have just received information that

yesterday two new powerful underground nuclear explosions were carried out in

the United States* This, apparently, is an eloquent reply to the following

statement made by the Indian representactive at our last meeting, from which I

shall quote briefly as follows?
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"We all knov/ that if once tests start they lead to other tests*

Incidentally^ I may say that we are grateful that^ although there has

been one announcement of a test since the beginning of the year^ for a

time there has been a lull and no tests are being carried out at

present. We hope that lull mil continue ..c^^ (£NDC/pY<,lQ0.pol9)

The answer to this a-)peal^ as you see, was a constructive one. The United

States Government issued an open challenge to the peoples whose mil was expressed

in resolution 1762 adopted by the United Nations General Assembly at its

seventeenth session. The United States has thus assumed a grave responsibilityo

In conducting nuclear tests on the eve of the resumption of the work of the

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 lilie to remind the Committee of the reaction of the

Government of the Soviet Union* The following was stated in the Tags communique

of 12 February with regard to this challenges

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

on the reason why the United States and other Yfestem Powers did not

support the aforementioned resolution of the United Nations General

Assembly J*

(The reference is to the General Assembly's resolution No« 1762 calling for

cessation of all tests as from 1 January 1963.)

"IVhat was hidden has come into the light^ and it is now particularly

evident by what considerations the United Str.tes Government was guided

in its approach to the Soviet Government's new proposals on a nuclear

test ban^ which were expounded in recent messa^ges from the Chairman of

the Council of ivxinisters of the Soviet Union^ NoS* Khrushchev^ to

President Kennedy of the United States •"

Further on^ the communique states

s

"Further nuclear explosions began thundering in the United States

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

on Disarmament in Geneva » They are bound to complicate the negotiations

in Geneva J and will malie more difficult the achievement of an agreement

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

the Eighteen--Nation Committee*" (El^C/76 ).
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The Soviet Union remains firm in its conviction that, despite the complications

created by the actions of the United States at the present time, there are still

possibilities for reachin^^ mthout delay an honest and fair agreement that

would satisfy all parties. The Soviet Government has made great efforts and

has gone far to meet the Tfestern Powers, having agreed to their proposal on the

number of inspections, and xias agreed to the installation of tliree automatic

stations It did so exclusively in order to contribute as much as possible to

the creation of favourable conditions for agreements If the other nuclear

Powers participating in the negotiations will also show a constructive approach,

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 ^veapon

tests. In view of the ^'reat interest aroused by this urgent problem, which is

ripe for solution, it Y^^ould 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, vfe base ourselves

on the fact that the Sub-Committee has ciuite recently, in January, discussed

this question in New lorlt and Washington. It would therefore be best at tliis

stage to discuss the question of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests in

plenary meetings. This does not mean that 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 remarks made by the Soviet delegation in this regard at the last meeting, on

20 February, (ENDC/PV.10C,Po41), are still valid.

Mr, BURNS (Ce^ada)j Before starting my remarks I should like, as others

have done, to welcome once more to our midst and to our deliberations our good

colleage ^ilr. Barrington, from whom we confidently expect further contributions

to our work.
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My statement this morning will be about the test bane 'Je have now listened
to the preliminary views of most members of this Conference on that subject^ and
a number of valuable su^'gestions concerning how the negotiations should move
f orv/ard have been made and deserve further attenticno The Canadian delegation

was very glad to hear the exposition which you have
, just made^ L'r. Chairman^

of the position of the Soviet Union* I thin]r that was given in response to

some requests or suggestions made by some of the representatives of non«ali^'ned

countries who have spoken e I would not say that thore was anything that you

have said which has not been made fairly clear before regarding the position of

the Soviet Union, Nevertheless the Canadian delegation will study it with

great attention^ and hopes to find in it some grounds for optimism regarding

the progress of the negotiations on this vital subject, ¥e were pleased to

hear your final words j, at any rato. on that matter ^ which were that the Soviet

Union was still hopeful that an agreement could be reached*

^^e vrere also; pleased to hear your view that, considering the interest sho^m

by all delegations in the subject of nuclear weapon tests ^ after the end of the

general debate in which vre are still engaged di->oussion on that subject should

be carried on in plenary meetings* The Canadian delegation is in favour of

that approach* We feel that the debate since the Conference resumed on

12 February shows that there is no room for doubt which subject should engage our

main attention and our efforts from this moment until a solution is founds 7/ithout

exception the representatives of non-aligned countries who have spoken have

emphasized that at this stage tho negotia'^ic:.: of a tort ban is our first respon-

sibility* The Canadian delegation warmly v/eloomes the interventions of those

members of the ComTiD.ttee^ and bolxevey that they have both emphasized the vital

importance cf the test ban and also offered valuabl_e suggestions on how we should

proceed with the negotiations, ?e are al-^^o g.lad that the statements of the

representatives of the ~7e stern nuclear Po.vcr:: ^lioxr that they msh to see the

negotiation of an effective test ban agreement treated as the matter of highest

priority in the weeks to come* The Canadian delega-tion would strongly object

to any suggestion that this Conference should turn to the discussion of any matter

except a test ban until \re are assured that the negotiation of this subject has

been seriously undertal^en and is being conducted in a manner which i^roraises to

yield concrete results - and that^ in our vievr^ means that there should be

direct negotiations on these matters proceeding between the nuclear Powers*
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I have said that the Canadian delegation has been impressed, in the course of

our recent debate, by the observations of representatives of the eight non-aligned

members of our Coramitteeo I should lilie briefly to review some of those

suggestions which seem to me to merit fiirther consideration*

First I should lilie to support the statement of the representative of

Brazil, who reminded us all on 15 February (ENDC/?V. 98, pp.11 et seq >) that this

Conference must fulfil the responsibility which ha^s been entrusted to it by the

United Nations s 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 resolution 1762 (XVII), and my colleague from Brazil yre.s right

in reminding us of our ^rave moral responsibility to carry out the task that we

have been assigned. All the nations of the world are united in calling for

the early conclusion of an agreement to ban tests. At this moment, when the

obstacles which have bloclied the negotiations on a treaty have been so

substantially reduced, world opinion v/ill not understand any slackening in our

efforts to resolve this issue, and it is up to us to show that this Conference

deserves the trust which -^las been placed in it.

Like other speakers before me, I wish to pay a special tribute to the

representative of the United Arab Republic for the contributi6n he made to our

discussion on 18 February (ENDC/PV.99^ PP-9 et sec^ o ) . The questions which

ivir. Hassan posed on that occasion should stimulate our further negotiations.

They clarified for us the substance of the present stage of the negotiations

between the nuclear Pov^-ers on the test ban issue, and also pointed the way to

overcoming what are essentially difficulties of procedure. On the substance of

the issue the representative of the United Arab Republic recalled that in the

course of several hundred meetings betv/een the three nuclear PoY/ers until November

1961 an encouraging measure of agreement had been reached on .^. broad range of

technical matters upon which the three Powers must now complete negotiations, if

a treaty is to be concluded. He suggested tiiat it would be helpful if the

agreement achieved in this earlier work could be reaffirmed^ or if the two sides

could at least make clear the extent to which their respective positions remain

the same or the points on vfhich their present positions differ from those they

previously took. We ha,ve heard a preliminary ansv^er from the United States

'delegation to that question, and we hope that the Soviet delega^tion will see fit

to amplify what was se.id this morning in more specific answers to it.
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The delegation of 'oiie United Lrt^b Republic devoted some attention also to

exploring what is the most obvxous point of difference between tlie two sides at the

moment^ namely the number of annual on-site inspections which would be peruiitted

under a test ban treaty (ibido p*12)* Its analysis of the question shov^ed that

the positions adopted by the two sides T.dth respect to numbers 9 if they \rexe to

follow through logicall^r^ demand that both sides adopt an attitude of fle::ibilit3^.

On the one side the Soviet Union agrees that three annual inspections represent

no threat to its national safety. It is hard to understand "jhy a somewhat larger

number would involve any real danger to its legitimate security interests

regarding which we have heard certain doubts expressed*

This question of the n\xmher of inspections ought to be looked at according

to the scale of what is involved* It is a question of relativity j, to use a

perliaps rather pompous phrase <, I have on the T/all of my office a map of that great

country^ the Soviet Union« It is not a secret mapj I bought it in e. shop^ Looking

at that map I noted that the Soviet Union extends some 9^000 hilometres from

east to west on the si^ctieth parallel of latitude^ and some 4^000 kilometres from

north to south* On cry map 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 that

a graphic illustration is worth any number of words ^ but on it the extent of the

Soviet Union is about the same as frou my left shoulder to the end of the fingers

of my right hand* As I understand it, the area which is proposed for e.ny one

inspection is 800 square kilometres^ or an area with a radius of about 15 kilometres*

On the same scale^ that would represent an area about the same as that of the lead

in my pencil <, Wha^t is the difference in that Yexy big area between the tliree

inspections which represent no danger and the eight inspections called for by the

Western rowers? It seems to me that here we are talking in infinitesimals «,

There is no real^ serious difference between them.

The question of the location and number of automatic seismological stations

is one which is tied closely to the problems of seismological science^ and with which

I certainly am not competent to deal* However, the difference between tliree and

the number of seven which Llr. Poster v/as 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 and tiie United Ilingdom have accepted tlie application of

on-site inspection to some proportion of the unidentified eveiVvS reported b^^ the

detection system. Thr^t implies that a measure of flexibility^- e^^ists for the

Y^estern side with respect to vAat this proportion should be, I'he Canadian

delegation welcomes t::e reaffirmation fay Lir^ Foster in his speech last "7ednesday

(EMDC/pVolOu^ P?»5 et sec;0 that the 7est is in fact prepared to show flexibility

in that respects In the light of those statements ^ my delegt^tion believes that

there is no reason to be discouraged by the present difference of view over numbers^

and that those around this table irno have emphasized that this question need not

present an insuperable obstacle are fully justified*

If that is the case, the immediate problem before this Conference is one of

negotiating procedure o Ilere again the United Arab Eex>ublic representative had

valuable suggestions to mahe (ENDC/PV*99; p*15)^ and he was supported by the

representative of India^ 3.mong others o Quite rightly^ the United Arab Republic

representative described the present procedural difficulty as similar to the old

puzzler: which comes first, the chiclien or the egg? ( ibid e ^ pol7) o In other

words ;^ it is not worth vre.sting our time to try to find a direct answer to this

question*

Now that a firm basis for the negotiations has been established by the

exchange of correspondence between President Kennedy and Chedrman Khrushchev

(EWDC/73, 74), no one v/isl.es to see the talks bogged down in the discussion of

peripheral teciinical details. But, as a first step to real negotiation, it is

of the utmost importance that each side have a clear idea of what the other sxde

is talking about • The representative of the United Arab Republic and others

have suggested a variety of ways which would help to get real negotiations under way

at the present time«

A suggestion whic my delegation believes to deserve particular attention

would be for one or other of the nuclee.r Powers or both of them to submit revised

draft treaties - possibly vdth the number of inspections and automatic stations

bracketed - which would set out in some detail their respective positions on all

the major .elements of the test ban system. The representative of the Soviet

Union has emphasized that his Government has made a major concession in accepting

the principle of two or three annual on-site inspections • The Canadian delega^tion
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is grateful for tliat steo forward* But how is the other side to assess bhe value

of that concession until it has a more precise idea of what the Soviet Union

understands these on^-site inspections would involve? To get the negotiations

goingj it is surely not unreasonable, to ask the representative of the Soviet Union

to tell us his Governiiient^ s ideas respecting how the inspections will be cs.3:ried

out^ who will do the inspecting, what ttIII be the area to be scrutinized^ and what

are the methods which will set the inspection process in motion - all subjects

which he mentioned briefly this morniiag<,

The representative of India made another useful suggestion^ and I ^uote

from the verbatim records

^K^.if there is difficulty of any Iiind in reaching an agreed figure in

the matter of inspections, then why should not both sides agree that the

treaty should contain a clause providing for the reconsideration of t-ie

number of on-site inspections after a period of one year, which numbei'

should be changed only if both sides agree? That is to say, the treaty is

not to be temporary j it will be firm and permanent
j,
and the number of

inspections will be there and will not be altered unless both sides a^ree^

The point here is that if science makes further advances in the next year

or in the next tvfo years, then cZiange in the number can be made| but

there is to be no change or alteration of the treaty, there is to be

no setting back of the treaty^ the treaty itself is perm?.nento L

change in numbers would be made only if it vz-ere agreed u'pon by both sides e"

(jBNDC/PV.lOC, p. 17) o

The Canadian delege.oion does not asfc that all those questions be submitted

for immediate examination by the full membership of the Committee, but v;-e do

believe that this Committee has a ri^^ht to demand the assurance that negotiation

on them has been undertalien and undertahen seriously. Once that has been done,

as the representative of Sweden pointed out (ibid.g p«28), there will be a number

of important teciinical natters to the solution of which individual non-nuclear

members of this Conference can no doubt make a useful contribution* Cc^mda

would be willing to contribute in any way it can» 7e are all eager to see

that stage reached, and what we ask of the nuclear Powers is that they take the

indispensable first step to^vard serious negotiation in whatever forum and ixx

whatever wa^r they believe offers the best prospect for progress

«
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In conclusion I feel I can do no better than to .juote once more froa t.ie

speech made by the re.^resentative ox the United .^rab Republic on 18 February.
lie said 2

"... the nucleor i^arties face txieir ^rea-oesi challenge since the

beginning of this Conference. They will not be able to convince the

world of their sincerity of puri^ose, they will not be able to silence

their detractors t.vio described our whole endecr.vour^ even before it

started; as an ^exercise in futility », if they do not find; and quiclily,

a permanent settleiuent to the test-ban problenu" (Sl^DC/vY,99, p>17 )

The Canadian delegation hopes that that challenge will be talien up at once by

the nuclear Powers and that they will begin the final round of decisive negotiation

without delay*

hxT. CLYLhLE'^'21 (Italy) (translation from French) s I wish only to maize

a few brief remarks concerning certain of today «s statements; and first of all

concerning the correctness of the veroatim record. I thinli that the representative

of Bulgaria; xv.r^ '.^arabanov; said that in my statement of 18 February I expressed

doubts concerning the good faith of the delegations of the socialist countries*

I did not say that; and what I said was as follows s

"Since we do not deny the \^ood faith of our partners^, we ex-

•-.ect our own good faith also to he accepted; and the use of terms and

the imputation of i.iotives y^-hich nay harm our comiuon effort a,nd discredit

our Conference to he avoided in our discussions •"
(Etg)C/?Vo99 Po32 )

As to the question of atomic submarine bases in Italy; it is hardly necessary

for me to assure kro Tarabanov that Italy has at heart, at least as mucn as

Bulgaria; the maintenance of peace everywhere a.nd particularly in the L^editerraneano

I thank lur, Tarabanov for his advice not to set up submarine bases in our country.

I wish to point out; however; that such questions are; and alvra^ys will be,

decided by the Italian government in the free exercise of its full sovereignty;

in agreement with its allieS; and iii conformity with Italian policy; which is to

guarantee the security of the Italian and all other peoples on a basis of peace

and progress. In any case the Italian Crovernment declared recently that; in

agreement with its allies ; it did not contemplate setting up banes for atomic

submarines on its territory, and I should not like this statement to be called

in question here*
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Moreover^ we have in Italy a Parliament whicli has been freely elected by the

people and which expresses the people ^s will. 7e have this xarlioment^ and I

hope that we shall alv^uys have it • This free Parliament determines our 3-overhmeht ^s

decisions in a democratic manner, and ;,:;rovides a pledge that these decisions will

always correspond ^vlth the basis of our policy, Y/hich is^ I repeat^ to guarantee

peace in security^ without injur in^^ or threatening anybody*

Altogether^ today's reme.rks by the representr.tive of Bulgaria are very

regrettable o They contribute nothing to tho progress of our worh« They only

confirm that certain dele^'ations are unfortuna,telj^ opposed to a serious and urgent

discussion of the question of tests. Thus the delegation of Bulgaria has taZ^en

up a position in opposition to the great majority of the delegations present here.

Your own statement j, I/iro Chairman^ was a very important one, and I listened

to it with the greatest interest • At first sight, hovr'-ever, it did not seem to me

to indicate a very flexible and open attitude towa^rds the proposals which have

been presented here by the delegations of the non-aligned States and to which I

drew the Committee's attention in my first statement. Nevertheless
j;
your statement

has the merit of ansv/-ering to the general desire here to go more deeply into the

problem of tests o You went right to the neart of the problem, and I thaiili: you«

Ly delegation x^roposes to study your statement most carefully in order to soeh

some glimmer of hope of a possible agreement - that glimmer to vrhich I referred

in my previous statement

o

Furthermore, iviir.. Chairman, I note that you favour tho continuation of the

discussion on tests here in the plenary Committee after the conclusion of the

general debate <» I appreciate your positione nevertheless^ I still believe that

it would be very useful for the Sub-Couimittee to ueet as soon e.s possible in order

to examine more thoroughly and within a narrower framework the concrete proposals

which have been put forward so far here in the plenary Committee by various dclegsi^-

tionso

Laro STELIE (United States of ijnerica) ; I shall be ciuite brief, but not

so brief that I cannot talie time to welcome, and welcome ivurmly, the return to our

Conference of our friend and colleague the representative of Burma, Ambassador

James Harrington,
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The Chairman in his ca;pacity as representative of the Soviet Union, p.ad the

representative of Bulgaria, had some comments to malie on the tr/o under^^roimd tests

which were announced j'-esterday by the United States Atomic Energy Comraission.

Those tests were the continuation of a series begun after the abrupt resuiuption

of nuclear weapon tests by the Soviet Union in the autumn of 1961, and tlir^t series

has continued except for one brief interruption during the private talks vrhich

took place in New lorli and T/ashington« It has been stated that those tests

make negotiations difficult, I thinl: we should recall that after and durin- the

resumption of tests by the Soviet Union in the exrowmx of 1961, the United States

and the United Kingdom continued to negotiate wit.;, the Soviet Union for a test

ban treaty • I thinli the Committee will also remember that this Conference v/as

actually born during a series of nuclear tests, in the sense that the Joint

Statement of Agreed Principles (EIIDC/s) and the composition of this Conference

were negotia,ted while a series was in progress.

On the other hand, we have had experience Tjdth a moratoriiim* From 1958 to

1961 the United States and the United Zingdom negotiated in good faith for a

nuclear test ban treaty under conditions of a unile^teral moratorium* During a

long part of the time, o.t least to^rards the end of that period, the Soviet Union

was preparing actively for a massive resumption of tests* Past experience does

not seem to indicate that a moratorium is useful for negotiations* One mij;ht.be

tempted to speculate that there are possibly \^rounds for thinliing that the converse

conclusion might be draT^i*

'7hat is clear is that the ^vay to stop tests is to achieve a sound test ban

treaty. It is our business here to negotiate such a treaty, and in this

connexion the statement of the Soviet represente.tirc today on negotiations for

a test ban treaty is not promising} it is in fact deeply discouraging^

The Soviet representative talked about three things, in the main* First, he

talked about reliance on national systems. Now it is clear that there is no issue

between us on a system which puts its basic reliance on nationally-manned detection

systems a ¥e of the 'Test have moved on this, '7e called for a network of

international systems, internationally manned r.nd staffed a Lr/oer we moved from

that to willingness to agree to a system of natione.lly-manned stations under

international supervision, i^ost recently we have agreed to place oxir reliance

on national systems cheched by various kinds of instrumentation, and without

international supervision. So there is no issue on this, and Ilr, Kuznetsov v/as

banging on an open door.

www.libtool.com.cn



EIIDC/?Voi01

( ^'-^^v p'^0 1 1 e ) Unj-'oe d States

)

Tfe do disagree witu liis familiar Soviet thesis "one.t national systems can

C'^'ooct and identify eJ.l events^ Our scientists, scientists on vrhom we >lace

reliai^ce, tell us that tlioro -will be a, residue of detected events v/hich cannot

be identified by any raeans other than on-site ins^jection* That is the second

trc:'x en which 'ohe Soviet repre.sentativo spolxe. although he spohe only to tie

.question of the number of on-site insj^ections and automatic stations v I should

li\v"> to 3i)cr.k rovr only about on-.cite inspections and the number of sucxi ins^^ections*

I think we should recall a little history on t:.iisa Iv^r, Iluznetsov vrent

iotc considerable detail on history,'- this mornin;;^';- out what; in a r:'tshell; is the

history of the oppcsinj,- positi''3i:; on the ir.:mbcrs of on--rjite inspections? The

ui.i+ed States v)osition at the be-^^iimin/, of negotiations was in favour of complete

irrp^ction of all unidentified events c v/c then moved; acceptin^^' the quota

Gur<^ frtion put for-\7arc b;/ Irin.: A.uinistor L'-acmillan, but firsb formally proposed

bj/ Premier IQirushoh3'7'^ ^.n c.naual quo!-.a of t-renty on-site inspections of events

ryrer a threshold of 4.7!) on a .scale of seismic ma^;^nitude ~ a threshold vrhich we

assumed to be equivalent to a yield of some eighteen or nineteen kilotons

(K:hC/9j PPo 21 et sec ^ ) o ^7e then moved to a sliding scale of twelve to tv/enty

ci-cv.' ; c inspections a yoar^ still of events above a threshold, and then we dropped

the threshold so that our :nu;iber of inspections was en a slidin^^- scale of tY^elve

to twenty of all events. ^"nd novr we have come to a figure of ei^ht to ten

in^.i;Gctions a year«

.7h£it has boo:: the nistory ol' the Soviet Union ^s position during the same

period? Fnen it formally pub f -jrward the idea of a quota, or rather somis time

afterv/ards wh^n it first mentioned a fi^-re for the C;;^ota, that figure was two

to: three on-site inspections a year. ulnd what is its present ;:6sition? it is

tv/o to three on-site inspections a yea^r* I thinl: anyone can see who has moved.

On this figure of two to three on.-:;ite inspections a year 1' am obli^^ed to

repeat again that this has never been acceptable to the United States- There was

a misunderstanding, a misxnidcrstandin:; which wa regret, but let me read the

rr.le.-ant extracts o In his letter of 19 Daccmber Premier iCIirushchev TOote to

President Kennedys
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"¥e have noted tliat on 30 October 1962<, in discussions held in iJev^ York

with Mr, V,V. Kuznetsov, the First Deputy Linister for Foreign ;iffairs of

the USSR^ your representative, i^bassador Dean, said that in the opinion

of the United States Qovernment 2-4 on-site inspections a year in the

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

In direct response to that statement President Zennedy, in a letter of 28 December

to Chairman lairushchev, saids

"7i.th respect to the number of on-site inspections there appears to

have been some misunderstandinryo lour impression seems to be tha,t

Embassador Dean told Deputy minister Xuznetsov that the United States mi^'ht

be prepared to accept an annual number of on-site inspections between two

and four, /4nbassador Dean advises me that the only number which he

mentioned in his discussions with Deputy Minister ICuznetsov was a number

between eight and ten* This rei:resented a substantial decrease in the

request of the United States as we had previously been insisting upon a

number between twelve and twentyo I had hoped that the Soviet Union would

match this motion on the part of the United States by an ecuivalent motion

in the figure of two or three on-site inspections which it had some time

ago indicated it mi;;,:^^ allow J^ (3inx:)/74, p>2)

After the receipt of this letter and the further exchange of correspondence,

the Soviet representa.tives came to Hew York and "Tashington for private discussions.

At that time we regretted the misunderstanding which had arisen but which should

have been clearly removed by the letter from the President of the United States to

Chairman Khrushchev. 7e made it clear that, to our knowled^ve, no representative

of the United States ha,d ever said that two to four on-site inspections v/ould be

adequate for our purposes; and we made it abundantly clear that the United States

official position haxi al^^ays been that two to three inspections Y^ere not acceptable*

There are no grounds at all for Lr* Zuznetsov to claim that that figure of two to

three on-site inspections is an agreed figure between the Soviet Union and the

United States? it is not* The number of two to three on-site inspections has

never been acceptable, eAicl. is not acceptable, to the United States*
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After discussing tlie number of inspections;, and after stp/oin^ that tlie Soviet

Union would never move from that fi^^ure of two to three on-site inspections ; the

Soviet representative Trent on to tall: of the possibility of exploring other issues

and of exploring the general integrated system for the verification of v. test ban

treaty^ he said that the Soviet Union cannot negotia,te on CAiy':jA±n[; else

until tne number of on-site inspections and the number of automatic stations are

agreed upon,

:/liat does that mean? It means tha^t the Soviet Union says that a nuiaber -

and primarily the number of on-site inspections - must be agreed upon before any-

thing else is discussedo Tfhat does the Soviet Union say about the number?

It says that the number of two to three ^ which it Imows is xmacceptable to the

United States^ must be agreed to by the United States before anything else is

discussed* I ask the representative of the Soviet Uniont is this negotiation?

kro TiJlABi2Tw7 (Bulgaria) ( translation from French): I am takin^' the

floor to exercise my right of reply and to thanx the Italian representa^tive for

the kind remarks he made about my earlier statements I should simply lil:e to tell

him that he ^vas right in sr.ying that he did not laiow how to interpret the fir^t

of my remarks to which he referred* "Te did not say that the representative of

Italy had questioned the wish of the socialist comitries that these conversations

and negotiations should be successful « 7e merely drew attention to his assertion

that in our comments we were introducing elements which amounted to a denial of tiie

good faith and the wish, of the Western countries to achieve results and in

particular to reach ?.n agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests o "i7e then

shovred that doubts were being cast on this wish and this good faith^ not by us

but by events^ and particularly by events such as those which took place yesterday

in the United States, for example.

Secondly, he asserted txiat our delegation seemed to wish to give advice to

the Italian Government or x-arliament, or to question their competence to decide

Italy »s policy* Tfe lieA no wish to do so, and we never made any such assertion.

Our delegation has never cr.lled in cuestion the competence of either the Government

or the Parliament of Italy to decide Italy »s policyo Nor did our delegation try

to give any advice « 7e merely expressed apprehensions similar to those

expressed in the international press, reflectin:, the disquiet which has been

aroused in every country^ and has been specifically mentioned even in some of

the Italian Government's ov/n statements

o
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On the contrary, \re vrexe very -lad to hear these statements, and we thanli

the Italian Goremment for <^iving us the assurance - which indeed the Italia^n

representative has reiterated today ~ that it does not propose to establish

submarine bases in Italy. xhat is v/.iat we were saying. If necessary, I can

certainly re-read what I said just nor/ "in my statement | but since I have explained

myself, I should like to e::;j>ress my ^rr.titude once a^ain for the assurance ^'iven

us that such measures are not contemplated. lie are all very ^^'lad indeed to hear

this.

v/"ith regard to another question, that of attempts to give us lessons in

democracy here, I intend to reply to this on another occasion, because this

arises rather too often in certain statements, and pa.rticul^.rly those of the

Italian representative? but I thinli we shall kave r.n opportunity to speah of this

again*

I also thank the Italian representative for his appraisal of my str.tement.

Y/ho are the more constructive, those who notice and comment on e.ctivities iihely

to accelerate the armaments race, or those who are themselves responsible for

such activities? There is certainly some difference between the two. Dut

apparently the Italian delegation is better pleased when speeches are made h^re

which are perhaps rather too polite and friendly, a.nd it especially welcomes

the possibility of continuing the armaments race. Indeed, it seems to

appreciate greatly the position taken by the United States - which, as we have

already pointed out, conducted two tests yesterday -- and says that the race T>dll

certainly go on if we do not accept the conditions that it has laid do^vn for the

discontinuance of nuclear tests,

Tfe do not think thr.t to continue our negotir/oions here, almost within sound

of the United States nuclear tests, is conducive to a favourable atmosphere.

That is not a position -jhich we particiilarly appreciate; it is r.s unconstructive

as possible, and gives us noopportunity for any progress. If by any chance this

is satisfactory to certain delegations, they are of course free to say so.

kr. BixREIrJu'rOlT (Burma) s Ls this is my first appeo^rance at the resumed

session of our Conference 1 do not thinlr. I shall be expected to make a statement

on the substance of our discussions. However, I should like to express my

appreciation to the Chairma.n and to all tne representatives v/ho have extended
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such a friendly welcome "io me todesy^ and also to the representative of India, who

was good enough to welcome me at a time mien I had not in fact arrived at ."eneva.

In re-joining the Committee may I assure the Chairman and all my collea^uefe

that I shall do everything in my pov/er- to co-operate with each and every one of them

to further the work of this Committee?

The CH/i.IiaYXr'j.1 (Union of Soviet Socialist li-ej_:>ublics) (translation froiu

Russian ) ; Before reading the communic^Lia, I should like as representative of the

Soviet Union to exercise my ri^ht of reply and to drav/ a^ttention to two points.

Pirstj, a remark in connexion with the statenent made by the United States

representative • I understand the difficulties of the United States delesation.

What has been said here by the United States representative merely confirms that

the United States has lon^-term plans for conducting nuclear explosions • I

do not think that anyone in the ComLiittee would believe that nuclear explosions

could be started and conducted without any prepare/!) ion. Undoubtedly some time

'wus required to prepare for carryin- out these explosions. ilt meetings of the

Committee concern,kaB rightly been expressed at the fact that the United States is

following a policy wiaich is aimed at continuing nuclear tests ^ and tha,t the

negotiations in Geneva are serving as a kind of screen for diverting the

world *s attention from this peace-jeopardizing policy* Statements about who

violated the moratorium are not new- I merely wish to stress once aga.in that

it was not the Soviet Union but the United States which first began testin^

nuclear weapons o It is not the Soviet Union but the United Ste/bes which .has

conducted a. considerably larger number of nuclear tests in the atmosphere and

undergrounds On each occasion the Soviet Union was compelled to conduct its

tests by way of reply in order to ensure its security.

If one listens to the United Str/tes representative ^ it turns out that it is

not the United States that is now exploding nuclear weapons but the Soviet Union,

and that the thunderings which are arousing such great anxiety tiiroughout the

world are coming not from United States explosions but from Soviet explosions.

It is enough to put the question in this way to show the utter flimsiness of the

arguments put forward by the United States representative. If the United States

,of iimerica sincerely desires to put an end to explosions, it must subscribe to
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resolution No. 1762 whicla was adopted by the overwhelming majority of the Lembers

of the United Nations e.t the recent seventeenth session. This resolution contains

a perfectly clear provision, which states that the General Assembly appeals to

the nuclear Powers^ TOether or not agreement is rea^ched^ to cease all tests,

including underground tests, not later than 1 January 1963. The Soviet Union

voted for this resolution} the United States voted against ito The Soviet

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

iviy second remark concerns the number of inspections. ^Te are now repeatedly

being told that the official figure of the United States is eight to ten

inspections « It is true that the United States is now naming txie figure of eight

to ten, but it stresses every time that what it names is official. kembers

of the Committee are aware of how negotiations r.re conducted and that there are

exchanges of views. Cur work is not only carried on here at official meetings

and when we make speeches, but also during meetings outside this room. 7fe try

to use every opportunity to explain our point of view and to listen to the opinions

of other delegations and seek ways a.nd means to solve problems. We consider this

to be right • For this reason we neveT refuse to meet or to exchange vie^vs.

I hare had such meetings with Lr. Bean. In a conversation he had Tvdth me

on 30 or 31 October last year, Ivir. Dean said that the main point on which we

differed was that of underground tests. "If the Soviet Union were to agree to

a small number, say tvro to four inspections, I r.ssure you", he said, "that there

will be no more differences between us." Of course, that wa.s an unofficial

figure. The United Sta/oes representative is right in that respect | but that

was the figure which I)/Ir. Dean named. .^'-n.d you Imow - I am addressing the United

States representative - that there v^ere other instances and other conversations

during which the United States suggested the figure of two to tnree to the Soviet

Union. In particular there was a conversation betw^een our scientist, Professor

Federov, and Professor "Jiesner, also at the end of October 1962, during which

the United States interlocuter named the figure of two to three inspections.

I am not speaking about the quotations adduced here in the statements of

the United Kingdom representatives, vrhich confirmed the fignire of three*

Evidently the United Kingdom representative is acting to some extent in co^ordina^

tion with the United Stp.tes| but if there is a difference of opinion between them,
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let the United x)[!ingdom re^^resentative sesy tha.t he holds a different opinion in

this matter*^ But the United Kingdom representatives have definitely stated

what has been quoted here; namely that all would be well and there v;^ould be

no differences if the Soviet Union were to accept tliree inspections « Thus the

matter has been reall^T- clarified and should not serve as an obstacle to our

negotiations on the cessation of tests*

LiT. STELIE (United States of :.xaerica)s I do not vrant to go into the

details of past conversations f I merely wish to repeat that to our lmowled:;,e no

official representative of the United States has mentioned a fi2,ure of two to

four annual inspections as bein^j adecuate for inspection of the whole of the

territory of the Soviet Union<^ both seismic ?p.d. aseismic areas; and I want to

confirm that the official position of the United States has never been that two

or three annual inspections are aderiu?/:e^ and that therefore that figure is not

8.cceptable* I believe ^ Lxo Cha^irmcvn, we have made this completely clear to you«

The Conference decided to issue the follovz-in:; communique ^>

'^The Conference of the Ei^hteen-«Na,tion Committee on Disarmament today

held its one-hundred and first plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations^

Geneva^ under the chairmanship of kro VoV. husnetsov^ First Deputy rlinister

for Foreign Affairs and representative of t:„e Soviet Union*

^'Statements were made by the representa^tives of Italy ^ Bulgaria^, the

Soviet Union^ Cane^da^ the United States and 3\jrma..

"The next meeting of the Conference v,dll be held on Londay^ 25 February

1963^ at 10.30 a«r.u'^

'2^ meeting rose at 1»35 p*m«,
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FINAL VEr:BATII' RECORD OF TI-IE ONE HUNDrcED /lND FIRST IvIEETING

On page 23, the first four lines should read as follows:

''Official representatives believe that, due to
improvements in detection methods, the United States
can. fully rely on its OTvn st<?.tions outside Soviet
territory ••• for the purpose of control over
clandestine underground explosions."
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