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T~~; _?~:rn.MAN (United States of America):· I declare open -the one hundred 

and twentieth plenary meet.ing of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament. 

It was agreed at otn' last meeting (ENDC/PV.-119, p.39) that the first item of . . 

business today shou1d be the discu~sion of the draft report to the United Nations . 

drawn up by the Co-Chairmen. Additional copies . of the text are now being distributed. 

Before I call on the t3pE;)akers for today perhaps we could see '.'lhether -we could agree 

on this draft report. I might point out that since it was reproduced there have 

been certain minor editorial changes, but as they do not alter the substance at all 

perhaps we could proceed on the basis of the copies now in the possession of delegations. 

There aPe certain blanks which will have to be filled in. If no changes are recommended 
I would s~gest that- subject .to . the completion of the blank portions, which we 

might entrust .to the repre'sentative of the Secretary...;.Qeneral and the Secretariat -

the draft report could be approved, 

_Are there' any observations? 

Mr. LALL (India): There seems to be an omission from this report. I 

thought that this session was distinguished by the fact that we had·· recorded our 

first agreement of the Conference, in principle at least, on a direct line of 

conmtmications by teletype or telephone between Hoscow and T,'i'ashington (ENDC/PV.llS, p.52). 

I do not see any reference to that in this document, and I think that it 1>/aS an important 

agreement of principle which should certainly be mentioned. 

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): Might I say that there was informal ·· 

discussion of that point yesterday. It was our f eeling that the question of reference 

to it, since it was from a Soviet statement, should be left to the discretion of the 

Soviet delegation, and there was informal ~greement that there need be -no mention of 

it in the report. 

Mr. L.ALL (India): May I ask why not, Mr. Chairman? · This seems to us to 

be something which has been agreed at this Conference, and I should have thought that 

it should be mentioned. I should be glad if the Soviet representative would tell · 

us why he would rather not mention it. 
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Mr. TSAt'tAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian): 
The study of this question has not yet been completed. Yesterday, at an informal 
meeting, the United States representative put forward some additional views of the 
United States, including a proposal. to convene a conference of eJ~erts. These views 

were set forth, as was also a tentative list of technical and other questions which, 
in the opinion of the United States side, should be studied-together with Soviet 
experts. There are many other questions that need to be studied. What form these 
negotiations will take is also not yet clear. Therefore we consider that it would 
be premature to include this question in a report, in which other so-called 
ncollateral measuresn are also mentioned. 

In the report we have dealt in a general way with the situation in regard to 
the discussion 9f ncollateral measuresn and to mention especially one question, the 
discussion of which is, so to speak, not yet completed, would be premature. 

In our next report, if the need arises and if by that time negotiations have 
been completed on all the questions that have been raised, this qYestion will, no 
doubt, find its rightful place. 

The CHAIRM.AN (United States of America): May I say, as representative of 
the United States, that we bel~eve that the inclusion of a reference to the very 
welcome statement of the Soviet delegation at our meeting of 5 April (~) is at 
the discretion of the Soviet delegation, and that we in no way insist on any mention 
of that statement, so that we are prepared to support the draft report as it stands. 

Hay I take it that the Committee approves the draft report and requests the 

representative of the Secretary-General and the Secretariat to fill in the necessary 
blanks left for the number of meetings, and so on? 

Since I hear no objection I take it that, subject to the changes which are 
unfortunately not before delegations but which, as I have said:, do not alter the 
substance, the draft is approved.l/ 

It was so decided. 

lJ This report was subsequently issued as document ENDC/83 
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Mr. i;IACOV.ltSCU (Romania) : I hope that everybody in this room will agree 

with ·me when I 'state that • our. Committee is negotiating one of the moot difficult 

tr~aties ever negotiated in. the history of reiations bebveen governments' states or 

groups ~f .States, It is not a matter of ending a war, of . tracing a frontier, of 

settingup an or'fensive or defensive alliance, of establishing a principle of 

mteTnational law, of determining the extent of territorial waters or of outlining 

the system of law to function in outer space. This Col!I!!littee is faced with the .probltn 

of problems of all time, and particularly of the era in which l'Te are living: ~.:he 

prob'lertl of general and complete disarmament, on 1--JhCse solution depends the ·settlem::mt 

of . all other futerriational issues and, in the long rm1, the future of humaniti. · The 
positictl. of the governments Nith regard to the main alternatives, peace · or war, is 

assessed according to the Way each of them reg~rds that issue, aCCO~cding to the w2:r 

each of them struggles for the implementation of general and complete disarmament. 

The difficul{i.~s we ha~e to overcome are great, The history oi the past mii-::.?I'!YlilLTS; 

unfortunately, has left us as a legacy the concept that arms decide who ·i~ riglft. 

the concept of ·ri:Faustrechtti:, the right of the fist, the right .of the strongest. :Ln 
our age, guided by their will to live in freedom and mutua:i understanding, ·people 

stood up against s~ch a concept~ Those governments l.rhich realize that Wa.r is not 

a means of settling international differences stand against such a concept. OQ't' 
.... i' .. .· , .. • ' · '. Conimittee too must stand against such a concept, for otherwise the very existence 

• )' . 

of our Committee wOuld be ·senseless . 

The delegation of the Romanian People's 'Republic has never cherished the 
... 

illusion that the negotiation of a treaty on generai and complete disarniament was 
go~~ to b~ an easy task, a task to be accomplished without effort ' or "tdthout . 

responsibility, but : it'; has never ceased to believe that >-re can reach our· goai if · . 

all present here - all Governments engaged in these negotiations - prove by deeds 

and not by mere words that they are · struggliri.g for the implementation of general and . 
complete disarmament, that they are facing reality as it is· • 

. . 
The negotiation of this treaty requires a realistic approach. T~at does that 

mean? To be a r ealist in this issue means, in' the view of the Romanian ·delegation, 

to put forward proposals which, transformed irito bi.~ding ccmmitments on the ba~ia of 

negotiation, will bf:fu·g ~15out a ·modification of the prevailing situation. 
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(~~. ~fucovescu, Romania) 

How does that situation appear and what are its essential features? Although 
the Romanian delegation is aware of the risk of repeating a statement which has 
already been made, it wishes to reiterate its profound belief that mankind in the past 
was never faced with such a situation as that obtainirig today. Nuclear 1-reapons have 
upset the realities and the thinking of the past with regard to war and the waging 
of war. Nuclear weapons have created the possibility not only of destroying armies 
and devastating comparatively ext.ensive territories, but also of extenninating whole 
peoples and whole countries. Such a quantity of explosive material. now exists in 

the world that peoples and countries in their entirety could be obliterated, not 
once but scores and hundreds of times. It is from that reality that we must proceed 
when put~ing forth proposals for general and complete disarmament, That is the reality 
which has to be radically changed. 

Hhat are the proposals we are discussing today in this Committee? In its 
draft treaty (ENDC/2) the Soviet delegation has proposed the elimination in the 
first stage of all nuclear weapon de~ivery vehicles: The Gramyko amendment 
(A/PV.ll27,provisional, p~JS-40) haa been added to that. The implementation of that 
proposal would mean in fact the elimination fran the very begin¢ng . of the danger of 
a nuclear war being unleashed. 

On the other hand, we have before us the proposal made by the United States 
delegation (ENDC/30) which provides for a 30 per cent reduction in annaments in 
the first stage, nuclear weapon vehicles included. I have already had the opportunity 
of demonstrating that such a reduction could not save humanity from the nuclear 
danger, could not give people tranquillity, security or peace, That has also been 
made clear by other delegations around this table. The United States delegation 
did not take into account the arguments adduced, has not examined them thoroughly or 
analysed them in the spirit of negotiation, but has shown an a priori attitude: 
ignore and reject. 

That statement of mine rests on facts. For instance, here is a declaration made 
by the United States represe~tative at our meeting on 3 April-s 

1'We have not. fotn1d a single argument in all of the recent 
speeches of the Soviet bloc delegations which would tend in any way 
to indicate any unfairness to them arising from the ~lementation 
of the United States disarmament proposal," (Er>.l'DC/PV .117, p.21) 
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(Mr. Ma.covescu, Romania) 

I think that that way of consid43ring things proves most convincingly a 

wilful ignorance of the arguments presented here dtiring our negotiations. I think 

also that that attitude cannot be of ;any help to the progress of our negotiations. 

I want to assure members of tqis Conference that, by sticking to that position, the 

United States ?-elegation cannot confuse ,or, indeed, make us forget the crtix of the 

matter, and cannot discourage. anybody from showing reality as it is. 

That being so the Romanian delegation, armed with pa.tiende and perseverance, 

sets out to ~ clear once more the lack of realism and the · 'danger implied in the 

gradual approach . in the reduction of armaments proposed in the United States outline 

of basic provisions. ~ this conne:xion I intend to sul:mit· tOday the following facts 

for the consideration of this Committee. 

In 1963 about 3,390 strategic 1-reapons, major aircraft and ·missiles .are to be 

av~ilable to the United States Air Force and Navy. Those ·major vehicles can deliver 

nuclear warheads with a total power equivalent to 21,970 million tons of TNT. That 

does not incl1,lde· the fighter planes, intermediate- and short.::.range missiles, 

torpedoes, mines, cannon .and ·tactical rocket latmchers such as the Davy Crockett, 

and .. according to certain estimates the United States stockpile of -warheads is 

probably as much as . twice the total which coUld be delivered by major aircraft and 

missiles now available. 

Those data did not come to our knowledge through any Public rtimour or 

uncontrolled item of news. They were published in the Congressional Record of . 

16 January 1963, page .393-416. I think the Committee wiU agree with me that some 

credit is due to .that official publication of the United States Congress • 
.. . Here a reasonable question arises: . what is the possible military significance 

of this amount of nuclear power which it is asserted the United States possesses? 

Allow me to leave the answer to that question to Mr. Seymour Melman, Associate 

Prof.e!'sor .of Industrial and :Management Engineering at Columbia University, New York. 

In order to shiel~ myself from any reproach that Mr. Melman has not the necessary 

political authority, I should like to stress that the opinion of this Pro.fessor 

at Columbia University was made known to the American public in the United states 

House of Representatives at its sitting of 18 March 1963 by Mr. H.R. Gross, Representative 

for the State of Iowa. Everything, in(:luding the data to which I · have just referred, 

has been published in the Congressional Record, Appendix, of 18 March 1963, ·page A.ll$7 ~ · 
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(l'Ir. Macovescu, Romania) 

Here is what Professor Seymour Melman says in a memorandum tabled as a document 

in the proceedings of the United States Congress: 

'.'Let us call this relationship a .!Hiroshima equivalent' and let tis . 
use this m some military calculations .that are at once nightmarish and 
realistic. On the entire surface of the earth there are now about 2,000 ·· 

cities of over 100,000 population, containing about 600 million people. 

If every one of these cities were a target for nuclear destruction and if 

there were an allowance of .30 per cent of failure to deliver to target, then 

t~~ p;.s. strate~c .vehicles al9ne could deliver the equivalent of 2'!· million 

.t.()llS of '.rN'f. for each 100,000 people. Since it took only 20,000 tons to 
kill 100,000 people at Hiroshima., the United States now possesses an overkill 

capal:>Uity on this global scale of .l25 times11 • 
. ' . ~ - . ' : .. . . . 

That is the calc~atic>n made by J:>1r. Seymour Melman, as presented by the Representative 

for Iowa, Mr. H.R. Gross, to the Unit.ed States Congress. 

Allow me now to do a_ ],i!-tle arithmetic.~ Let us ?SSume that the United States . 

proposals were to be implemented, ... am that a 30 per cent cut were made in nuclear 

weapon delivery vehicles. What consequences would be likely to flow from that .measure 

at the end of the first stage of disarmament? Instead of .3,.390 s~rategic v:ehicles, 

the United States would have at its command about 2,.300 such vehicJ,.es, ~pable of 
delivering nuclear warheads with an overall explosive power of same 15;000 million 
tons of TNT. Thus, by tp.~ end of a three-year period, which would be the duration 

.... . .... .. .. 
of the first stage according to the United States proposals, the UJ:dted States alone · 
would dispose of a nuclear capability sufficient to destroy the 2,000 cities of over 

100,000 population each - but .eighty time_s over • . I repeat: at the end, of the first 

stage tn~ United States would have a nuclear capability to destroy all the big cities 
of the world eighty times over .• 

That is pictured by the United States delegat-ion as "a reasonable, fair, practical . 

and polit~cally realistic approach to genera+ disa.rmament11 (ENDC/PV.ll?, p.23). It ·.· 
is the "safe, sane and possible" . (ibj£., p.lS) ~Y towards complete disarmament that 

the United States delegation is speat?ng about. · It is the best possible illustration 
o! 11how much more in keeping with the pragmatic consideration of realities" (ibid., p.20) 

is the United States outline of basic provisions of a treaty on .general and complete 

disarmament in a peaceful world. (ENDC/.30) 
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(Mr. Macovescu1 Romania) 

No, that is no sotmd and realistic disarmament proposal. ·Such a proposal is by 

no means in keeping with the fervent request of the peoples the world over that an end 
be put - and as soon as possible - to the danger of nuclear war. The implementation 
of such a proposal would be tantamotm.t to the maintenance and perpetuation ot the 
nuclear danger, as was stressed quite clearly on 3 April by the words of the United 

States representative himself when he said: 

"Let us therefore start from that point by f'reez:ing the situation 
where it is." (ENDC/PV.ll7• p.22) 

In other words, the United States wants to en.t the cake and keep ·it, too. 
Thus, on the top of all other shortcomings of the United States pl.an~ we must 

emphasize its fundamental deficiency - that it does not take into accotmt the 
realities of the day, the necessity to elim:inate, from the very first stage of the 
disarmament process, the nuclear War danger. 

That is precisely the superiority of the SoViet plan (ENDC/2/Rev.l.). That is 
precisely the realistic character of the Soviet proposals. · Those proposals take into 
aocotmt the situation now existing. They take :into account the necessity to eliminate, 
.from the very first stage of the disarmament process, the very possibility of nuclear 

warfare. · 
It has been said here that the SoViet plan constitutes an appeal· to popular 

emotions. Inasmuch as the Soviet plan meets - as in fact it meets i'ully -.the 
aspirations of the peoples for peace and tranquillity, that is nothing but a proof . 
of the consonance of the · Soviet proposals with the challenges of the day. To put 
into concrete form the ideas and the feelings of the peoples· through measures . of 
a nature such as to ensure the tranquillity, the life and the future of the peoples -
that isnot a shortcoming but an absolute necessity of our era. 

I cannot end this part of my statement today without ma.ldng reference to another 

assertion made by the United States representative at our m.eetini of 3 April. Tryirig 
to ridicule the Soviet proposals, he said: 

"In other words, mankind is to be saved from its present serious 
predicament · by an ingenious remedy sponsored uniquely by the states of the 
Soviet ca.inpn (E1IDC/PV .ll7. p.l8). 

There is rea.l.ly no need to adduce ar~nts or evidence to make it . clear tha'1i 
not only the socialist States but all peoples favour the idea of putting an end --: 
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(Mr. Macovescu, Romania) 

and as soon as possible -- ~o the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war. That is 
a well established fact. I should like just to invite the United state~ representative 
to s~udy carefully the_statements made in this Committee, not only by the socialist 
delegations but also by other delegations, in order to make surewhat precisely is 
the ardent desire and.aspiration of the peoples. 

I avail myself of this opportunity to recall the fact that scientists of . 
36 countries, incl~ing the United States and the United Kingdom, assembled last 
September for the Tenth Pugwash Conference, stated: 

1~e ~ve r~ached the conclusion that in the process of general 
and compl~te ,disarmament; the early elilldna,tion, with adequate and 
effective v~rification measures and within a short period of time, of . 
the means of delivery of weapons of mass destruction, would constitute 
a satisfactory beginning when linked with subs~antial reductions of 
conventiona.;L military forces and armaments and with the solution of 
.the problems arising from the presence of troops . and bases on foreign 
soil" .. 
Tc those who deem it necessary to reproach the s?cialiet delegations, which 

are insisting on such a content for the first stage of disarmament, with an alle~ 
lack of .realism I should. like to __ answer. that they are giving expression to the views 
of those who .persist in regarding wa-r as e~, permanent element of relations l:>etween 
States. 

Those are some considerations.which the Romanian delegation deemed it necessary 
to submit to this Committee. 

Now, what is to be done? 
The delegation of the Romanian People's Republic feels that it is possible to 

negotiate this difficult problem, which appear:;~ to be the touchstone of our talks 
concerning the first stage of the process of general and complete disarmament. It 
is the duty of each party to take into account its own interests, t~e general interests 
and the interests of tho other party. The Soviet delegation gave proof of its 
capability to meet the position of -the other party halfway when it tabled the Gromyko 
amendment (A/PV.ll27, provisional, p.JS) to its initi~ proposals ___ ~~DC/2). It is 
now the turn of the United States delegation to take the next step -- but by all 
means let it be forward and not backward. 
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(Mr. Macovescu, Romania) 

All thtf members' of this Commi tt'ee are i'n duty' bound to contribute t ·o the over-
coming of' difficulties, 'to the progress of negotiations~ The Rom8n1an ·delegation is 
tull:V p~pued to listen to, to 8ne.Iys~·· and to discuss any proposal; ·indeed, "it 
:desires to do so and :li ·it rea'ches ' the:· ccm~idsion that a proposal is ot suoh 'a 'nature 
·as ·to ·promote disarmament it will support it. But we are ~ually d&cided. to tight 
anything th.St may'push Us tawards failure· to 'i•each our main goai ·; th~ o'o!iciwilon ot 

· ·-8. .:treaty on general and complete disarmament. · · · 
Recently· the armaments race has .been: gaining momentUm at ·a thi-efitaning . rate~ 

That race can end 1n only one of two w:::-,ys: ·either we must '··ha\ro ·n ·thermonuclear 1-ra.r;· or 
we'· must thrOw all weapons onto the scrap-iron d~s by ca~k out general and 
complete disarmament. It-- t~ necessa:ey to spe~d up the ~~e Of OUr negotiations in 

order: to e:void the first result·' and to bring· about the othe:r. ': There is still time. 
:. . . .~ . ' . . 

.. . Mr~ .GODBER : (United Kingdom): ·:·I ·have listened with great care, as I am sure 

.:have other representatives, to the speech just delivered by our colleague· tram Romania. 
I fou.ud .. myself·;verY" much 1n e.greSment with hi·s· ·Qpening sentePces but -~ It I may say so 
with respect, I I"ather· thougbt ·that in fact tbey.r atrswered the rest ot his ·speech. 
May I explain? He sai-d · (supra,--· p.? ) ln his opening sentences, 1J:i effect, that we 
were engege.d ·here··in :negotiating one of· the most: ·difficult treaties that ba·d ever 
bean' attempted in the history of mankind. . It is··that tact whi.ch we must always -keep 
before us, and, it .is because of it that· we have to realize not only the 1.Jmaensity or 

. the pro\>lem l>ut also the immense diff'icUl.ty· that we face in getting rid ·or mutual 
atSPicion _.;. _and. ,it ·is mutual . suspicion that is our · greatest difficulty 1n this matter. 
Therefore it would be lDlwise, to put it at its least, to try- to·:concentrate too much 
into tl:!.~ very first stage ot a disai'.int!ment measU1"8 .. · ·.· 

Our colleague from Romania point.ed ·rout that nuclear weapons bad ollanged the 

whole concept of war. :' '!'hat is true, they have done so, and therefore it 'iS essential 
that during -the . disarmament ; process we should eliminate- them, · .just as ,we must eJ.immate 

those conventional weapms whi'ah have torn apart this continent ot Europe· eo many 
times ill the last 2,-000 years • .. But; in my submission:, ·: it· would :·be wront to attempt 

in the first stage, while mutual suspiciC\118 are still so strong, to get through the 

·.- -~ -. •: · .. i . . 
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(Mr. Godber, United King; 

g~~a~ lJ18S~ ot th~ l'f.ed~otioJt ev~n of tHat, one type ot w~pqnt , w~ b,av~ to . mov_e gradually. 
' " . :. ·'·· . . . .. 

Wa. hav·~ . . ~o PFOC~ed, .~ .~tage :to . .etag~; ~uildihg up ._ c!o~1,,d~b.~e as we .d.e.stroy _tQ.e .. 
' , ' . , ' ; ,, · , ' ' ' ' , I " , .· •. '' • .' ' ·• • • ' '"'' '• ' • ' ' ' 

weapon,e. ,T,h~re.fore, -~ .did n,ot .rc:>l).ow Mr. Nacov.et;J.cu's arg\UI1~~:~ w:he.n .he .cla1m$d. that. 
• , • ' •, . \. ' ' ' i . , · 'I ' ' ' • . o ' ·, ' •' • ' ~ • ' : ' 

tP,e. approach in the Unite~ ~tatj;ls plan showed a . "lack of .. re.aliam" (supra, p. 9 . ) b.eca~se .. . . . . .· ·' . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . ' ~ . : .... ·. . . . . . .. : . . ,· . ' . . : . . . 

in the, .. fj,.rst ste:ge it 81110UD.ted oJ.l].y to a ~duction o~ a little, l .ess .than one .. third of 
... '. '·' .. , · ' . .,.. . . . . . . 

tho~u~ ~~~l1~· He ~fled us ot th,e · t~end.o~ ,J;nunber of those weapons in the 
arsenals or the United states. I hoped ~e Vf'lS @ing o.p. to remind us of the trem~dous . . . ' .· . . ·' .. . . ,. '· . 

n~ers. of th~ .Jn the ~s,.ne.ls of .the. Sovi~t Unipn, .b~t perhaps _he .has more. ~ady 
;. .· ·. ._ . . , _ . . . . . .. . :. . . . . .·· •' . .. \ . ' , . . .. 

access to the figures ot the Puited States .than he bas to those. ot. the . Sov:iet UnioJ;l, . . . . .. . . . ·~ . - . : . . 

That I ~~ n.9t ~~,, )>ut.a~. Jeast . he wi).l ~~ee, ~hat there are. re~ mas~ive, ~tores in 
· ~ r• • • I : . .· · . • . • . • . ' . .. • . , . . , · . · . - , • . • · · · . · 

the 8c;)v;1et VJ;lion a~ well~ The ret ore thi~ al"g\UI:l~n:t . !~ ... applicable ~-qua+.f.Y on, both . . ei!ies; 
... · ••• ••• •• , ;-... . • • • • • ' • • ··· ' · • . ••• j . • · ' • • 

we m~t see thi.~ ;redllQtio~ on both si.d~~, ~d., e~~h ~id~1 ~s to b~ c~n,vinped .. thet, t)].e 
' - •'• • ' • • ' ., ' ' •' I I ' · - •. • . • ' ' · •' ' 

other side is reducing. Therefore, when the representative of Romania tells us that 

. . thia is not a ... ·SO\Uld and realistic di_sarmament propo~l, l . say: t() h.1Jn t~t that is 
. . . ........ ... .. .. 

be;cause ~e 1s putting ~du~. emph8sis. on the first .. stage. · !I'h~ first stage .is ~ortant, 
qt ~Ol:ll"~e, but·:· it has adde_d~.prQbl~~ since in it we h&ye- tq: start the who;l.e _ p~ess . 

of d~eamame.nt, the procee.s ~ ve~irication, the .. process of building up contidence.,:-

All .that ha~ to. b,e done .in the ,, .fir~t stage·. I:f' we t:~ee)c to overload the. :f'l:r&~ :stage, 
the dang~r is: t)lat we may n~ver ~tart . the p~cess at all •. . · I · woul,~·· far rather have .· 

us s:t~ on.:, a: first stag~ wbicb was no.t as ambitious as our Eastern .colleagues· wish 

it to, be., p~vided ·w:e , were ~~leto .go on ·and complete the task. I woUld tar rather 

start , OJl a :first . stage· which was not so grandiose and finish the task than .bruig about 

: ~ break-:d01fn 1n our· e:t:f'orts by:,·,trying to put .. too much .. into the first stage. Tllat; I 

t}l-::.nk, . is the g:toeatest d.ailger. ··:.: . ' .· • 

I agree with our Romanian colleague that this 1s one or the moe.t . difficult . 

trea:Ues .. that have ever peen, att~ted in the h1.e.tory ot, mankind~ . .Bece:U.se it"· is so, 
let·us approaeh it ·by all mea~ · with such spee.d as .maY be possible, but let us. 

rQ{ll;t.ze :the ditf'iculti~s and face them honestly, . and. le'J; 11$ not , eeek to overlOad the 

first stage. , : I really_ believe tblit that is ~h~ :best way to ._make progress • . TbS.t, then, 

is: JIIY ~r to wha~ 0\11'· -a.c;nnani~ .coll.~e sa1~ U.l his.most. inte~sti.J;lg speech this 
m~rn1ng. . . . . · . . . ! ~ • ' ' -:- _: :" _: • l • . • : i_. 

I should like now to say a word or two again about :items 5 (b) and 5 (c) of ou:r 

egre~d agenda (ENDC/l/Add.5}, which we are still discussing. 
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. As this:may be our last meeting before we go into recess I should ' like to express 

the hope that when we reconvene our Soviet colleague will be able to ' explain to us in 

somewha-t#. gr.eater ·depth than hitherto his GoV'ernment's proposal (mDC/2/Rev.l., Art.5) 

that an agreed and strictly 11m1 ted number · of' ' certain missiles eh6uld be retained by 

the United·-, States ·and the Soviet Union . until the end of' the second': stage. 

Mr~ !J'sarapkin might .perllaps care, to study again the statements mad& .by. Western · · 

represen:tattves ·1n c01Ule~1on with· that Soviet proposal, and I would refer: him· to'" th.ose 
that were made at our 9oth, 92nd; 93rd, lllth, 112th, 114th and ll?:t.h··plenaey me·et1n8s. 

In doing eo, I would ask him to consider whether he. --can · honestly continue to. argue 

that he ha~ .,- f:ully _qr_ even adequately responded: to . the many requests .; tor clarification 

put ~ forward not olily by Western delegations but also by those ot the:-non-aligned 
States represented here. The representative of' the United· Arab Republic, ·tor e:mmple, 

indicated 1n the First Cotpmittee of the -.,United Nations General Assembly on 5 November 1962 

that . "lfluch needed clarification and precision" was required and he suggested ·;that 
dis()Ussion of' ·the Soviet proposal · "w1 th _a view to assessing 'its fuller : meaning and 

qonsequences" merited_ the Geneva Conference's utmost attentiPn (A/C.l/PV.l_?.6~,_p.28). 

In that .connexion, per~ps I could reassure our Soviet colleague that after reading 

~in the records o~ the meetings to which I have specifically referred he will see 
t:Q,at there has been no lack of' Western interest in exploring that proposal. -· 

Perhaps I co~d try to summarize the preeent _positian tn the following g~neral 

terms. The Soviet Union · has now agreed that two-thirds · of' the di!i!armament process 
should take place tmder the protection of' our respective nuclear umbreUas. The 

Soviet Union bas also suggested that f'or _one-third of' the disarmament -process .'~ I 

am ~et~r,r~g to the second stage -- the seQurity of -East and West should be protected 

by• somethi.n.g ~pprpa.c~ing the eoncept of' a mim:i.m~ nuolear ·deterrent. I refer as all . 

my colleagues will rec8J.l, to the proposad retenti"n of' a strictly limited and agreed 

I1UDlber of' certain missiles. Iri other words; the &viet Union is now prepared to 
a,co~pt El pl'Q~e ·of disarmament during the greater part ot which the peace of' · the . 

world would.·be maintained by emctly the same methvd as it is at /present, namely, .by 

the bal~ce .of.· deterrent power. That is what our Ram8nian :colleague Wa.s referring to 

this mq~ing -- the .gr:lm ·nuclea~ : power that hangs over us ali• It is. that .. which, 
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however uneasily, in fact maintains this balance in the world today. However much 

···our SoViet ~ .. oolleagile may try to Sniother .that pai-t·icular fact tit a spate o'f words 1 that 
iS now· the · sOV-iet Government's · ·position~ ~ · ·. ~:- · · ·· 

: : · · :Both sides·, ' therefore, 'are now begUiriing to talk the smite iangu.Sge .. -- ln a 

somewhat diftereil.t key perhS.ps, but still the ·same langUage, . Both sides are now 

admitting that it ' is · this balance of deterrence, ·this : certainty of inescapable · 

retribution for any act of aggression, which is, however much one may regret {t, the 
· basi.s ·of World peace today. My colleagues will recall th8.t when speaking ~bout how · 
to.•· pr't~vent violation or· a diSa.rmament treaty Mr. Tsarapkin· himself said: 

. "• •• any state which might venture to embark . upon aggression woUld realize . 

perfectly well that sure retribution woUi.d ·follow•" (ENDC/PV':iii, p.33) 
our sOviet colleague has not J ot course' told us yet how much; pUnlsbment would 

· be sufticlent, m the soviet Govermn~nt 's View, to det.er sU.ch aggression~ Nor do I 

know _. and so tar Mr. Tsarapkin bS.s not ·enrightened me -..:.. just how much chunage the 

West would have to be able to 1nflict on the Soviet Union "to deter it . from violating 

the t :reaty.i But Mr. Tsarapkin and··his eollee.gues from the other' Eastern states have 

taken' up a ·good deal of the Committee's time during this session accusing the Western 

Powers and . NATO as a whole of so-called aggreasi ve intentions. I think that rather 

too mueh of our time has been taken up 1n that· way; it is scarcely 'necessary to point . . . 
out that those charge~ 'are completely tmjustified, and 1n the main we treat them with 

the contempt they deserve. However, if we were to take the Soviet bloc's alleg8.tions 

at their face 'Vai ue, the amotmt of potential ; damage ·which, under Mr. Gromyko' s propOsal, 
the Soviet ·Unlbn would have to be ·able to· inflict on . the West might well hav~ t~ b~ 
calculated at quite a high level before the Soviet Government could be absolutely 

sure - and nothiilg less than 'absolute certainty will · suffice ·in these grim matt~rs --
. . 

that such damage would ·be ·so deVastating as to deter us. That· is on Mr~ Tsarapldn 's 
own assessmeri t of the West as· he hiis put 1 t to us. . . . . 

I shOuld like to make ·another point 1n that · connexion.~ Under the Soviet prop6~ar 

the tb.I'eat ot nuclear war woUld by no . means be el1Ini.n8ted as Mr~ 'TSa.rapkin,· adlttittedly 

with ·dirrl1nishmg .. enthusiaam, has tt'ied to pretend.· Indeed, tt ' ts the threat ot 

nuclear War·-1 do not say nuclear war itself, I ·~y the threat ot ·nuclear :war --

which 'is an:· integral part of any system of Iilutua:.i ntici~ ' deterrence. t do hbpe we 
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will not ~ delude. o.ursel ves .on tb,~t point. _ 1N~tho-qt the ~ye,r,-prese:p;t and obvious . threat 
., ;. . • • . • . . . • . • • - i '· ·~' • • -. •. • • • -

ot · nucl~!iJ.r ~r, . nei t}te.r the Soviet proposal: nor any other deterrent concept qoul,d be . . -~ . ' . . . -- . . .... . . . . ,_ . .. ... . . ~- ·. .. .. ' .. ~ . . . ' ' 

comp).e~~;l.Y sec~e. 

While I am on this subjec;t I really think it is tillle that 'fa all olee,~ly . . ···'·'" .. · ,, . . ' .. ·. . 

·distil;lgtlished petween ~e deterrent e_ap,a.bil,ity of n_uclear weapons and their actual 
. .... .... , · ; . . · .· . ..,.. ' •; ·· - ··- •' l , . ,. 

use. 'ra, ~9-vo~te. d,~~erreJ?.ce is not to advocate use.: very mueh the- :1'everse. I agree 

so muQl:l,,.Wi ~p. _qu;t" _R~.1~ coll~ague _1;hat seneral~ ~d complete disa~ent ·1s what wei 
must., .keep \VQI'ldllg tor, becuase .it .is the only seeurity for the worlQ. _and it is a ·· 

__ . :~ : . . •' ' ~ . . . . ·. ... ' . . ... . 

heavy duty that. rests on us all here -- and,. despita our Soviet colleague's allegations ·' . . . -.: •, ... ·· . . ·.· : . , ' . . . . 

to the. :~~trar:y, ~t ~~ thl" main _task to .which we in the West are firm.ly deQ.ieated. 
But· I wan.t .to stress that until we a.chieve general and complete' disarmai!lent. both . ~ . •- . . . . . . 

sides wi_ll conti,nue to r .ely on the de"t;errent CS:pabUity of·. nuclear weapons as. the 

only way. at this stag~ Qf preserving peace. 

I .would be tbe first to admit that that is an un,satisf'actory state ((If affairs. 

'!'bat is $Y. I r~gard the conclus~on ot a trea.ty on general . an9, eomplete disa.rma.IJien£ 
• • . . t 

as soon as possible as our primary .task~ And, , in~fdentally, :··:+t is. why I wish ' that 
• : ~·- • _, J" ... . ' • • • ' ' • • • • • • 

ou;- Soviet· colleague. would engage a li_ttle less in pclem1cs ~d a littl'e more in 

serious negotiation with us. Let him discuss details with us; let,. us get ihto 

detai~ed ~egotiation in any way he choo·ses. I have S'!J8Sested so- many waYs in the 

pas:t; I have susgeated working groups, exp&~ c.OJ$1 ttees., J!ll·, s.orts. of ways in .which 
. . . : . _,. ·. . ..• - ~ - ; . . . . . . ' ' . 

. ~o .tur~~r, ... o"tn' work~ ~t is a pity we have 11ot been able to ~gree on some or them. 
HaYing . said . that, . I would, add th~:t in so far as we believe that the Soviet 

, ... ; ' -·· ' ' - . ~ . . . . . . . . 

proposal ~Y represent a mope:,realiatic approach by the Soviet Gove~e!lt to· this 

ditf'icpl:t.: problem of das:troyin~,,. :Q.uel~r de],.ivery vehicles; I mysel~ ~d other .Western 

representatives here: haye indic_a:ted · very -elearly our i,nteres:t in it and our willingJ:iess · 
•' . . ... . . 

t9 explore its 1mpl1cat:i,ons. with ·our Soviet coUe~IDies. In ·particular, I should like . . . . ... . . 

t9 ·. dl'l!W ¥r~ , Tsara:f:Jtin t '11· atte~tion: to .the lueid ~d st~ulating statamen t. mad.e by our . 
Csnadian colleague ct our meeting on 3 April .(ENDC/PV.ll7, :pp:.-5 et seq. ) • 

·After all, ~he d_ifference.s : ~hieh. t;~t~·ll divide us in this field could prove to 

b~ .,~er tlu,ln we sometimes th~~ (.:l~rly, under the Western proposals for 

e~~ting ~?Cl&~ d~ivery v~icl~ . by progressive percentage reduetions :across the 
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:boal·d, a ·1ev~1 of li11nimuril rniclear deterrence ·will aiso a1{ same stage be·reached. ' The 

prindiples· w11ieM: undEtrlie the We'sferil .l>ositiOJi: ·on nuclear deiivecy vehici"e reduct'ions 

~d the principles which underlie the Grom;yko proposal (A/PV.ll27) :s9'em to llie·, if I 

r.ave understood the ·latter correctly, to be much .. the saine .• . 
• 1.' . 

. ' . Tlte Unitod Kingdom idelegat'fon lias said on a number of occasions in 'the past . that, 

·While we ;regard the Grarnyko '•"propoSal with·:'real interest I our present ' assessinent of it 

i:n the ' light of the· meagre 'infOrmation we have about it is that · it would be more 

approprfate'; to th.e ' third stage than to the second ~stage. The United States draft 
' :., p-l:tln (ENDC/30) :provides for the Eil'i.:~lnati-on by the end of the thil-d S~EJ of 8J.f ' 

nuclear· cfeli·very ·vehicles and all n.·uclea:r·· ·.~rheads in the posaes.sion ·of State$. Thlis 

it cl~arly envtsage·s a progresei ve reduction to zero duri.iig the third ·stage, ·and at 

some point in that ·thii'd stage . reductions of those categories will fall below ani. 
minimum nuclear deterrent.. We shall have to · determine iri the course of detailed 
nor;c·::.iation ·just . When that~ phase· will be reached and passed; but; if all Otller 
disarmament measures are proc-eeding satisfactorily to both sides, arid: subject to the 

provision of satisfaOtCl'Y· peace-keeping· machinery' to which I shOul'd like to refer 

in a momsnt; tliere 18 no reason why-: it should · not be reached at ·least biifor'e the end 
of the third stage • . · 

T~.'3 position :thus is that· under the present Soviet propoaais the Sd~iet Union · .. 

i~ will:!..ug. to contemplate the ret~ntiOb. of ' a minimum nuCJ.ea'r deterrent·· up·· to · the·· el1a 

of the ·second ttage of disarmament, when it 'Will be dismaniied: the ii'Iest contemplates 
t.l:at point 'beirig reached . during the third; stage~ . My poillt here ' is . to emphasize that 
in :r~ct the difference between those. twci ''pbsitions ' is in no way,' so marked as the' . ,• 

Soviet representative from ti-ne to time seeks to 'f:mpiy. or :coUi-se, it is marked at 

,, the stage Where our Rblilan:iaii' colleague 'took us this· mornlrig -~ to the ehd of Stage I; 

the ,.positions are still substan·tially ·different there • . But, · ~8 I have t:ded t6 point 

cut-, if one takes the whole 'disariiwnent :Prodess one readhes the' :Point \vhere there ia 
very much less -diffe;rence between the two. · · 

.:'I must, however, emphasize the link td' which:·I referred a 'moment ego between 

passing that critical stage '1n the disarmamEmt ·'process . .l- :·.when :tlie nuclear deterrents 

are ~sma.ntled · ..--and · the establishment •of: adequate. peace~eepilig torees; So - far . ~s · 

th~ West is concerned, we have on a number of occasions pointed out that -- however 

u:~:::~tisfactOJ.'"Y this may be, or, I migllt sl!ly, however open to propaga!!.da attack and 
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misint~rp~tatioi1 it migAt be --, we do not propose to give up our present source: .ot . 
. security until an al~erilfi:tive source o:f' security has been devis~ and e13tabli~d. 

J:n t~e view o:f' the ~:W~st:, that ~~ernati:ve source o:f' security caa· o~y be adeq\18te 

aud ~ttec,ti ve . peac~keeping ,~eb.~n~ry. 
l pre~:ume that the SoViet. Union is equall.y · anxio~ to ensur~: ita own security< 

at tllat. C~·itical.. stage in .. the diaal"iDament process. Indeed, it it is not equally' ·· 

anxious with us about that aspect ot the problem ~t is difficult not· to assume. that · 

it ._ has other· methods in mind for providing for its own security. · · In that cODZlexion 

I ~ p()~d· to ask .what other m~tbods· wolJld be available to any State :f'or···p"-"J'i~ ·· 

. for .ttcs. security once we had ::reach~d. a position where it was no long~r wss~ble . to· · 

rely on nati~al armaments. What <;>'!ih~r methods .. would pe ava;i.la'!lle. at tpat partip~ 

critical stage? 
. I can envisage Qll].y two re.ason§ which coul-d lead. a St4te. no.t .to be ccm.ceJ'J;le4 

about i tJ;\e t:~rov1s1on- . of adequate inte~tional peaoe-k~ep:2:-ng forces~ . ~e· :f'ir~t ]rou+4 

-~e tll,at the State ii1 question would bav~ secured t4e n~~ot~at1,on of ~ ~i~armt!Jilent ' 

treaty wh~e·h le:tt w1 th it alone a sut'~ioiency of p~er. to enab+~ it to re~y en ,its 

own ·resources; but that would ~an that ... the tl7~~;y. d~ d. ~ot :fulfil the princ.~ple at 
b~anee j ' and obvious~y s.ueb"a treaty would not . have . bee~ ra~if~~cl : l>Y o:ther Powers. 

';{'lle second wo~d be th, , kn.owledg~ that 1-t. had ta~en m~~~~es.:iO. : retatn fc;>r itself 
ce;~ai~ , o~and.estine weapons on w~cp. .. it could rely. Those. ~e ~the only ·~ · circumstances 
I -c~ ·envisage whicl:l W9uld leE!,d a present major Power. ,to be 'ij]lconcerned. .about achteving 

an effective peace-keeping force by the '!iilil~ that that critical stage .-in the 

disa~ent proce~s had been reached. I therefore feel oont1dent .thet .-t.he ·Soviet 
,· Union, no less than ourselves, will be vitally concerned in seeing .tbat an e;f'tectj.ye 

peace-keeping force has been established at that point. Any .. o-t.her attitude .would be 

bound to : arouse astcmishment and even, in some people's minds, possibly· an elem~nt of 
suspicion. ·;-,·; · · 

.I shall, of course, be .developi.ng this whol.equestion f'Urther when we discuss 

peace-keeping under the · appropriate item ot our agreed agenda·•·· 'But I · did just want · 

to relJWid· the · COl'llmi ttee this morning o:f' one o:t' the reasons· ·wby . I ha!e ··suggested in· 

the past that the Soviet proposal might be more appropriately t>elated to the ·third · 

rather than to the second stage of any disarmament scheme. It is because, under the 
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Soviet proposals, there are no·:'provisions for establishing any peace-keeping forces 

until a~ter. th~ . ~nd, ; Pf stage II, t}lat is_, afte~ the time when_,. under the Gromyko 

p~posa1~ ,the deter~~~ _will, hav~ been.},ismantled~ . Tbat woulti, leave a dangerous gap. 

Under the viestern_ prqp.?sa1s. ~lle dE:t'\;err,ei1t would b~ di~ntled after --: I repeat, at'ter --
.. ; , • ' . 

the establishment ot' tully effective peace-keeping fo;rces_, namely, in stage III. I 
' . . ; .. ';,, . .. . ' . 

should be interested to hear our SoViet colleague's eons~dered views on this point, 

because I am sure we muet all agree t~t it is an essential factor in r~aehing _a 

satisfactory agreement. 

So let me conclude with a _remil:lder that we .. i!L th~ United _ Kingdom delega:ti9n .are 
.. ' . . ' . . . .... . 

still ~1.t1ng for a.nswe~e to a ,nl,Jl!lber of questions _wllich we hav~ ~1sed at e~+ier . 

meetings. I refer,, first ?f .al~, to the impl1cati~~ of the ._ in.~usion o~ . anti-:-missUe 

missiles in the Soviet p~oposal, which bas _been referred t9. ~1 my colleague, 
' ' •• • • '• ' • ' ' • ' , ' • • • ,• . • • •; .I - ' I ' ·' • ,,· 

Sir Paul Mason (ENDC/PV.ll2, pp.9-10, 'ENDC/Pl.ll7, pp.l5-16). Second 1 we are 

await~ . al,~o a reply to the points we ~ve raised re~rding the verification of 

remainders under that proposal. , Tll~ $ov.1et .. id~ that we sP.ould ve~if'Y declared 
. .. I . . . · · · · ·- ·· •. . : . 

retained missUes 'by . stat1~1ng inspecto~s on launch~ pads would seem to me to me~t 
. . . __ . : •. ' . . . . . .. ! . ... .. . . . • . . 

some of .the difficUlties of verification and for that r.eason we welcome i't-. But we . . ' . . . ~ . . : . ·. ·• ~ . . . . . . . 

do not see .how this latest ver1.ficat1oll proposal, which 1\fa-. Tsarapldn gave us fairly 
. . . . w . . .· • • . . . 

re~ently (~DC/PV.ll~, p.40), solv~s certain other diff'iou)..ties. Those di:ff'ielUties 

arise. from the fact that _t4e lower the numbers of' nuclear delivery vehicles p~rmitted, 
the greater the need to ... ensy.re that the deterrent. balance. ~~ not upset by Ulegal.;l.y. 
. : ', . . . . ' . ·. ' . . ~ . . . 

retained nuclear deli very vehicles., I should like to know what the Sovif:)t ;~ Govel_'!lllleD.t 's 

views on that complex ,and Aitficult problem are. . .. ~ .. .. 
In conclusion, I should like to urge our Soviet colleague to come forward soon . . ·.. . ~ . "· ·~ . . . . . . ~- . .. : . . . •. ··.· ., 

and reply to these various :POints. It really would . help us, I think, to make progress. . . . . . ·: .. ~ - . . ·~ . . . . . ... 

If he continued to adopt a somewhat negative atti~ude, some members of' the Committee 
' ' . . . .. ' . · .. 

might conel ude that he was .losing interest in his own . Government's proposal : an~, : . . . . ,.· . . . . . . ' 

in that case, I should very much regret that an opportunity to make some prog,-ess 

towards mutual understand~ in . this field might be lost.. Therefore I do hope that . . . : . . . ' . . : . ~ 

we can get some further elucidation, because otherwise the continuation o:f the : . . . . ' ' • . . . . . . . . . . ~. . . . 

disousst.on of' this particular item on our agenda ~Y only lead to f'rust~ation instead .. ,. ., .• ' . 

of leading_ us forward. 
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Mr. T.ARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): At four meetings in .. . . ~ . . . . . . . -..... ····--
recent weeks the Committee has had an opportunity of discussing the measures 

envisaged under sub-paragraphs 5 (b) and 5 (c) of the agreed procedure of work 

(ENDC/l/Add.3), that is to say-, disarmame!):i; measures regarding nuclear weapon 

delivery vehicles and disarmament measures regarding conventional armaments, which 

are two series of measures that should be applied during the first stage of 

disarmament. Discussions were necessary mainly because of the new Soviet proposal 

submitted to the seventeenth session of the United l'·iations General Assembly by 

Mr. GrOlllYko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union (A/PV/1127, provisional,p.38), 

providing for the retention of an agreed and strictly limited number of certain types 

of missiles to the end of the second stage, while all other nuclear weapon vehicles 

would be eliminated in the first stage. 

These discussions ser-;ed to define tl;s posi tiona and views of the two sides fer 

more clearly and explicitly than before. As the Committee knows, further details 

and explanations were given by the Soviet delegation concerning ways and means of 

controlling the actu..1l. elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles and of checking the 

vehicles retained. 

The main use of the discussions was that they served to bring out mu~h more 

clearly the measures which the ·parties think should be applied in the first stage to 

the a1.'lllalilents referred to j_n sub-paragraphs 5 (b) and 5 (c) of this document. For 

the oi'fecti ve achievement of gen32'al and complete disarmament, the Soviet Unicn 
considers that the process of disarmament must start with measures enabling 

irrevocable action to be taken from the outset towards the complete elimination ot 
the military establiShments of States by: 

(a) effectively eliminating the danger cf a nuclear war in the first stage 

through the eli:ninatian of nuclear weapon vehicles; and 

(b) eliminating military bases installed on foreign terri tory. .As we all bow 

these bases reprssent f~ci of international tension, particularly between the countries 

on whose teiTitory they are installed and their neighbours, They are at the same 

time outposts for aggression by a co~try remote from the area where they are instal.led 

against the countries at which they are aimed. 
(c) The Soviet plan provides for a 30 per cent reduction of conventional 

arma<11ents. Here it will be remembered that the Soviet Union has made a substantial 

concess ion to the United stat~a _point vf' ·view in. order to facilitate agreement. 
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However_, the United States and the other Weste,rn Powers think it wou.ld be 
-.. ,. ',_: ; ·.. . ··. 

necessary to proceed quite differently as regards p13.ragraph (b), in a way which is 
seen to b~ ·.completely and ~ilfully ineffectual -- I repeat : . completely and wi:J_fully . ... ... ... . ;. 

ine.f.'fe~tuai <; __ ~h~n the" 'trouble is taken to look into the metho~s they propose. From 
their proposals arid 'the explanations given by their representat~ves during discussions 
in the ''Gemini ttee they clearly intend ; 

(a) to preserve' the possibility:, and hence the ' danger~ of unleashing a nuclear 
.. war I repeat ~ unleashing a nuclear war -- 'ib.roughout"the world, ~ot only to the 

end of the first stage but even beyond the second and third stages of the· disarmament 
proc~ssJ · assuming ~twas ever possible to reach the third stage under the United 
States plan; and 

(b) to retain their military .bases on . .:for~ign . territory, thereby · maintaining 
tensioz:1 between States and thus disturbing relations between neighbouring . oountries. . . .· . . . ' . ' ~ .. 

(c) As regards conventional armaments, . the. United . . . . . . . .. _ . . .· 

of 30 per cent -- a figure accepted, as we have already 
It would the.~ef;re appear that there are, thanks ~o the 
Soviet Union, no divergences on paragraph (c). 

State.s proposes a reduction 
mentioned, ,C?Y the Soviet Union. 
con cilia tory attitude of th.e 

It is 'inter'e~'ting . to note that unanimity has been reached both in the United 
Nations and in this Committee' -- or so it would appear -- on the need to eliminate 
without delay the nucieal' danger threatening' mankind as th~ r~sult of the development 
of nuclear weapons. But only the Soviet plan (ENDC/2/Rev .1) provides for the 
elimination of the danger ·f'rorn 'the very first stage of general and complete ' 
disa,ri!laJ)lent. The. United States project (ENDC/JO), oh the '·other hand, · ddes not -- as 
we have already pointed out -- provide for the elimination of ' the nuclear dang'er' 'in 
the first stage; nor does it make any general provision i'or . the removal of this 
threat, whatever statements the United States representatives make t o the contrary. 
These statements you hav.e, certainly hea rd often enough ; . but· they do not carry 
conviction. 

In his ."genera~ conside]:',ations of disarmara.ent 11 -- as he described .that part.of 
his statement on 3 April, the United .. Statas representative qw~~t on certain 

· fundamental observations .. ~hich sho~ tha~ his delegation is opposed t o .any measure 
. ' . -; . ,•. . . . . '· . ..· ~ . 

aimed at eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vohicles in the initial stage of 
disarmament.· :tvir. Mark said ~ 

I r• • ·_-'' ' 
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11It is clear by . now that the main argument advanced unanimously 

by the communist countries on stage I . of general and complete 
disarmament is · nbt an . argument based on world realities or political 
experience. Rather, it appears to involve an incessantly repeated 

· appeal to popular emotions, intended to build up pressure on the West ••• 11 

(ENDC/PV.ll7, page 18). 
Immediately afterwards, the United States representative added: 

"That Soviet argument states flatly that the indispensable first 
step in disarmament must, in and by itself, completely eliminate the 
danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war, by disposing of all or almost 

all, nuclear delivery vehicles during a first stage of twenty-four 
months. In other words, mankind is to be saved from its present serious 
predicament by an ingenious remedy sponsored uniquely by the States of 
the Soviet camp. 11 (ibid.) 

· These general observations of the United States representative reveal a strong . 
tendency to disparage the Soviet proposals in advance so as, by minimizing their. 
purport and significance, the more easily to be rid ot them • . That method, 
Mr. Chai.rll:IB.n, . is one that sometimes backfires on those who 118e it. 

However, what is more important is Mr. Mark's complaint about how discouraging 
· it is to find that even now the socialist delegations still misunderstand the -~ to 

use his own terms -- 11firm 11 (.i!?i.9. • ., p.21) Western positions, which are based on 
·"world realities 11 and "political experience" (ibid.~ p.l8). 

What are the positions supposedly based on the said 11world realities>" and the 
said "political experience" that must presumably be taken into account throughout the 
process of disarmament? According to the United States representative, they are ~ 

"A general de facto balance of military power, or, at least, 
deterrence. 11 (ibid.. p. 22) 

He then asks the question ~ Why should we not start from that balance of military 
power, rather than ·complicate our task by seeking a new balance of military .forces 
at each stage of disarmament? Again, to support his argument he . stat.:~s that under the 
agreed principles disarmament should 11be accomplished without disturbing the 
international military balance ••• 11 (ibid • ., p.l8) 
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It is ipteresting to note the recurring platitude in the vJestern representatives 1 

statements that the .disarmament process must comprise a ;'balance of forces H -- which, 
by their own logic, is tantamount t o a "balance of terror 11 • They even go so far as 
to claim that a ba:)..ance of forces -- hence of terror is sanctioned. under .the agreed 
principl.es .for general and complete disarmament. Is it not characteristic of their 
position that they can imagine no other world than one in whic~ .Peace ~nd se~urity 
are ensured by military power -- by the balance of terror rather than by 
disarmament? 

Paragraph 5 of the joint statement of agreed principles (ENDC/5) emphasizes that 
the aim should be, not a balance of military power -- I repeat ~ not a balance of 
military power -- hence of terror, but balanced disarmament measures, so that 
"security . is ensured equally for alP. \Jhat the principles envisage is, not security 
by force of arms and balance of t 8rror, but security by balanced measures and general 
and complete disarmament. 

To attempt to use the agreed principles in support of the argument that in the 
disarmament process -- in which, under the United States plan there will be no nuclear 
disarmament ;> even after the third stage, if ever that stage is reached -- to ensure . 
world peace and security . by force, and above all by the force of nuclear weapons, 
would be tantamount to saying that disarmament would consist solsly in the balance of 
military power, which is in direct contradiction with the very idea of genera l and 
complete disarmament. 

There i s no room for the bal ance of t error in gener a l and complete di sarmament. 
On the contrary, the very concept of general and complete disarmament is fundamentally 
opposed to the ma.intena:nce of any ba lance of ar med for ces and to t he very existence 
of such forces in the States called upon. to maintain t he balance. It is t herefore 
permanently inconsistent with the Western delegations' argume:nt that peace and 
secur i ty should be based on force and the balance of f orces • 

.The ·western argument that account must be t aken of ·11worl d .rea lities 11 and 
"political experience" would co.me down t o maintaining the bal ance of t error dur ing 
the disar.lllSJD.ent process. But these so-called "realities" are precisely wha t the world 
wi shes to get r i d of by disarmam~nt. Ther e i s_, however, another ; s t ronger, r eality, 
which the Committee cannot ignore~ the desire of the peoples of the world f or t he 
earliest poss i ble - - immediate , i f poss i ble -- el iminat i on of the danger of a nuclear 
war. 
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This "popular emotion 11 --to borrow the United States repr~sentative 1 s 

e.xpr~ssion --the p~oples 1 desire to have the danger of a nuclear war eliminated, is 
something the Western Powers do not want, something they seek to ignore and evade. 
But we socialist delegations think that this popular desire to have the danger of. 
nuclear war eliminated is precisely one of the realities that must be taken into 
account in our negotiations. 

Seeking to refute. the point made by our delegation that the method advocated in 
the United States proposal. of making so-called 11across-the-board 11 percentage 
re9uctions was calculated to speed up and stimulate the armaments race because the 
p~rties would want to secur~ an optimum arms mix before the treaty was signed, the 
United States representative said in his statement of 3 April that the United States 
11is ••• quite satisfied right now with its own mix" (ENDC/PV .117. g.22). 

Recent events, however, show that it is precisely with their own mix that the 
Western Powers, and particularly the United States, are not satisfied. In J:ecent 
years, since the advent of the Kennedy administration -- and certainly even earlier 
the world has witnessed a series of measures by the United States Government designed 
to speed up the armaments race in the United States and to substantially alter its 
arms mix. 

The proces~ is right now in full swing. Thus we learn from the 1 April issue of 
the United States News and World Report that of recent years the United States 
Secretary for Defense, Mr. McNallara, has ordered the abandonment of a dozen new 
weapon$, whose production was said to have already cost the United States several 
tnousands of millions of dollars, and an attempt to repla.c~ them by others, certainly 
more . effective from the point of .view of the Secretary of State and from that of ~he. 

Pentagon. 
In the same connexion, it may be not without point to recall that the creati~n 

of the NATO multilateral force also involves a . review, a basic modification of the 
Western Powers 1 arms mix. More important still is the fact that all recent events 

··- . .. .. ' 

show that this process is clearl,y being and will clearly be continued by the United 
States and the other Western Powers. It is accordingly clear that the methods 
proposed by the '(]nited Sta~es are not only not leading to general and complete. 

: disarmament but are inducing. the governments of the Western Powers to continue the 
armaments race and to seek a change in their present ar.ms mix for the purpose, inter 
i.JJ&., of acquiring military advantages at some stage of the disarmament process. 
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The Western Powers are going even further. By their efforts to establish a NATO 
multilateral force they are now seeking to involve Western Germany and its militarists 
in the process of modifying the arms mix. The said militarists, as is well known, are 
trying to come by nuclear weapons as a means towards realizing their revanchist 
dreams. 

It is true that thG other day the United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber, who 
spoke before me today, assured us that the policy of ·vjestern Germany -- a 11loyal 
member" of the NATO alliance (ENDC/PV.ll5, ·p.38) --was in no way akin to the 
aggressive policy of Hitler 1s Germany. But it would be dangerous to close one's eyes 
to the fact that Western Germany is avidly aspiring to the control of nuclear weapons 
and pursuing a policy designed to ensure it a predominant role in NATO. 

Now, from the logic of our Western colleagues 1 argument, the establishment of a 
NATO multilateral force would tie the hands of Federal Germany and prevent it from 
manufacturing its own nuclear weapons. That is the sort of logic that is applied to 
our discussions. Such a contention leaves us somewhat more than perplexed. 

For many years we have been assured that the Paris Agreements signed in 1954 were 
a sufficient guarantee against the nuclear rearmament of Federal Germany. But the 
Paris Agreements seem no longer adequate to tie vJestern Germany 1 s hands. So the idea 
is advanced of new agreements with the Germany of Bonn providing, strangely enough, 
for further concessions to that country on the pretext of "tying its hands 11 -- the 
expression used by the 'vlestern delegations -- in the nucle,ar field. 

By this new effort to strengthen the bonds between Western Germany and NATO the 
Western Powers are conceding nuclear weapons to that country • . In that connexion it 
would be timely to recall the following statement -- reported in the German Press --
by the former Minister of War of Western Germany, Mr. Strauss, to a meeting of senior 
officers ~ 

110ur first duty is to discharge our military obligations ~o NATO. 
But once the Bundeswehr is on a military footing we shall begin to 
address the supporters of relaxation ih international tension in true 
German langUage" -- what he means by German language is of course his 
own business -- "~nd we shall show them who really controls NATO.-" 

That tilile would appear, in the view of the leaders of ~lest_ern .Germany, to be very near. 
In order to gain possession of the nuclear weapon, the militarists of Western 

Germany are ready to devote ever greater sums t o the armaments race, . and above all to 
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nuclear armament~. T~e. New York Times, in an article of 9 :March erititled 11Bonn will 
Contribute in the Largest Ivieasure the Expenditure incurred by the NATO Fleetn, said: 
(continued in English) 

"Up to 40 per cent of the crews of the missile-firing ships of the 
proposed NATO nuclear fleet are West Germans. Together, the United States 
and Western Germany are scheduled to provide at least 75 per cent of the 
money and manpower !or the fleet of 25 Polaris-equipped surface ships. 
This plan was conceived to meet Bonn's demand for atomic equality." 

(continued in French) 
The Western Powers' policy of creating the NATO muitinational force, and thereby 

of modifying the arms and nuclear weapons mix, will therefore clearly have a disastrous 
effect. In that connsxion we fully support the statement of the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the German Democratic Republic, Dr. Lothar Bolz, who stressed the following 
point in the ·letter "'lie 'sent to the two co-Chairmen of our Coni.'erence ~ 

"Participation in any sort of NATO nuclear force by the German 
Federal Republic and the Hitlerite generals commanding its armed forces 
is bound to under.!Jline any attempt to come to terms about ending nuclear 
ar.rna.nent, leave alone that this would make general and complete 
disarlllalnent highly improbable •11 . (ENDC/81, p .2) 

In tbe light of these dangerous developments, there is one way of putting an end 
to the aggressive preparations of the West-German revanchists, as well as to the 
futur_e . spread of nuclear weapons, namely, to eliminate from .the very beginning of the 
dis,ar.lliBJllent process any possibility of nuclear aggression. 

This Qrief review of the respective positions on the means of delivery of nuclear 
·:.' 

wea.pons _ ~o the Western Powers' reactions to the Soviet Union proposal concerning the 
retention of a strictly limited number of certain types of missiles during ~he second 

. . 

stage of disar.lliBJllent shows that they do not offer immediate prospects o.f agreement on 
this impor~!t point; which is at the very ro6t of the practical elimination of the 
danger of a nuclear war. On the contrary, despite their statements that the new Soviet 
proposal. ~s of great interest to them, and despite their requests for further 
informatiQn on it ..;_ t~e United Kingdom representative today submitted more request,s 

.and asserted that the Soviet Uni on delegati on had not full y met his requests for 
informatian (supra, p. 20}, as though ·the Western Powers were preparf3d to agree to the 
proposal, which is at least what he suggested -- the ·w-estern Powers finally stiffened 
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their Wlcompromising position even more in discussion~ Instead of following the 
conciliatory and flexible lead of the Soviet Union_, -which -- as you will recall --
agreed during negotiations to make several concessions to tha West!;!;r:.'n, Powers)> these -
Powers are on the contrary trying to raise even greater obstacles to agreement. 

Yet, if agreement is to be reached on general and complete disarmament_, the 
Western Powers must change their attitude and aim_, not at ensuring a balance of 
forces, hence of terror)> but at finding ways and means of removing_, from the very 
beginning of th~ disarmament process, the danger of a nuclear war that hangs over 
humanity. Tjley must not disregard the desires and hopes expressed by . the peoples of 
the whole world for the earliest possible elimination of that danger. 

The delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria does not despair of the 
Western Powers' seeing reason and reconsidering their position on this question, 
which is of cardinal importance for the success of our future negotiations. 

:r.'Ir. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 
Russian): At today 1s meeting we deem it necessary to make some remarks in connexion 
with the statements made by the representatives of the United States, the United 
Kingdom and Canada on the proposal put forward by the Plinister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Soviet Union at the United Nations General Assembly on 21 September 1962 
(A/PV.ll27 (provisional), p.J8). Before dealing with questions directly related to 
the Soviet proposal_, we are compelled to touch upon certain general points in 
connexion with the statement of the United States representative at our meeting on 
3 April (&~DC/PV.ll?, pp.l?-26). 

At that meeting the .United States representative set himself the task -of stating 
the United States general concept and approach in regard to the problem of disarmament. 
It must be said that his statement showed more clearly than ever that when the United 
States speaks of disarmament it is in fact very far from taking the path of real 
disarmament. From the r emarks made by the United States representative it is obvious 
that the United States considers the discussions in this Committee only as a means for 
achie~ing its political and military aims, although in his statement the United States 
representative was not sparing of assurances that the proposals of the United States 
(EN'DC/JO) were a model of political realism and justice and of a practical approach to 
solving the problems of disarmament. Hm~·ever, those were no more than resoUnding 
hollow phrases having nothing in common with reality. 
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. , ~he Uni'ted States representative took art the imp·~ssible · task of , de~olish~g the 
Soviet proiosals (ENDC/2/Re'v .1). · Like the fabled dwarf 'who boasted of uprooti.Ilg a . . .• ' .. ,. . . ~:· ., ~ -. 
mighty dentury-old oak, Hr. Mark.., a member of the United States del,_egation, mad~ .. h.~f! ... . 

t : . ~ ~ ~ ·• ·' • ' ' ; 

onslaught on the main part ·of our proposals aime-d at the immediate elimination of the 
•. : . .., . ••·• . :r >~;·· 

threat of a nuci:ear missile war. He acted quite s~ply ~ he stated categoricalJ..y that 
~ \ '. . '. 

the Sovi~t proposals were not based· on the realities of the internatiqnal situation 
or··'political experience. 'ilruit proofs did I>ir. f.ia.r~ bring ~orward to ·: just~ . ~~i_~ '· .; .~-

.. . ,._. .. . . 

categorical :- ass~rtion? I shall quote his · 6W11 ·· wo~ds from the verbatim. record~ _. 
11 : ·~ · ~ 'it appears to involve an incessantly r .epeated appeal to: 
popular emotions, .intended to build up pressure on the West .to . 

- -.' J .' 

adopt a Soviet disarmament plan favouring the· .QJ.ilitary, poli tic;a).. 
and strategic i.riterests of the East inan entirely one-sided 
fashion.•i ' (ENDC/PV .117. p.l8) 

'· : 

' 
. ·fhat sentence is very remarkable. ·It contains quite a nl.llq'ber of thoughts • .. In 

' -. : ~· ~ . 
the ff.ist place it reveals that Mr. Hark looks llp.on so-called ."pqpul&r emotions 11 'in 
a definitely negative nianner and with unveil-ed hosti1ity~ Ifwe tz:;nslat~ it futo 

language that everyone can understand, w~t h.e me¥-l~ · by "popular GlJ).otions 11 iS. ,, _t~~ - mood 

of the broad masses of peopie, who demand the! elimination of the threat of a nuclear 
. ;_; ~ 

war. · That sentence of Mr. :tv'Ia.rk 1s shows that ::he . in:terprets the appe,als and d~mands of 
the' peopl~s of the world for the elimination of the , th+aa~ of a .Quclear' ~r· ~s ·•:: :. -~ 

• t · . -: • ; •. . · . . .. ' ... .. 

pressure on the Western Powers. On the ·other· haiidi :that statement of the 'Upited Sta.tes 
. : • .. . . - - ~ .=. 

reP.resentative is a frank. admission that the demand for .the' elimination . of. the threat 
. ' r • .• ~ .•• ~ ' 

.of ·a, ·nuclear war is not 'taken . into accoW1t in the plans of ;t,he Western Powers; that 
the Western Powers are against the elimination of 'this ,threat and want to mainta.:S,.n it. 
o~r;··in this way 6an wo' explain why the demand of the. peoples f~r .the e'J..~~at:i.on of 
the threat 6f -~ nu'Ci.~at ··war "is ' rega.rded by the Unite<]. States representatiye. as 
pressure· c::m the We~tern Powers ~ · · 

. Finally, from that remark by the United States representative it is eaa.Y to 
perceive the admission that. the Western Fowers ·regard the elimi.nat.;ion of .. the nuclear 
threat as a factor answering to the interests of the socialist countries . and 
contrary to the interests of the capitalist, imperialist countries of the West. 
Whether or not it was his intention, the United States representative, Mr. Mark, 
on the one hand, testified to the reluctance of the west to solve the main problem 
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of disarmament,. the problem of eliminating the threat of a nuclear war and, on the 
other hand, confirmed that the interests of the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
countries, which demand the elimination of the threat of a nuclear missile war, 
coincide with the sentiments and aspirations of all peoples. 

Since the representative of the United States has plunged into arguments on 
the subject of political realism, it will do no harm to go a little deeper into 
this question and ask the United States representative which approach to the problem 
of .disarmament is ~ore in keeping With political realism -- the one which is in 

· accordance with the interests of the peoples and takes into account their aspirations, 
or the one which represents the demands of the masses as "popular emotions", as a 
kind of hostile act and as a form o! pressure on the Western Governments? In ~ 
opinion, there can be no doubt about the answer. The only approach which can be 
politically realistic is the one which is in accordance with the demanQs of the 
peoples• If we are going to talk about the pragmatic realism of the United States 
proposals, then it consists in the fact that these proposals give primary importance 
not to the interests of the peoples, as Mr. Mark virtually admitted, not to 
solicitude to ensure their security and welfare, but to something else. Everyone 
understands that something to mean the interests of the circles making huge 
superprofits in the armaments race, circles whicn, for the sake of their mercenary 
interests, are prepared to keep the world under ·a permanent threat of nuclear war. 
It is always a question of the same "United States military -- industrial complex". 

In the heat of polemics, the United States representative levelled at us the 
reproach that in its proposals the Soviet Union has been guided by "its own immediate 
political interests". (ibid., p.l9.) 

In saying this, the United States representative by no means discovered America. 
Aqy proposal made by a~ government is always dictated by political interests and 
considerations. This is absolutely true for all times and all peoples and, I admit, 
it is even rather awkward to remind the United States representative of this. At 
the same time we must note that interests are not all the same: there are interests 
and interests. 
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The Soviet Union displayed great initiative in putting forward its proposal on 
.. . . ; ~". •. . . 

generr.J. and complete disarmament. 'In doing s.o, what political interest was the 
Soviet Union plirsui:ng? ·. Its only interest was to ensure solid· and. lasting peace 
for the peoples. Mr. · Mark saw in it · a desire to secure a radical change in t.l;le 
world strategic bal~ce iri fav6ur ·'or ·the Soviet Union. In the opinion of the 
United State~ 'tepresentative ~neral ·and complete · disarmament. would be a terrible 

. . 
danger to the United States, as it would radically upset the strategic position of . 
the United States. :r·t · should be · noted; however, that in objecting to the Soviet 
proposals, the United States representative is himself taking a political position. 
The only differe~ce: is ihat· the politi~al positiori: of the United .states ~pr.esentat~ve 
is '~6ritrary to the .. interest.s of peace~; '. tcf the ·interests. of the peop_les ~d to th~ . 
interests of the cause of disarmament• So,· let us emphasb:e once :ageqn, . . there . ..:. . 
are cii!ferent p6!itical iritereSts~ We are deferidi:ng· peace and dis~nt, that is, 
the political interests or the peoples, while Mr. Mark is defending here "t1he 
poli ti'cal and economi~ interests of armaments Dlanu.fa:cturers, the. ~rchants of death. . · 

All the objectionswe have heard from the· W$stern Powers to the. Sc;wiet 
' ' ~ ' .. ·' 

proposals r~~ ending the ' danger ot rmclear war in the · ~ery first stage by el1minat1ng 
the means ol' delivery of nuclear weaponS boil down to two arguments: first, that 

·~ . 
the· Soviet proposals disturb the "balance of 'forces" :and, · second, that they do ~ot 
ensure reliable cont;:.ol. · These two arguments·pbave· .·been rehashed in vari,ous ways 
from ~eting to. ·meeting bY the representatives of· ·the United States, the United 
nJidom, !buy" and canada."~ Let us examine these arguments. : 

. Th~ re:t)resentative of the United SW,tes asserted (i121Q., p.20) that the 
implementation of the first stage of the Soviet disaruament progr8DIIle woul~ lead 

. . _::_ :·I_- ~ ' 

to the _fragmentation of the remaining armed forces ·or .,the West, wh:J,Ie thE! ·JD.&in forces 
of the socialist States, that is, the Soviet armed forces, would r,emain a single 

· and centralized military machine. · The United States representative. said_ t},lat the ... 
~n armed · forces of the East were · those of the Soviet Union.~ ... . .Conseque~tly, bf . 
anai~gy ~ th~ main rbrce·a of the West should be . considered ~:o be those o~ the . 
United States. Where~ then:, does the argument of the Un1te4 .States representative 
about the fragmentation of the main forces of the W~st come in? ;,: ; So . tar ve are. 
unaware of aey facts to indicate that ·the ·armed .. forc-es of the ; United States would 
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bs i'ragm.en~eQ,. ~or ."Qe -,in the pro.cess of fragmentation. · AlL-this is merely ·a. figment, 
obviously intended:- to.:confuse: .. the i ·ssue. ·: It \/auld be interesting to ·ask the 
United States . representativ.e what· causes would lead ito the dismemberment of ·the 
main :fo;:ces .,:of ~ .the West~ :· .. The United States- representative has told us that he 
considers' that· the ·elimination or militarY bases on foreign territories would' 'lead < .· 
to the . falling .. apart '.of · the .military bloc of· the Western· Powers. 

·: 'l'he : i!epr.es.~ntatives of.the Western Powers are terribly indignant when the • 
rapreseritatives of' the socialist ·countries point · out the ·real purpose · of the · .··. · 
Unite<f;states :mil±tary. bases ori foreign t.e'rritories., namely, aggression and the 

.. ~ . 

. ·;~ . . 

poJti't:beaL subjugation o:f peoples. . The' Western representatives assure tis 'that these . ' . 
bases Wjfi'e .·.se.t .up wi:th the free consent O:f the States· coooerned and 'that they are ' '. ~: '· ;: . 

. neceosary- f:or ,the p:efence .o£ ;the; peoples wh<>se Governments have made their ·territory:.·:· 
av.~i,la.ole f.or· ·the_:· stationing ·of such bases. Now the United States ·representative ·· 
himself doeS'; ·not o·once·i3.l, the fact that the United State.s regards its bases · On· •· . 
for,el.:gn ·terri tor:i~s ' as -shacJd,.es • to keep the peoples of the West European countt-ies ··· · 
witlun the framework of the trili:ted States military machine called :NATO .. "· Remove -· 
t!2,q.oo sht:~,o.;kles:r a!ld as Mr.· Mark told the Eighteen-Nation Comtnittee, the mllita.ly ' ·r .. ;· 

bloc of.: the ·We:etern States will fall apart• Perhaps without realidng it hiinself, 
ths United· States representative has admitted the constraining nature of>theTiflks 
existing· in the. ,NATO bloc • . ·; ·The Western world' : held ·together by. the chain of'. ·· 
United S.tat·es. bases., is ·an 1uns.table world. · Only the elimination of ·foreign militatj ' 
bases on the terri tory of o-ther States and disarmament will lead' to normal reiatioris 
between peoples, . to mutual. :1:-p:Y.~t and to peace .• 

T~1e Uni ted States .. representati:ve· assured . us that the United· States proposals 
wo"Uld preserve ;the equilibrium and would cause no harm' ·to aeyone;, It' is significant 
that he :Studiously :rounded. ~of.f his sentences and tried· to ge·t away' with general 
declarations. : But w'ords cannot· serve as a substitute· for facts and ' honest ailalysis. · 
We had ~.e~y · .a:na1ysed the ··United States' proposal in detail. using facts · and data 
a.nd have shown that their ultimate: aim is to weaken the medium-sized' and small ' ' . 
States;·. and .to increase:' even further the relati\te military power of t:tie bi.g States 
possessi!lg.· n'.lclear weapons:. Our arguments have in nb ·way been ·shaken-by the ;· · 

Un:7.t ed States !'epresehta.tive .. 
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In his at:t,empt ~-·~!~i~d.J!~~~fication for the United States position which 
rejects the liquiJation of foreign b.ases an~ the elimination of the. threat of a 
nuclear war·, th-= Urdted St~tes representative went so far as to revise the basic 
prind.ples of d1.sarmament agreed upon by the Soviet ·union and .the :Uld ted States in 
S·:Jptember 1961 (ENDC/5). His arguments at the meetillg of 3 Apri;l (ENDC/PV~.ll7, 
p~. 17 et seq.) were aimed at adjusting the agreed principles to the United States 

. ' ' . ' - ' 

outline of basic provisio~ of a treaty (ENDC/30). . But .everyone understands. that · 
it is nece'ssary t6 do· exactly the opposite -- we must draw up our disarmament. plan . 
in ·sti~h a way that it conforms to the agre.ed principles for disarmamen\ negotiations. 
Wo consider it our · duty t~ ara'W the attention of the members of the Eighteen Nation 
CorrJ.nittee to this. It is impossible to tolerate the att~mpt of the United States 
:i:'epresentatives to revise the agreed prin~iples. This attempt is aimed at 
ur~d~rirl.ning the: very basis of our n~gotiations. 

The agreed principles provide for the implementation of disarmament b,y stages; 
t :1ey .~ not at all envis,age disarmament according to the United States pattern, 
that :ts~ by percentages, as the United States representative tried to ~intain. If 
,_.1 e fellow the approa~h of so-called progressive percentage reductions, which the . . ' . . ' ' . ~ ' . . 

Ud.ted States has bee.n insistirig upon, stages are altogether meani~less., They 
b6CO~e far-fetched arid artificial. What need at all is there for stages 1 "ff the 
-~eo:m~re.a ' of 6ne stage do not differ . in aey way from tho·s~· of another stage, if, as 
woula seem to follow rroin the statemei~ts of the United suites represe~tati~e·, they 
all have the same objects? These stages would merely be aritificial barriers; 
they woUld become. an obs.taole to the continuous, successive implementation of 
Msa.rmament" Strictly speald:ng, thB.t is ~vide~tly th~ role' assigned to s~ages 
under the uhi_ ted Sta~es pl9:n.' . It is no mere accident that transition from one 
stege to the next has alreaqy~een·useq qy the United Stat~s delegation as the main 
justification -for refusing to name a specific pe~iod of t~e for the implmentation 

. . : . 
of the dis&rmament programme ~ 

The situation is quite_ different if indepenc:J.ent particular objects are 
assigned to each stageo Then the stage be~omes of real importance as a f'~ctor' 

conbtributi~ to the . implementatio~ of genertil. a~d comp~ete disarmament. . By the 
wav, if we turn to the history ·or how this question of stages arose, it is easy 

.; . . .. : ' . . . . 
t:~ see that it was precisely the need to achieve, in the course of' disarmament, 
cbject.s diffel-ing .in their nature :and :tinportance which gave rise to ·the concept of 
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stages. The Soviet approach is in accordance with the agr~ed principles; the 
Uni~d States approach, on the contrary, is aimed at ciraumventing those principles 
and replacing them~ 

This conclusion inevitably springs to mind also from the arguments of the 
' ' 

United States representative to the effect that the principles prescribe the 
ma~ntenance. of "the international military balance". (ENDC/PV .117., ___ p-.18). 
There 'is nothing of the kind in the principles nor could there be. . The principles ·· . . ··' . . ·, . . ., 

clearly and ~irmly prescribe only one condition,_ namely? that di~armament must be 
' .. ·· . 

implemented in such a way that no State or group of SUites could gait?- military 
. . 

advantage at the expense of another State or ._ group of States. . But this .is rather 
'.· . . .: . . ' . . . . .... 

different from the thesis of the so-called 11 interna~ional military balance" which 
the Uni~e~ States .has .been advocating. 

Th~ confusion into which the United States representa~ive fell can be seen -~ · .. ·. 
from the fact that when he began to speak about the composition. of the armed forces 

' ' ~ r • , ' ' • ' • • 

of States, "in~~rnatio~ military balance" became for him a synonym of the . 
armaments race. .This is not surprising. After all, the notorious thesis of the 

. .... t 

"inwrnational military balance" serves precisely as .the favourite _argument of the 
advocates of the .armaments race, who are striving for its ever ~eater intensification. 

·.1 ,, • • • • ' • 

To read into the agreed principles what the United States representative has been 
trying to ascribe to them is tantamount to substituting the armaments race for 
disarmament. The agreed principles envisage equality with regard to security and 
not some sort . of IIU.l~ tary balance. . In the 9ondi tiona . of the frenzied armaments 
race and intensive .military preparations, in the conditions where the th~eat of a 
nuclear war is maintained. and beco~es greater every day, it is impossible to count 
on the security of States. Any State depending on this kinc:} of _security_ is like 

. .. 

a tightrope-walker balancing himself on a tightrope stretched over an aQyss. But 
to eliminate ~eM.ately the . danger of a nuclear war would lllean to ensure . real 
security ror peoples and _States. This is the real meaning and the value of the 
agreed principles and we shall resolutely oppose t~e attel!!Pts of the Western 
representatives to base themselves on these _principles in order to justify the 

~ . . 

armaments race ~d to refuse to adopt measures .aimed at eliminating the .. threat 
• • • • ~ • • 1 • •• • 

of nuclear war, as the United States repr~s~antative tried to do at the meeting .on 
3 April. 
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we have repeatedly pointed out that at the present time when a frenzied nuclear 
a...T'!Ilaments race is belrig cari~1ed on and inJvensive military preparations are being 
I!lade, themairi and most urgent disarmament task is to protect the peoples -of the 
world by eliminating the terrible threat of a nuclear missile war which is hanging 
ove:r· mankind. This task can be accomplished in an immediate and radical way by 
prohibiting nuclear weapons, liquidating all stockpiles and putting an end to 
their productiop. 

·There is another possible indirect solution, namely~ the liquidation of all · 
' 

means of dellvering nuclear weapons to their targets. Without their means of 
delivery:, nuclear we.apons will not be able to reach their targets. They will be 
im~obile in the depots -- a deadWeight, if one can so speak of nuclear weapons, the 
most dead]q ahd destructive of all. weapons- -- and will await their own destruction · 
instead of destroying pe'opleo The Soviet Union is prepared to agree to either the 
c .' <:: 'J:r' the other . Appropriate measures are contained in ·the Soviet draft treaty on 
disarmament . (ENDC/2/Rev.l). and -in the statements of the 'Soviet representatives. 
But- the ·um. ted States outlirie for disarmament (ENDC/.30) ·does not provide for · the 
p:L'ohibit.i'oii and complete elimination of nuclear weapons in the first or second or 
even ·in the· third stage. Neither in the first .nor even in the second stage of 
disa.l"'IIam'ent does it provide for the aliiriination :or all means of delivery ·of nuclear 
weap-ons • · 

. ' 
The· Cans.dian representative, General Burns;· spea.king at the meeting on 3 April 

in defence of the United States disarmament plari, a.dmit~d that it .wAuld not 
eliminate the danger of nuclear ware In doing so I he took the risk ,. of trjing to 
find a justification1 tci ·underpin, : so to speak~ the position of the West~rn Powers 
with ·a 11 scientific · basis"~ He made the f'ollO\.!ing striking statement: 

11 •• o we do not believe that tliis world can ever · completely rid 
itself or that danger as long as a knowledge of how to make nuclear · 
w~apons exists"• (ENDQhV.ll7, p.lQ.) 
nn those words the Canadian representative expressed the specific concept or 

·i:.he Western Powers and· their attitude towards. l'lUClear disarmament. · They consider 

it to .be ''impossible; they reject it. 
B'qt can the· -peoples of ·the world reconcile themsal ve s to the ·monstrous, 

rrtglltlnarish prospect which General Burns· promises them? If such an outrageous 
concept of ·a permanent,: unceasing threat of a :nucJ.ear missile ,war is an integral 
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cowponent of the ~olitical ~stems now prevailing in the West, then it is quite 

obvious that the exasperated peoples will in the end sweep awa:r such sy~tems and 
will ~stablish such regimes ~s will banish war from the life of mankind. 

As one of the arguments against the Soviet proposal for the elimination i~ 
' . 

the first stage of disarmament of all means of delivery of rruclear weapons, ,with 
the exception of a -strictly :)..imited,_agreed rrumber of missiles to be retained by the 
United States . and. the E'o·.;ie:t Union until tne end of t!le second stage of disarmament, 
the Canadian representative rp.ade reference to the existing "appar.ent disparity" 
(j.biq., p.9) ,bet01een the number of intercontinental missiles _possessed by NATO 

and the nlli!lber of sucn. missiles possessed by tJ:l:e Warsaw Treaty Organization. . He 
:'H\~.h.ed this conclusion on the .basis of· the figures of the British Institute of . ·. ' . . . . . . . 

S'\irc·tegic Studies~ True, he made . the reservation that in drawing tJ:lis conclusion 
l:!.e did not know whether the figures ~or the number of missiles possessed by the 
lJ3].·:::o.w Treaty Organization -wl::tlch he used for , c9mpe.rison with ~he . number of missiles 
ro:~ -" ? :::se~ by NATO \orere accurate. He none the less came to a rath_er doubtful 
cc~1clusion c~!''!erning the "apparent dis~rity_" in favour of NATO, of' course in the 
:t'll".IIioer of intercontinental,. . ballistic missiles. The reference to the "apparent 
w.s::;ru.·i ty11 in intercontinental ballistic missiles was necessary in order to confi~ 
-:.:::~Jc t:"-e ¥Testern Pm1ers have an "apparent superiority" ·?ver the __ Soviet Union in 
re_:al·d to the number of . intercontinental ballistic missiles; and since they have 
thi s superiority, it must be maintained. How is this to be done? By means of . 
the percentage reductions erriisaged in the United States Outline. Fir.st of all 
I tJhould like to put a b:;.·al::e on the flight of General Burn~'. imagj.~ation and bring 
h5.:--1 down from . the clo~.1C.s o:r: the British Institute of St:r:-ategic Studie~ . to the firm 
ground of real fa'!tR . . T~::?.s9 f c.cts are to b'3 found in the same statement or the 
:ttC.nister or Defence of the Soviet Union, Jv'~~shal. I-A..t:4inovsky, which was quoted by 

General Burns nt thn. ::--:s~·.~ r:g on 3 April. We noted that in the quotation ~dduced 
'bJ General Burns (ibid$) there was an inaccurate rendering of what Marshal Malinovsq 
seid, and this inacc~!l'acy related precisely to ~hose data which made it .possible for 
the Canadian representative to draw the conclusion regarding t~e so-called "apparent 
diopari ty" in favour of NATO in the number of , intercontinental .. ballistic mi~siles. 
On 22 February Marchal 1-A'.alinovsky Sfi.id, and I quote the official text of this speech: 

•· 
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11 In his recent statement the United States Secretaiy of Defense, 
}l.fr , McNamara, speaking at a session uf the Arrn.ed Forces Commission of 
the United States Congress, stated tha.t the United States had over 200 
:1..ntercontinental baU.istic m1.ssiles and approxim.t:t.tely l40 Polaris 
missiles in~talled in nuclear submarines. He stated fra.nkly that these 
forces could destroy the Soviet Union w5. thout the help of tactical 
aircraft units deployed a. t bases, a:i.rcraft car·rier fo:cmations, or 
intermedi.ate range bllllistic misoles. 

"This is not the first time th&t Mr. l"icNamara has spoken out. 
He made similar statements earlier, and all those statements were 
aimed at one thing only ~ -- ·a further whipping up of the military hysteria 
and the armaments race, which has already b:i.·ought humanity to the brink 

\ of lf/ai'o 

"If Mr. McNamara is determined to .follow that road as Minister 
of Defence he first of all -should weigh up the real facts and reflect 
on '.Nhere thl.s road will finally lead the imperialist aggressors. I 
say categorically th~t we shall answer the 340 misslles, with which 
f.fr o McNamara has been threatening us; with tha simuJ.taneous strike of 
e. several times greater number of missiles and -with such e. power of 
nuc::..ear charges as wj~l completely sweep off the face of the earth all 
objects ··- the indt;,strin. .. l. !' ad111.in..i..strative and pol:i.ticcl centres of the 
United States ····· c.nd will completel;;r annihilate the countries which have 
made their territories avaiJ.able for United 8tates military bases." 

I draw your attention to the following warda from the passage I have just quoted: 
11I say categorically that we shall answer the 340 m.i..ssiles, with which 
Mr " McNamara has been threatening us ·' vii th the simultaneous strike of a 
several times greater numbe~·~ of miss:t.J .. es and with such a power ~ •• " 
It follows quite clearly f rom this text> General Burns, that NATO has 

neit.her qualitative nor quantitative superiority in intercontinental· 
b~llistic missiles~ Consequently, General Burns, the ground slips away also 
from under this argument with which you try to justify your refusal to accept 
tb.e Scv:i.et proposal for the destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 
i n the first stage of disarmament. If we were to adopt your ~oint of view 
about maintaining military advantages 7 then it is the Soviet Union which should put 

But we reject such a militaristic approach> which is 
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utterly contrary to the cause of peace and to the cause of disarmament. We insist 
upon and demand negotiations on real disarmament measures; we are opposed to idle and 
irrelevant twaddle. The comedy which is being played by the \'/estern Powers in our . 

negotiations in Geneva, while in Washington, Paris, Bonn and other places feverish 
activities are going on; aimed at intensifying still further the preparations of the 
NATO Powers f or a nuclear missile ifar, is increasingly irritating and exasperating 
the peoples) who demand the cessation of the armronents race and of military p~eparations 
and call for disa:nn.a.ment. The peoples of the world want the elimination of the threat 
of a nuclear missile war, they yearn for a lasting peace. 1·ve carmot but protest 
against the openly militaristic approach of the ~·Test ern Powers to t he matter of 

disarm~ent. It is axiomatie to everyone that the genuine security of States and 
peoples is n:)t ensured by superiority in. t he quantity or quality of armaments or by 
strategic advantages or superiority in any p~rticular field of milit ary preparations. 
All those are temporary, transitory circumstances; especially in the light of the 
tremendous developneht of science and technology in these days . Those who yesterday 
were lagging behind in something a.re t oday already catching up with the most advanced 
and tomorrow they may be in the lead. That is why the genuine security of States 
and peopl es lies in disarmament. The first step that nmst be t aken to strengthen that 
security is res.:::>lutely to eliminate the threat of a nuclear missile war .. 

We had no' wi sh to r aise general questions again, but we have been compelled to 
do so in view of the statement made by the United States represent~tive. We take 
the stand that the Committee should not be drawn int o controver si es, but that .it 
should proceed in earnest to reach agreement .on the main questions, one of which 
is the Soviet pr~posal put f orward by Soviet Foreign ~linister G~omyko on 21 September 

1962 at the seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assembly (A/ PV.ll27 
(provisi onal) p.JS). In r egard to that quest i on t her e is sufficient clar i ty to make 
the reaching of agreement possible . We have expl ained in det ail our approach to the 
question of the number of missiles t o be r et ained by the United St at es and by t he 
Soviet Union. The indication contained in our proposal that the number of missiles 
will be agreed upon i s in itself qui t e suf ficient to enabl e t he Western Powers to 
adopt in principle a positive position i n r egard to thi s Sovi et pr oposal (ENDC / 2/ Rev 1, 
Art. 5). What can prevent accept ance of a proposal which especially st i pulat es that 
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the numbers are to be agreed upon? After all, if there is no general agreement bet ween 
the sides, then there is no sense in tJ.lking about figures or numbers. ~Vhat is the · 

situation with regard to this question? 
We said to the \•Testern Powers: "Explain your viel'TS regarding the number of 

missiles to . be retained. 111)'e shall study them and then we shall be able to begin real 
negotiations." As far as \ve are concerned, we have already stated our views as to 
the direction in which we should act and as to the criteria to be used for defining 
the number of missiles to ~e retained, namely, we should seek agreement in such a 

way that that agreement would contribute to the .accomplishment of the most urgent 
task-- the task .of eliminating the danger of a nuclear war. 

Ho\vever, from the lvestern Powers \ve have heard in reply statements which, for · 
all one's goodwill, cannot be taken as an indication of their desire to seek agreement. 
Today these statements have been repeated by the United Kingdom representative, 
Nr. Godber (supra, p, 15). First of all, they try to ascribe to us some far-fetched 

concept of 11minimum deterrence 11 or 11 effectn. It was precisely in this that the 

Canadian representative, General Burns, exercised his ingenuity (ENDC/ PV.ll7, p.B). 

If we consider carefully the ideas wh:i,cq he expressed, vle see that concealed behind 

the verbal husk of statements about the neutralization of 11 concealed11 means of 
delivery is an obvious attempt to justi fy the maintenance of the. present situation, 
where the armaments race is being constantly intensified. 

The represente.~ives of the 1/Jestern Po\vers have spoken a good deal about control 
over the implementation of our proposal for the retention in the Soviet Union and the 
United States of an agreed number qf ~ss~es of a certain cat egory. In doing so, 
they tried to make out that the position of the Soviet Unior;:t was still not clear and 
that something still needed to be e~ained and clarified~ Of course, one can go on 
putting more and more new questions without end. But what need is there for all 
that? What do thes e tactics of the irJestern Powers lead to? Of course, it sometimes 

happens that questions are put because of a sincere desire to understand the position 
of the other side for the purpose of trying to achieve agreement. In such cases the 

Soviet Union is ,prepared to explain its position patiently in the hope that this 

will l ead to removing the e;Qsting differ ences. But it is quite a different matter 
when by putting questions and delying into petty details t he intention is to bog 

down the idea itself, to gain tline and to cover up one 's r efusal of disarmament. 
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It is precisely this last way that was chosen by the r epresente\ti ves of the \-Jest ern 
Powers when, closing th eir eyes to the clear indicc.tions and explanations >ve have 

given in regard to this question, they continued to repeat that something vras unclear 
to them. 

Let us turn to the facts. For the sake of the speediest possible achievement 

of an agreement we took an important step to1~-ards meet:ing the 'rlestern Powers. The 

Soviet Union agreed (ENDC/PV.ll4, p.40) that international inspectors should verify 

the remaining number of missiles right at the launch:ing sites. There is no need 

to emphasize that this directly meets the position of the Western Powers on the 

question of control. But this obviously did not satisfy our Western partners in the 

negotiations. They immediately r earranged their arguments and began to complain that 

the position of the Soviet Union in general on control over general and complete 

disarmament is nov.r unclear to them. 

Here, gentlemen, is an interesting example of the tactics of the United Kingdom 

representative, Sir Paul Mason, \'fho said at our meeting on 3 April: 

"If I have interpreted }1r. Tsarapkin' s remarks correctly, I think that 
they represent an encouraging move forward ••• 

"Having said that, however, I would express the hope that our Soviet 

colleague and his Government 1>rill dravr the logical conclusion from their 
apparently new approach to the admittedly difficult problem of verification 
of r emainders in the disarmament field as a whole. In any case, I hope 

that Mr. Tsarapkinwill elaborate for us the full meaning of his remarks 
to i"'hich I have just referred. 11 (ENDC/PV .117, p.l6) 

The statements made by the U~ited States r epresentative and the Canadian r epresentative 

were in the same vein. (ibid., pp.5-l3, 17-26). 

Before the eyes of the Committee the ~~!e stern r epr esentatives themselves juggled 

the cards and in place of the question of contrJl over the implementation of the 

Soviet proposal f or the r et ention in the Soviet Union and the United States of a 

strictly limited and agreed number of ~issiles, ther e suddenly appeared on the scene 
the question of control over general and compl et e disarmament in general . Her e you 

have an example of another attempt by tho 'iJestcm Powers to complicate the issue and 

to avoid reaching agreement. 
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In th3 manoeuvre of raising questions about control l'TG see reflected as in a 

mirror the desire of the lvestern PoHers to avoid reaching agreement by asking various 

far--fetched questions and delving into details. This is real obstruction on the 

pe.rt Jf the i:Vestern Power:s which is f::>rcing our Conunittee to work to no purpose. 

But this is precisely the position from 1'i'hich the Soviet Union seeks to escape by 

proposing to reach agreement in principle first a.nd then 1 unhindered, to set about 

elucidating the technica~ details. 

But let us takG a look at the remarks of the Western Powers as rcge.rds the 

substance. Four "\!!estern represor,ttati ves repeated in unison the need for control 

over all existing arm&nents. At the meeting on 3 April the United States representative, 

IYir. Mark, said: 
11 ~Vhat we wJuld be arud.ous to lmow is whether therCl were any undeclared 

launching sites which had been built or retained clandestinely in violation 

of the treaty. We should also want to learn whether there vms any clandestine 
• stockpile of missiles or any clandestine production of such armaments. To 

have adequate assurance on those poi."'lts would require a :rrru.ch more extensive 

and carefully devised arrangement than the mere inspection of declared sites." 

(ENDC/PV.ll?, p.26) 
But ..,,Jb.at do all these arguments of Mr. f./Iark' s mean? It is obvious that all these 

arguments of his mean just one thing - extension of control over the whole territory 

of a country in the first stage of disarmament. Nothing less will satisfy Mr. Mark. 

This demand, of course, is absurd and groundless. 

We must n)te that the demands of the l'festern Powers for the establishment of 

control over existing armaments have long been discredited. The Western Powers, 

apparently having realized the complete hopelessness of their demands, gave up their 

attempts to impose verifice,ti)n of everything with·)ut any disarmament measures. In 

order to make their p::>sition on control less odious in the eyes of world public 

opinion, they fished out their plans for so-called zonal, selective inspection 

(ENDC/30, p.l4). We have already critizPd more than once this, save the mark, new 

approach of the Western Powers to the problem of control and therefore we shall not 

dwell upon it now. 

There is another interesting point. With regard to their proposals, the vvestern 

Powers speak of selective inspection. Thus at the meeting of the Committee on 3 April 

the representative of Canada, General Burns, said: 
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"Implementati::m of progr essive 2.cross-thc- board pcrcentagu cu t s i n all 

cat egorie s .Jf ma.jor a rmaments a s pr oposed in t he United Stat e s plan would 

not require measure s of total verification ov er the 1'ih.ole t er r itory of 

States at the outset of the disar mament proc;;ss . 11 ( I'NDC / PV .117, p.ll) 

But when it comes to the Soviet proposals on the r et ention by the Soviet Union and 

the United States of a limited number of missiles, the t'lest ern r epr e s entative s r.:.'.is e 

the question of inspection of the 1vhole t errito ry of t he countries. 

In the heat of pol emics against our proposa l the r epre sentatives of the Western 

Powers put for\vard y et anather directly contradictory a rgument, v.rhich 11e cannot 

ignore. Its meaning is tho.t th e pro posal of the Soviet Union for t h e elimination 

of nuclear weapon d elivery vehicle s pro·-ide s for too gr eat and ext ensive control, 

which the V.Testern Powers would like to avoid. This i s a very strange position. 

But ~mat can be s aid about this argument? Yes, the Sovi et Union i s decidedly 

in favour of effective and wide int~rnational control when it comes to r eal disarmament • • We propose that when all nuclear weapon deliver y vehicles ar e being eliminat ed 

inspectors ·Jf the int ernational organization should verify on the spot thG dest ruction 

of mi ssiles, milita r y aircr aft, surfc>.ce ships, submarines e>..nd artill ery systems which 

could be used a s the mee.ns of deli very of such 1-veapons (ENDC/ 2/Rev .1, Article s 5-8. ) . 
The internati )nal inspectors iNOUld be abl e to ~rify the trans f er to pea ceful 

production of all plants now engaged in the production of missile s, bombe:.·s and other 

nuclear weapon carriers. They would be pr e s ent at the l aunchi ng site s whenev er a 

missile is l aunched f o r peaceful purpose s so a s to vdtness the l aunching and thor ou ghly 

ins pect ev ery missil e , ever y s at ellite and ev ery cosmic ship before i t i s s ent into 

the skies. 

In ·:>bj ect ing to t he Soviet proposal fo r extensive control over the r emaining 

missiles, the We stern Powers shov.r th.:.t t hey do not want either disarmament or wide 

i nternational control , i f this control i s connected vrit h r eal di sarmament measures . 

Their ideas a r e directed towa rds something el s e . At the pres ent tim.:; , as in the past , 

they oppose to our cl ear and pr ecise proposals thei r deme.nd t hc.t tho 1-Jhole t erritory 

of Stat es and t heir def ence systems should be opened u p at th~ VGry outset of di sa r mament . 

In other w.Jr ds , they ar e inter est ed in mil itary intel ligence and not in r eal and hone st 

contr ol ov er di sarmament. This demand i s utt erly contrar y to the int er ests of disarmament 

and securit y en d i s t he ma jor obst a cle in the pat h to the a chiev em0nt of a gr eement . 
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In order t~ hasten the achievement of agreemen~ on the Soviet proposal, we have 
given the Western Powers answers to the questi~ns in which they are interested. 

These wer.:; straightforward answers, 2.ftcr vklich, in the norma~ course of negotiation, 

one might have expected some p~sitive reaction from the ;vest 0rn representatives. 

But the Eighteen-Nation Committee is faced with an attempt by the Western 
Powers to lead it further and further away from the substance of the matter. Questions 

are being raised which have ri:.) direct beo.ring on the matter. In genl'ral the Western 

Powers are carrying on obstructive tactics in regard to ·t.he Soviet proposal. 
·In fact, since the submission of this Soviet proposal for the elimination of 

all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, except for an agreed end strictly limited 
number of missiles to be retained until tho tni of the second stage by the Soviet 
Union and the United States, a favourable opportunity has been created to reduce 
considerably the threat of a nuclear missile war. It now depends upon the 1·lestern 
Powers whether events will develop in this direction or whether everything will 
remain as before and the threat of a nuclear missile war >vill continue to grow from 
day to d.CI.y. But we are faced with an imperntive necessity 1,ffiich demands the..t we 
take all possible measures to eliminate tho threat of a nuclear war. It is obvious 
that agreement should be achieved on the basis of the Soviet proposal and it is now 

for the Western Powers to speak. 

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy)(translation from French): Much could be said on 
the very long controversial speech that Mr. Tsarapkin made this morning. M,y 

delegation reserves the right to reply to it .:>.t a later meeting. However, some of 
the remarks Iliade by Mr. Ts.?rapkin this morning with r egard to co-operation between 
the 11estern cotintries call for a very brief immediate answer from me. He said, in 

effect, that in our co-operation we were under pressures incompatible with the will 

of our peoples. I realize the· Soviet delegation Is inability to understand the 

co-operation and participation of the Western peoples, and particularly of the 

peoples of western Europe, in the Vlest Is defensive and peaceful organization. This 

is perhaps hard for the Soviet delegation to comprdhend, as it is readier to see 

compulsion and oppression than the free expression of our opinions and our will, 
readier to see machinations by the Western militarists than tho democratic professions 

of our peoples. That fact I sincerely deplore. May I, however, assure Mr. Tsarapkin 
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that, so f nr a s ccmcerns our decisions, nothing is done agai n st t he will of our 

people, nothing that is n)t in accord \vith that will and v-rith our democr atic rules. 

That vrill is for the maintenance of peace vdthout the abandonn10nt of our security. 

That will is fDr co-operation vrith all peopl es , not only our c.ssociat~ s L"'1 t he \Nest 

but also those whose social 2.nd economic systems differ from ours. We cc.nnot r enounce 

the preservation and jDint defence of the concepts and id(;e.ls vre share with our 

friends in the ~le st. ~ve shall, ala.s, be unable to do so until, through balanced 

disar.rrk1lllent, peace is finally established betwean us. We naturally wish to see an 

early r ebirth of trust and an early achievement of general and complete disarmament. 

That is the spirit informing all our appeals to the Soviet delegation. 

The CHAIID1AN (United States of America): I should· like to speak briefly 

as r epresentative of the United States. I wish to r efer only to the general remarks 

made by the Soviet r epr es entative. 

Mr. Tsarapkin se.id a gr eat d Gal about the will end the desires of the peopl es of 

the world, and he sought to claim that United States policy and, in particular, United 

States and ~vestern disarmrunent proposals set themselves against the trill of the peoples 

of the ~~rld. The Unit ed States sincerely believes that its proposals arc in accordance 

vrith the will and d esires of the peoples of the world. We have entitled our plan f or 

general and complete disarmament "Outline of ba sic provisions of a treaty on gene r al 

and complet e disarma1nent in a peaceful world" (EIIJDC/30, and Add. 1,2). We bel i eve 

that it is designed to bring about a peaceful vrorld, and we know the.t a peaceful 

world i s the aspiration of all the peoples. 

For arriving at, and ma intaining, a peaceful world two of the agreed principles .. 
in the joint stat ement of ~greed principles for disarm~nent negot iations s eom to us 

to be particularly applicable . The first is the principle, famil:_ar to all of us , 

which calls for the devel opment of peacekeeping m~chinery. It says : 

"Progr ess in disarmanwnt should be accompanied by mec:.surcs to 

strengthen institutions for maint aining pGace and the set tlement of 

international disput es by peaceful means" (ENDC/5, p.J), 
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and it goes on to spell out h•Jw that should be accomplished. 

(The Chairman, United States) 

It is our belief that 

it must and will be accomplished. There must be international peacekeeping machinery 

to maintain the peace, and it must be strong enough to maintain the peace, Until 

that machinery is adequately developed however -- and we hope that its developnent 
will be speedy vre thipk all must recognize that protection a gc>.inst aggression 
lies, perhaps unhappily as our United Kingdom colleague has pointed out, in .the 
pOwer of national forces to bring swift retribution to the aggressor, 

Therefore there is another of the agreed principles which we believe is highly 
important during the disarmament process; it is the principle which says: 

"All measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced 
so that at no stage of the impl<.mtentatiori. of the treaty could any State or 
group of States gain Inilitary advantage and that security is ensured 
equally for all." (ibid. p.2) 
We do n)t believe that the Soviet proposals meet that principle. We believe 

that our pr:>posals do. 1'le are quite ready to discuss in great detail how the propose.ls 

can be brought closer together While preserving that principle, We must be realistic: 

neither of the powerful inilitary sides is going to accept -- is going to be misled into 
accepting -- arrangements which do not fit in with its peace and security. We hope 
that the Soviet delege.tion and its allies vlill come to accept that reality .in the near 

future, 
May I now, as Chairman, report o~ the present situation with regard to a recess. 

The Committee will remember that on 5 April, in nn informal portion of our plenary 
meeting, the United States delegation proposed that there should be a recess from 
11 April to 7 ll..a.y. In making that proposal the United States delegation said that 
it was, of course, subject to the views of other delegations, and added that, because 
of lack of .e.greement betwocn tho two Co-Chairmen, an agreed recommendation by them 

with regard to a recess was not feasible. 
There were inform~l discussions in this Committee again on Friday and on Monday. 

In the course of those discussions no arrangement was reached on a longer 
recess, but it was agreed that the Committee should not meet on Friday of 
this week and Monday of next week, days on which meetings would nonnally have 
been held. Since then there have been further informal discussions yesterday and 
this morning on the subject. As Chairman, I should report to the Committee that there 



ENDC/PV.l20 
46 

(The Chairman, United States) 

remain cert.'aln delegations that do not believe a recess is advisable, but also there 
appears to be a general consensus that, in addition to not meeting on Friday of this 
week and Monday of next week, the Committee should have a further recess until 7 May. 
Accordingly, ·in deference to that general consensus, I propose as Chairman, in 
reading the communique, to set the date for the next meeting at 7 May. 

Mr. HASSAN (United Arab Republic)~ At a time when the eyes of the whole 
world are directed towards this building, when everybody is anxiously awaiting the 
announcement of an agreement on the cessation of tests, our co-Chairmen wish to 
surprise the world by the announcement of an agreement about a recess. World public 
opinion will rightly ask whether our Committee has encountered a new element which 
warranted the. stopping of its work for consultation with the respective governments 
or whether it had overworked, become tired and needed some rest, or whether this 
announcement of a recess, with no accompanying announcement of some measure of success 
with regard to tests, is an acknowledgement of its failure. It is obvious that the 
answer to the first two questions should b3 in the negative. vlhat are we to say 
about the doubts which such a recess would create in the m~nds of the world with 
regard to our prospects for success? 

I should like to put on record the position of the United Arab Republic 
delegation: namely, that we do not find any justification for such a recess. 
Rather, we see it as an untimely impediment to our negotiations and to our efforts to 
find a compromise solution, efforts which have so far, unfortunately, not produced 
success. Again, we see in the rec2ss much loss of valuable time which could be 
put to better use in order to reach e·.;en a preliminary measure of agreement on the 
cessation of tests. Naturally our co-Chairmen have complete freedom of action when 
it comes to recommending certain proct::C'l.res, but my delegation fails to see the 
logic of this step e.nd we are afraid also lest Vlorld public opinion should give it 
another interpretation. 

I wish to avail myself of this opportunity to say that my delegation has tried 
to ·contribute, to the limit of its modest abilities to the presentation of some 
concrete, practical and honourable compromise proposal aimed at breaking the deadlock 
in the test ban negotiations. I am referring now to my delegation's contribution 
of 18 February 1963 (ENDC/PV .99, pp.9 et seg). vie believe that IJl8.DY of our 
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country's proposals on that date are still valid and represent a most useful basis 
for any posslble mutual agreement, if such an agreement is really desired. Our 
apparent silence since then should not be taken to mean that we lack interest in the 
matter or that we feel we have reached the end of the road. Indeed, we were 
engaged in trying to come forward with yet another, or greater, contribution, 
perhaps in conjunction with other delegations of non-aligned countries at this 
Conferemce. Much as we should have liked to have done so, even today, and much as 
my delegation remains convinced of the basic truth, the wisdom and the value of such 
a contribution, we are very sorry that we cannot tell the Committee today that it is 
possible for that contribution to see the light of day -- and that for reasons 
completely beyond my delegation's control. 

When roy delegation today advocates the continuation of our work it is because 
of its desire that the great nuclear Powers should make it possible for some of the 
delegations of non-aligned coQntries to resume their efforts to find compromise 
Solutions, and thus make it possible for those States which want to fulfil their 
mission and their mandate from the United Nations, and from the non-aligned world 
at .large, to do so. 

It may be argue~ that the period suggested for a recess was not long enough 
to enable the delegations of the non-aligned countries to produce any valuable 
contribution. However, as we see it, it would have given the delegatiops of 
non-aligned countries, or some of them at least, the chance to recons5.der their 
position in this Committee and to assess the value of their presence. It might 
also have helped them to make up their minds about the Glaboration of this last 
point and the possibility of explaining it further at the next session of the United 
Nations General Assembly. 

Finally, it may be said that our co-Chairmen have the right to recommend what 
they see fit, but we feel it is our right also to be able to tell them what we believe 
to be right and just. 

The CHAI~Ulli (United States of America}: Speaking as United States 
representative, I should just like to make it clear that what I said about the recess 
this .morning in roy capacity as Chairman was not an agreed recommendation of the 
co-Chairmen. There was no agreement by the co-Chairmen to make a recommendation 
for a recess, What I said in my capacity as Chairman was an honest attemp·-:; to 

--------- ---------- -------------------
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reflect what I had been given to understand was the prevailing consensus among 
members ci-r the Committee. - I said that certain delegations remained convinced that a 
recess was ·not lldvisabie and, in view specifically of the statement of the 

- . 
representative of the United Arab Republic, I should say tha·(j the Soviet 
representative was among those members. 

:Hr. ·TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 
Russian): Having heard with understanding and sharing the concern that has just been 
voiced by the representative of the United Arab Republic, and in order to do away with 
any misunderstanding about the Soviet delegation's attitude in regard to the question 
of a recess, I should like to make it clear once again that, as we have e.lready 
stated, the Soviet Union is opposed to a long recess. In view of the established 
tradition it has already been agreed here to have a recess of a few days. We do not 
-object to that·, but we consider that it would not -be in the interests of our common · 
cause to arrange for a long recess, such as that proposed by the repres~nt.etiye of 
the United States·, namely, from 11 April to 7 May. 

~~. BURNS (Canada): I have been instructed to state that the Canadian view 
is that a recess would be premature at this stage and that the Eighteen~Nation 

. . . . . 

Committee on Disarmament should therefore continue fts work without interruption. 
We had hoped that suggestions for overcoming the present impasse in the nuclear test 
ban negotiations would have been presented by now, but we have heard from the 
representative· of the United Arab Republic that difficulties have arisen which have 
prevented that. If those suggestions had been presented it might have been worth 
while to have had a recess after they had been discussed here ·prellminarily. But, 
as that is not the case, I must say that the Canadian delegation is Unable to favour 
a lengthy recess at this time. 

Mr. BARRINGTON (Burma): Taking into consideration the situation which now 
exists in the Committee, my delegation feels that a recess at this particular moment 
would be timely. 1·7e have ·l:ieen here now for eight weeks during which tiine we have 

. . 
not 'moved one inch forward. I siniply canriot im£>.gine that vie can go ·on in this 
fashion meeting three tiines a week, listening to the same speeches, the same 
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arguments, trying to fool ourselves into the belief that somehow, from somewhere, a 
solution is going to drop out of the skies. Therefore, my delegation thinks that 
the time has come for what might be cGlled a real stock-taking, and that can only be 
undertaken by our Governments. 

For this reason my delegation favours an immediate recess, but a recess for a 
longer period than you have just announced, Mr. Chairman. On behalf of .my 
delegation I should like to suggest that such a recess might be · of three months 1 

duration in the first instance. 

Mr. MACOVESCU (Romania): The Romanian delegation is against a long recess. 
We are here to work. We have before us a heavy agenda containing many problems to 
be solved. We are not here to recess every month or every two months. We are in 
favour of a short recess, if we need it ~- and perhaps we do need it. But I say 
again that we are against the long recess proposed by you, Mr. Chairman, in your 
capacity as United States representative. 

Mr. GODBER {United Kingdom): I realize very well the strong feelings that 
have been expressed this morning from two rather different aspects. I realize . . 
acutely the feeling that we have not made the progress which we would all wish to 
have made. It is idle to apportion blame. I do believe we have a duty, however, 
to keep on in our endeavours to ma~e progress. I myself was willing to fall in with 
any arrangement which was to the mutual benefit of representatives here, whether .for 
a long or a short recess, but I should be very reluctant indeed to agree to a recess 
of the length suggested by our colleague .from Burma. I believe that we must return 
here relatively soon. It is one thing to have time to ·go back and reassess the 
position in a few weeks, but such a long recess, I believe, is not what· is required. 
As I say, vrhether it be a few days or a few weeks, the United Kingdom delegation is 
willing to fall in viith the feelings of the majority. 

I sense also the feeling of frustration there is here today. Our United Arab 
Republic colleague has expressed it with great sincerity. Possibly it might be 
better if we had a week or two now in which to see if we cannot overcome some of the 
difficulties to wh~.ch he referred in passing, and therefore it might be that the best 
thing would be to have a recess of a week or tvlo. 
to any particular day or dates. 

But, as I say, I am not devoted 

--- --- ---·--------- - --
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I noted that our Soviet colleague said that he was opposed to a long recess, 
but he did not specify how long he thought was reasonable. Vzy purpose in speaking 
is to make quite clear my own conviction that, whatever frustration we may feel here, 
we have a duty to go on vii th our work. The ref ore, as I say, I could not support a 
recess of the length suggested by the representative of Burma. 

Mr. TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French) ~ With regard to the 
question now under discussion the Bulgarian delegation has received instructions from 
its Government enjoining it to go on working assiduously, in agreement with the other 
members ,of the Committee, for an agreement on the questions before the Committee. 
We'agree with the representative of the United Arab Republic that with sustained work 
now some progress might be made. We should therefore like to state that we also are 
against the long recess suggested by some delegations. Our view is that the recess 
proposed by the United States representative is a long one and the one we decided upon 
the other day, that is to say, that we should not work on Friday or Monday, is a short 
one. However, if a majority of the Committee think it necessary for their own 
personal reasons and, particularly, if. they hope that after they have reconsidered 
their positions on certain questions we might resume our'work after some time with 
more chance of reaching an agreement, we shall not oppose the~r view. 

At the same time we wish to state that our delegation i~ ready to work without 
interruption and .that it objects to long vacations like those proposed by the United 
States representative, who said that he has the support of the majority on the point. 
However, if there are reasons why we should he.ve a recess, we shall not oppose the 
will of the majority. 

Mr. LALL (India) ; I should just like to say that_ on the question of a 
recess I find myself very much in agreement with t he sentiments expressed by t he 
representative of the United Arab Republic; and I believe those sentiments were 
echoed in some measure or least by our United Kingdom colleague. 
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Mr •. HASSAN (United Arab Republic)~ I have just said that we are opposed 
to the three weeks recess because we can put that time to better use working here in 
the Committee. However, if the Conference decided that it needed stocktaking 
and reconsideration by the Governments then I would recommend following the procedure 
suggested by the representative of Burma, or I would even go so far as to suggest 
that our Committee adjourn sine die, and that it mi5ht be possible for the 
co-Chairmen to summon us back to a meeting when they had decided that the presence 
of the non-aligned delegations eJld other delegations could be of some value. 

Mr. CAVALLErTI (Italy) (translation from French)~ I agree with the view 
expressed by the United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber, and I should like to add 
that, while I understand to some extent the disappointment some delegations feel, I 
think it would not be right for our Committee to adjourn today on such a pessimistic 
note. We have worked very painstakingly in recent weeks, and I think that for the 
first tioe in our Committee an initial agreement has been reached. For the first 
time we have found the Soviet delegation.accepting a Western proposal 
(ENDC/PV.ll8, p.52). That is already something gained. Of course we all hoped 
for greater success and the realization of our basic aspiration~ an agreement on 
the prohibition of nuclear tests~ But it must not be forgotten that even on that 
subject some progress has been recorded. The Western Powers have reduced the 
number of inspections requested at the beginning of tbe session, and we now have 
before us a complete proposal on inspection procedures. Quite frankly, our work 
cannot be said to have been vain. 

I personally think that a moderate recess, like that proposed, might give not 
only the governments of countries belonging to military alliances but also the 
governments of 'non-aligned count.des an opportunity to re-assess the situation and 
see what further help their delegations can give us when we resume. In that 
connexion we recall with appreciation the help these delegations have given the 
Committee in the past. We have all been sincerely and deeply grateful for their 
co-operation in our work. We hope that their contribution will be even more worth 
while in the future. We have a recess in prospect, and the respective governments 
of those countries will have plenty of time t·o review the situation. I sincerely 
trust that when we resume our proceedings next month tQose countries' del~gations 
will be ready to make a positive and constructive contribution tp·our work. 
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Mr. MBU (Nigeria) ~ My delegation assoc iates itself fully_. with the views 
expressed by the representatives of the f nited Arab Republic and of Burma. I think 
it is right to say that \ve assembled here eight v1eeks ago with great optimism and in 

· a very congenial atmosphere, and if we are to salvage what is left of that congenial . 
atmosphere it might ' be n good thing for us to adjourn sine die. When the situation 
improves, we can come back and try again. 

Mr. KURKA (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian) ~ I must say quite 
frankly that we see no serious grounds for -interrupting the work of our Committee for 
several weeks, that is until 7 May, as you .suggest. We think that -interruptions in 
the Committee's work should be minimal both ·as r egards their nwnber and duration. 
We must not forget that the Committee has been set up by the General Assembly as a 
permanently functioning body f or di sarmament negotiations and, from that point of 
view, any unwarranted recesses in its work could hardly be justified, especially as 
a .number of most important and urgent questions are on our agenda and these should 
not be shelved. However~ one has only to glance at the report (ENDC/83) which we 
have today adopted in accordance with the General Assembly resolution 
(A/RES/1767(XVII) - ENDC/64) to r ealize that i t of f ers no occasion f or any approval. 
The formal nature of this report shows quite clearly that the r esults of our 
negotiations since the last recess are extremely unsatisfactory~ This ci rcumstance 
alone should inspire us r ather wi th a desire t o increase our efforts to achieve 
positi ve r esults than ~ith a desire f or a longer r ecess. For all these r easons and 
in accordance with the instructions of my delegati~n, we ·are opposed to e. l~ng recess. 

The CHA~I (United States of .Amer ica) ; I should like t o speak as 
representative of the United Stat es. The proposal of the United Stat es del egation 
that there should be a r ecess from 11 Apri l until 7 May was made on the express 
condition of its being acceptable to the other del egations, and therefore "rTe 

solicited the views ·of other delegations. 11y statement e.s Chairman thi s morning 
was made on the understanding that, as I had been gi ven t o bel i eve , ther e was a 
consensus that such a recess would be acceptable t o the major i t y of the delegat ions. 
As there does not seem to be such a consensus l propose, as r epresentative of the 
United States ; that we merely register in the communique the agreement which ·has 
already been reached at our pri vat e meet i ng, and that the next meeti ng of the 
Committ ee be held on Wednesday, 17 Apri l . 
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The Conference decided to issue the following communique~ 
11The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 

today held its one hundred and twentieth plennry meeting in the Palais 
des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of Mr. Stelle, representative 
of the United States of America. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of India, the Soviet 
Union, the United States, Romania, the United Kingdom, Bulgaria, Italy, 
the United Arab Republic, Canada, Burma, Nigeria and Czechoslovakia. 

"The Conference adopted a progress report1/ for the period 
26 November 1962 to 10 April 1963, to be transmitted to the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission and to the General Assembly. 

"The next meeting of the Conference 1.-rill be held on Wednesday, 
17 April 1963, at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 1.55 p.m. 

l/EN:00/83 
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