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The CHATRMAN (United States of America): I declare open -the one hundred

and twentleth plenary'meeblng of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament.

It was agreed at our last meeting (ENDC/PV,119, p.39) that the first item of
busipess today should be the discussion 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 speakers for today perhaps we could see whether we could agree.
on this draft report, I might point out that since it was reproduced'there haﬁe
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 posséssion of delegations.
There are certain blanks which will have to be filled in. If no changes are recommended
I would suggest that — subject .to.the completion of the blank bortions, which we
might entrust to the representative of the Secretary-~General and the Secretériat —_
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 ‘
communicatioﬁs.by,teletype or telephone between Mbscow:and Washington (ENDC/PV;llB, Pe52) .
I db not see any reference to that in this document, and i think that it was an important

agreement of principle which should certainly be mentioned.

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): Might I say that there was informal
discussion éf that.béint yesterdayui It was our fceling 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 agreement that there need be no mention of

it in the report.

Mr. LATL (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, TSARAPKIN (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 conferencé of experts. These views
were set forth, as was also a tentative 1list 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
collateral measures!" are also mentioned.

In the report we have dealt in a general way with the situation in regard to
the discussion of "collateral measures" and to mention especially one guestion, 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 question will, no

doubt, find its rightful place.

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): May I say, as representative of

the United States, that we believe that the inclusion of a reference to the very
welcome statement of the Soviet delegation at our meeting of 5 April (ip;g) 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.

lMay 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.

i This report was subsequently issued as document ENDC/83
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Mr. HMACOVESCU (Romania): I hope that everybody in this room will agrec

with me when I state that our Committee is negotiating one of the most difficult
treatles ever negotiated in the history of relations between governments, States or
groups of States, It is not a matter of ‘ending a war, of tracing a frontier, of
setting up an offensive or defensive alliance, of establishing a principle of
international lau,'of determining the extent of territorial waters or of outlining

the system of law to furiction in outer space. This Committee is faced with the problen
of problems of all time, and particularly of the era in which we are living: *“he '
problem of genéral and complete disarmament, on whose solution depends the settlement
of all other ihternational issues and, in the long run, the future of humanity, The
positica of the governments with regard to the main alternatives, peace or war, is
assessed accordlnc to the way each of them revards that issue, according to the wer
each of them struggles for the 1mplementatlon of general and complete disarmament.

The dlfflcultles we have to overcome are great. The history of the past mll"erniurs:
unfortunately, has left us as a legacy the concept that arms decide who is rlghu .
the concept of ”Faustrecht” the right of the fist, the right of the stronﬂest. In
our age, gulded by their w1ll to live in freedom and mutual understandlng, ‘people
stood up agalnst such a concept Those governments whlch reallze that war is not
a means of settllng 1nternat10nal dlfferences stand aoalnst such a concept. Our
Commlttee too must stand agalnst such a concept for otherw1se the very ex1stence
of our Commlttee would be senseless., '

The delegatlon of the Romanian People’s Republlc has never cherlshed the
1llu51on ‘that the negotlatlon of a treaty on general and complete dlsarmament was
golng to be an easy task a task to be accompllshed without effort or w1thout '
responsiblllty, but it- has never ceased to believe that we can reach our goal if ‘
all present here — all Governments engaged in these negotiations -~ prove by deeds
and not by mere words that they are struggllnﬂ for the mmplementatlon of general and
complete disarmament, that they are facing reallty as 1t is.

The negotiation of this treaty requlres a reallstlc approach, ‘What does that
mean? To be a reallst in thls 1ssue means, in the view of the Romanian delegatlon,
to put forward proposals whlch transformed 1nto blndlng commitments on the ba“ g of

negotiation, will brlng about a modlflcatlon of the prevalllng s1tuation.
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(Mr. Macovescu, 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 obtaining today. MNuclear weapons 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 extensive territories, but also of exterminating whole
peoples and whole coumtries. 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 putting forth proposals for general and complete disarmament, That is the reality
which has toc be radically changed,

What 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 delivery vehicles: The Gromyko amendment
(A/PV.1127,provisional, D«38-40) has been added to that. The implementation of that
proposal would mean in fact the elimination from the very beginning 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 armaments 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, se¢urity or peace., That has also been
made clear by other delegations around this table. The United States delegation
did not teke 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 representative at our meeting on 3 Aprils

"We have not found 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 lmplementation

of the United States disarmament proposal." (ENDC/PV.117, p.21)
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(Mr, Macovescu, Romania)

I think that that way of considering things proves most convincingly a
wilful ignorance of the arguments presented here during our negotiations; T think
also that that attitude cannot be of ‘any help to the progress of our negotiations.

I want to assure members of this Conference that, by sticking to that position, the
United States delegation cannot confuse or, indeed, make us forget the crux of the
matter, and cannot discourage anybody from showing reality as it is,

That being so the Romanian delegation, armed with patiende and perseverance,
sets out to make 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 proﬁisions. In this connexion I intend to sulmit today the following facts
for the consideration of this Committee.

In 1963 about 3,390 strategic weapons, major aircraft and missiles are to be
avqilable 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 include-the fighter plenes, intermediate- and shorﬁLrangé missiles,
torpedoes, mines, cannon and tactical rocket launchers 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 rumour or
uncontrolled item of news. They were published in the Congressional Record of
16 January 1963, page 393-416. I think the Committee will 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?

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

Professor of Industrial and Management Engineering at Columbia University,'New'Ibrk.

In order to shield myself from any reproach that Mr. Melman has not the necessary
political authority, I should like to stress that the opinion of this Professor ‘

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, ing¢luding the data to which I have Just referred,

has been published in the Congressional Record, Appendix, of 18 March 1963, page A.1487..
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(Mr. 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 lleoshlma equivalent! and let us

use this 1n some military calculatlons that are at once nlghtmarish and

reallstlc, 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 destruection and if

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

the U.S. strategic vehicles alone could deliver the equivalent of 2% million

‘tons of TNT 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 -

capability on thls global acale of 125 times".

That is the calculation made by Mr, .Seymour Melman, as presented by the Representatlve ’
for Iowa, Mr. H. R. Gross, to the United States Congress. .

Allow me now to do 2 11ttle arithmetic., Let us assume that the United States .
proposals were to be 1mplemented and that a 30 per cent cut were made in nuclear
weapon delivery wvehicles, Whgt consequences would be likely to flow from that measure -
at the end of the first stage of disarmament? TInstead of 3,390 strategic vehicles,
the United States would have at its command about 2,300 such vehicles, capable of
delivering nuclear warheads with an overall explosive power of some 15,000 million
tons of TNT. Thus, by the end of a three-year period, which would be the duration
of the flrst stage accofdiﬁg to the United States proposals, the United States alone
would dispose of a nuclear capability sufficient to destroy the 2,000 cities of over:
100,000 population each — but.eighty times over. I repeat: at the end of the first
stage ﬁhe 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 delegation as "a reasonable, fair, practical.
and polit;cally realistic approach to general disarmament" (ENDC/PV.117, p.23). It -
is the "safe, sane and possible#v(iggg., p.18) way towards complete disarmament that
the Uhitedlstates delegation is speaking about. It is the best possible illustration
of "how much more in keeping with the pragmatic consideration of realities" (ibid.,}xzo)v
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. Macovescu, Romania)

No, that is no sound and realistic disarmement 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 tantamount to the maintenance and perpetuation of the
nuclear danger, as was stressed quite clearly on 3 April by the words of the United
States representative himself when he said:

‘WLet us therefore start from that point by freezing the situation

where it is." (ENDC/PV.117, p.22)

In other words, the United States wants to eat the cake and keep it, too;

Thus, on the top of all other shortcomings of the United States plan, we must
emphasize its fUndamental‘deficiency ~~ that it does not take into account the
realities of the day, the necessity to eliminate, 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
account the situation now existing. They take into account the necessity to eliminate,
from the very first stage of the disarmement process, the very possibllity 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 fully — 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 medsures of
a nature such as to ensure the tranquillity, the life and the future of the peoplea —
that is not a shortcoming but an absolute n906331ty of our era, :

I cannot end this part of my statement today without making reference to another
assertion made by the United States representative at our meeting of 3 fpril., Trying
to ridicule the Soviet proposals, he said: . '

"In other words, mankind is to be saved from its present serious
predlcament by an ingenious remedy sponsored wniquely by the States of the

Soviet camp" (ENDC/PV.117, p.l ) -

There is really no need to adduce aréuméhts or evidence to make it clear that
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 — to the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war. That is

a well established fact, I should like just to invite the United States representative
to study carefully the statements made in this Committee, not only by the socialist
delegations but also by other delegations, in order to make sure what 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, including the United States and the United Kingdom, assembled last
September for the Tenth Pugwash Conference, stated'

e have reached the conclusion that in the process of general

and complete disarmament; the early elimination, with adequate and

effective verification measures and within a short period of time, of

the means of delivery of weapons of mass destruction, would-sonstitute

a satisfabtory beginning when linked with substantial reductiohs of

conventional military forces and armaments and with the solution of

-the problems arising from the presence of troops. and bases on foreign

soiln, s : :

To those who deem it necessary to reproach the socialist delegatlons, which
are 1nsist1ng on such a content for the first stage of dlsarmamsnt with an alleged
lack of realism I should like to answer that they are glving expression to the views
of those who persist in regarding war as a psrmsnent element of relations between
States. _ o _ . . e .

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

Now, what is to be done?

The delsgation of the Romanian People’s Republic feels that it 1s p0351b1e to
negotiate this difficult problem, which appears 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, the general intsrests
and the interests of the 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,1127, provisional, p.38) to its initial proposals (ENDC/Z) 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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e (Mr, Macovescu, Romania)

All thé members of this Cc}nﬁitt‘iee‘; are in duty bound to contribute to the over—
coming of difficulties, to6 the progress of negotiations. The Romanisn delegation is
fully prepared to listen to, to amalyse and to discuss any proposal; indeed, it
" ‘Gesires to do so and if 4t reaches the cdncldsion that a proposal is of such a nature
as ‘to promote disarmament it will support it. But we are equally decided to fight

anything that may’ push us towards failure to Teach our main goal the obnclusibn of
@& ‘t¥eaty on general and complete disarmament., ' ’
Recently the armaments race has been gaining momentum at a thredtening rate.
That race can end in only one of two ways: either we must have ‘o thermonuclear war, or
wé must throw all weapons onto the scrap-iron dumps by cah-ying out general and
comple}.e disarmement., It is ‘necessary to speed up the pace of our negotiations in
order’ to avoid the first result and to bring about the other. 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 ouir colleague from Romania.
I found myself.very much in agresment with his opening senterces but, if I may say so

with respect, I rather thought that in fact they’ answered the rest of his speech.
Mey I explain? He said (supra, p.7 ) in his opening sentences, in effect, that we -
were engaged here in-negotiating one of the most difficult treaties that had ever
becn: attempted in the history of mankind. It is:‘that fact which we must alway's-keep
before us, and it is because of it that we have to reslize not only the imuensity .oi'

. the problem but also the immense difficulty that we face in getting rid of mutual
auspicion —~ and it is mutual. suspici_on that is. our greatest difficulty in this matter.
Therefore it would be unwise, to put it at its least, to try toiconcentrate too much
into the very first stage of a disaimament measuve.

. Our colleague from Romanta pointed out that nuclear weapons had changed the
whole cancept of war. “That is true, they have done so, and therefore it ‘is essential
that during.the. disamamenfeprocess we should eliminate them,  just as we must eliminate
those conventional weapens which Have torn apart this continent of Eurcpe:eo many
times in the last 2,000 years.. But, in my submission, it would be wrong to attempt
in the first stage, while mutual suspicions are still so stromg, to get through the -
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great mass of the redudtidn eVen of that one type of weaponi We have to move gradually.
Wa have to proceed from etage to stege building up - donfidehce 88 we destroy ‘the. .
weapons. Therefore, I did not follew Mr. Macovescu'e argument ‘when he claimed that
the approach in the United States plan showed a "lack of realism" (_gg__, p.9 ) because
in theﬁfirst stage it amounted_only to alreduction of a little.lees,than one, third of
those weapons. . He reminded us of the- $remendous number of those weapons in the
arsenals of the United States. I hoped he was going on to remind us of the tremendous
numperefof thep.;n the‘ereepels of_tpetSoviet Union, but pe;hepe:hewhas more. ready
access to‘the figures of the United,States xhan he has to those_ot the,Soviet Uhion,
That I do ngt know, but at least he will agree that there are very massive stores in
the~So¥1§$ ynion.ae well, Therefore this argument ie applicable eqnally on both eides,
we meet eee thie reductipq:on both.eidee, engieegq eidehpae to_be °QnViP£°d:th&t.FP9
other eide is eedueiné. Therefore,.when tﬁe reereeentetive of Romania tells us that
..this is not a..sound and realistic disarmament proposal, I‘say°t9_?éygthﬁt that is
because he is putting undue emphasis on.the first stage.  The first stage is important,
¢l course, but it has added.problems since in it we have to start the whole process
of disarmament, the process of verification, the process of building up confidence. .
All - that has to. be done in the:first stage. If we seek to overload the. first stage,
the danger 1is: that we may nsver: start the process at all. - I-would far rather have - -
us start on.a first stage which was not as ambitious as our Eastern colleagues wish

it to be, provided we .were able to go on -and complete the task, I would far rather
start-on & first stage which was not so grendiose and finish the task than bring about
.a break-down in. our efforts by trying to put .too much.into the first stage. That, I
think, is the greatest danger. ' ' '

I agree with our Romenian colleague that this is one of the most difficult
treaties that have ever been attempted in the history of mankind. - Beceuse it:-is so,
let us approach it by all means with such speed as may be possible, but let us

-realize the difficulties and face.them honestly, and let us not seek to overload the.
first stage.. I really believe that that is the best way to make progress. That, then,
is my answer to what our Romanian colleague said in his most interesting speech this
morning. Cotn . i e :

I should like now to say a word or two again about items 5 (b) and 5 (e¢) of our
egroed agenda (ENDC/1/Add.3), 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 collsague will be able to‘explaln to us in
somewhat greater depth than hitherto his Goveimment's proposal (ENDC/2/Rev.l., Art.5)
thaet an agreed and strictly limited number of certain missiles shoéuld be retained by
the United:States and the Soviet Union until the end of the secomnd’ stage. |

Mr. Tsarapkin might perhaps care. to study again the statements made by. Western- -
representatives in connexion with that. Soviet proposal, and I would refer him to-those
that were made at our 90th, 92nd; 93rd, 1l1th, 112th, 1l4th and 117th plénary meetings.
In doing 80, I would ask him to consider whether he can honestly continue to.argue
that he has fully or even adequately responded: to the many requests:for clarification
put: forward not only by Western delegations but also by those of the. non-&ligned
States represented here. The representative of the United “Arab Republic, for example,
1nd1cated in the First Committee of the:United Nations Generel Asgembly on. 5 November 1962
that ™duch needed cl&rification and precision™ was required and he suggested .that
disecussion of the Soviet.proposal~"w1th-p-view to assessing ite fuller meaning and
consequences" merited the Geneva Conference's utmost attentien (4A/C,1/PV,1266, p.28).
In that comnexion, perhaps I could reassure our Soviet colleague that afté: reading
again the records of the meetings to which I have.spegifically referred he will see
that there has been no lack of Western interest in exploring that proposal.-

Perhaps I could try to summarize the presenb_bbsition in the following general
terms. The Soviet Unicn has now agreed that two-thirds of the disarmament process
should take place under the protecticm of our respective nuclear umbrellas.  The
Soviet Unlon has also suggested that for one-third of the disa;mamentrprocess:-a-l. -
am referring to the seccnd stége -- the security of Hast and West should be protected
by: eomething approaching the comcept of a mimimum nuoclesr -deterrent. I refer as all.
my colleagues will reééll,'to the proposad retentien of a strictly limited and agreed
number of certain missiles, In othﬁr words, the Scviet Union is now prepared to
_accept a programme of disarmament during the greater part of which the peace of the.
world would -be majntained by exactly the same methed as it is at*ﬁreseﬁt,'namaly, by
the balance -of detérrent power. That is what our Romdnian colleague was referring to
this morning -~ theugrimjnuclean;power.that hangs over us alY; It is that which,
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however uneasily, in fact maintaing this balance in the world today. However much
-‘our Soviset.colleague may try to stiother that partlcular fact in a spate of words, that
is now the Soviet Government's position,’ : ' ' R '

'~ ‘Both sides," therefore, are now beginning to talk the same language -- in a
somewhéit different key perhaps, but still the same language. Both sides aTe now
admitting that it is this balance of deterrence, this certainty of ineecapableE
retribution for any act of aggression, which is, however much one may regret it, the
"basis of world peace today. My colleagues will recall that when speaking about how
- 16 prevent violation of a disarmament treaty Mr. Tearapkin himself said:

. any State which might venture to embark upcn aggression would realize =

perfectly well that sure retribution would follow." (ENDC/PV.111, p.33)

Our Soviet colleague bas not, of course, told us yet how much pimishment would °
-be sufficient, in the Soviét Governmentis view, to deter such aggression. Nor do I
' ¥now — and so far Mr. Tsarepkin has not enlightened me -— just how much damage the
West would have to be able to inflict on the Soviet Unicn to deter it from viclating
the treaty. But Mr., Tsarapkin and his colleagues 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 aggressive intentions. I think that rather
too much 6f our time has ‘been taken up in that way, it is scarcely necessary to point
out that tHOSe charges are completely unjustified and in the main we treat them with
the contempt they deserve. However, if we were to take the Soviet bloo 8 allegations
at their face value, the amount of potential damage whlch ‘under lr, Gromyko's proposal
the Soviet Uhion would have to be able to inflict on the West might well have to be
calculated at quite a high level before the Soviet Govermment could be absolutely
sure -- and nothing less than absolute certainty will suffice -in these grim mattereﬁé—
that such damage would be ‘so devastating as to deter us. That is on Mr. Tsafépkinvs:
own assessment of the West as he hds put it to us.’ o

I should like to make another point in that commexion. Under the Soviet prbpbéal
the threat of nuclear war would by no means be eliminated as Mr. Tsarapkin admittedly
with diminishing énthusiasm, has tfied to pretend. Indéed, it is the threat of
nuclear war -~ I do not say nuclear war 1tself; I say the threat of nuclear war --

which 1s an-integral part of any system of mutual nuclear deterrence, I do hope we
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w;ll;not}deluda ourselves.on that point.. without the ever-present and obvious threat
of nuclear war,.néiyger the. Soviet proposel nor any other deterrent concept could be
completely secure, .

While I am on this subject I really think it is time that we all clearly .
.;d;gtinggished_pptwpep;tha deterrent capability of nuclear weapons and their actual
use. Ta gdvgggte.dgpérrence is not to advocate use: very much the reverse.. I agree
56 much with our Romenian colleague that general. and complete disermament is what we
musg;kaep ?ﬁrking‘tqr, becuase. it is the only security for the world and it is a
heavy duty thgt_?espggon us 'all here -- and, despite our Soviet colleague's allegations
to thé;pgntrary, it is the mein task to which we in the West are firmly dedicated.
But- I want to stress that until we;gphieie general and complete disarmement both
sideg will continue to rely on the deterrent capability of?nucleér'ﬁéapdne-as the
only:way,gtxthis,stagelof preserving beace. —

I would be the first to admit that that is en unsatisfactory state of affairs.
That is why I regard phe'conclusion of a treaty on generel and complete disarmament.
as socu as possible as our primary task. And;yinéidentally,¢1t.1S.Why I wish‘that
our Soviet colleague. would engage & little less in pclemics end a little more in
sericﬁs negotiation with us. Let him discuss details with us; let, us get into
detailed negotiation in any way he chooses. I have suggested so many ways in the
past I have suggeated working groups,  expsrt committees, all sorts of ways in which
~to. further .our work., It 1s a pity we have not been able to agree on some of them.

BEY}Qg.sgid,thg;,_I_would add that in so far as we believe that the Sovist
proposél,ﬁaylrep?esent a more.realistic approach by the Soviet Government to this
diffigplp,problem of destroying.puclear delivery vehicles, I myself and otherAWesﬁern
;epresgntétives_hererhaye.iqdigaped=veryvclearly.our interest in it and our willingnéss‘
ﬁp;explore its impligatiops.with'our Soviet colleagues. In particular, I should like
to draw Mr. Tsaragkin's attention to the lucid and stimulating statemeht made by our
Caﬁadian colleagué ¢t our meeting on 3 April (ENDC/PY.117, pp:5 et seq.). -

“After all, the differences which still divide us in this field could prove to
be_smaller them we sometimes think, .Glearly, under the Western proposals for -
e}}ﬁinating nuclear delivery vehicles by progressive percentage. reductions across the

o
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‘board, a level of minimum nuclear deterrence will also at”some stage be reached. The
principles which underlie the Western position on nuclear delivery vehicle ‘reductions
and the principles which underlie the Gromyko proposal (A/PV,1127)° ‘seem to me, i1
tave understood the-latter correctly, to be much the same. .

The United Kingdom ‘delegation has said on a numbér of occasions in the past that,
while we regerd the Gromyko ‘proposal with Teal interest, our present assessment of it
in the light of the meagre information we have about it Is that it would be more
appropriate to the third stege than to the second ‘stage. The United States draft

- -plan (ENDC/30) provides for the elimination by the end of the third stage of all™"

nuclear delivery ‘vehicles and all nuclear warheads in the poéseséion'of“Statéé. Thus
it clearly envisages a progressive réduction to zero during the third stage “and at
some. point in that third stage reductions of those categories will fall below any '
minimum nuclear deterrent. We shall have to determine in the course of detailed o
rogctistion just.when that phase will be reached and passed; but, if all other
disarmament measures are proceeding satisfactorily to both sides, and subject to the
provision of satisfa¢tcry peace-keeping machinery, to which I should like to refer

in a moment, there is no reason why it should not be reached at least vefore the end
of the third stage.- ' - , '

Tha position ‘thus is that under the present Soviet’proposais the 'Séviet Uniom
iz willing to contemplate the retentiéti of 'a minimum nuclear deterrent’ up ‘to the’ end
of the second stage of disarmament, when it will be dismantled: the West contemplates
tkat point being reached during the third stage. Ly point here is to emphasize that
in faét the difference between those two' positions 'is in no way so marked as the
Soviet representative from tiue to time seeks to ‘tmply. Of‘course, it is marked at'
. the &tage where our Romanian colleague took us this morning -- to the ehd of Stagé I;
the positions are still substantlally different there. But, as I have tried t6 point
cut; if one takes the whole disarmament process -one reaches the’ point where there is
very much less.difference between the two. ' ' '

I must, however, émphasize the link t¢ which’I referred a moment &go between
passing that critical stage in the disarmament process -~ when the nuclear deterrents
are dismantied -- and the establishment of adequate peace-keeping forces. So far &8
the Wesy is concerned, we have on a number of occasions pointed out that -- howsver

vrzatisfactory this may be, or, I migat say, however open to propagarda attack and
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misinterpretation it might be -- we do not propose to give up our present source of .
gecurity until an alternative source of security has been devised and established.
In the view of the Vest, that alternative source of security can only be adequate
and effective peaég;keépingzmachinery.

I presume that the Soviet Union is equally enxious to ensure.its own security .
at that critical stage in the disarmament process. Indeed, if it is not equaily -
anxious with us about that aspect of the problem it is diffiocult not to assume. that-
it has other methods in mind for providing for its own security. -In that connmexion
I am boumd to ask .what other methodsfwould be available to any State for*prqridtng "
for its security once we had reached a position where it was no longer possible to. -
rely on pational armaments. Uhat other methods.would be available at that particulsar

critical stage?

I can envisage cmly two reasong which could lead a State-nqt;to be coneepned
about - the provigion of adequate international peace-keeping forces. The first would
-be that the Staté in question would have secured tﬁé'nggotigtion of g disarmament :
treaty which left with it alone a sufficiency of powér,to.enable it fo_re;y.cn;its
own r esources; but that would mean that.the t:eqty.did;gotqulfil'the principle of
balance; and cbviously such.a: treaty would.not.have:beeg rat1f;Qq;py other Powers.
mmhe‘sgcond;would be the.knowledge that it had taken‘megsgresgﬁq;retain for itself .
cqrgain:olandestine weapcns on which: 1t could.rely. ,Those,aré»the only;two-circumstances
'I.can envisage which would lead a present major Power. to be ynconcerned about achieving
an effective peace-keeping forece by the tiﬁbuthat theat éritical,stageﬁin the
disarmamgnt’proceas had been reached, I therefore fesl confident that the Soviet
© Union, no less than ourselves, will be vitally concerned in seeing that an effective
pedce~keeping force has been established at that point. Any.other attitude would be
bound to:arouse astonishment and even, in some people's minds, possibly an element of
suspicion. RN | .

-1 shall, of coﬁrse,fbe;devqloping this ﬁhole'question further when we discuss
pegce-keeping under the'apprOPriate item of our agreed ageﬁdaw-'But I d1d just want:
to remind the Committes this morning of one of the reasons-why. I have suggested in-
the past that the Soviet proposal might be mbre appropriately related 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 after the end of stage II, that is, after the time when, under the Gromyko
proposal,,the_deterrent”willvhave_beenhdiementled. That would leave a dangerous gap.
Uhder the Nestern proposals the deterrent would be dismantled after -~ I repeat, after -
the eetablishment of fully effective peace-keeping forces, namely, in ‘stage III. I
should be interested to hear our Soviet colleague'e considered views on this point,
because I am sure we muet all agree that it is an essential factor in reaching a
setisfactory agreement. _ R o ,

So let me: conclude with a reminder that we in the Uhited “Kingdom delegation are
still waiting for answers to a number of questions which we have raised at earlier _
meetings. I refer, first of ell to the implications of the inclusion of anti~mieeile

~missiles in the Soviet proposal, which hee;been referred to by my colleague,

Sir Paul Mason (ENDC/PV.112, pp.9-10, ENDC/PV.ll?, p.15—16)r Second, we are . .
aweiting_elso a reply to the points we_heve raieed_reggrding the verification of
remainders under thet“propoeal,;_The’Sovietzidea‘Phﬁt we_should verity declared___
retalned missiles by stationing inspectors on 1eunching peds would seem to me to meet
some of the difficulties of verification and for that reason we welcome it, But we
do not eee_how this leteet.verificationipropoeal, which_Mr. Tsarapkin gave us feirly
recently (ENDC/PV.114, p.40), solves certain other difficulties. Those diffieulties
arise from the fect that the lower the numbers of;nucleer delivery vehicles permitted,
the greater the need_to,eneure that the deterrent belanceuis not upset by illegallyr
retained nuclear delivery vehicles. I should like to know what the Soviet Government'
views on that complex and difficult problen are. ) _ - .

In conclusion, I should 1ike to urge our Soviet colleague to come rorward soon.
and reply to these varioue points.w It really would help us, I think to make progress.
If he continued to adopt a eomewhat negative ettitude some members of the Committee
might conclude that he was. losing interest in his own Government's proposal' and,

‘in that case, I should very much regrot that an opportunity to make some progress
towards mutual understanding in this field might be lost. Therefore I do hope‘that
we can get some further elucidation, because otherwiee the continuation of the
dieouesion of this particuler item on our ‘agenda may only lead to frustiation instead
of leading us forward.
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recent weeks the Committes has had an opportunity of discussing the measures
envisaged under sub-paragraphs 5 (b) and 5 (e¢) of the agreed procedure of work
(ENDC/1/Add4.3), that is to say, disarmament measures regarding nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles and -disarmament measures regarding conventiocnal armamenté, 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 propoqgl
submitted to the seventeenth session 6f the United hations Géneral Assembly by |

Mr, Gromyko, Minister of Fofeign Affairs of the Soviet Union (4/FPV/1127, provisional,p38),
providing for the reteﬁtion of an agreed and strictly limifed‘number of certain typea
of missileé to the end of the second stagé, while all other nuclear weapon vehicles
wotlld be eliminated in the first stage. |

These discussions servéd to define the positicns and viewsIOf the two sides for
more clearly and explicitly than before. As the Committee knows, further details
and explanations were given by the Soviet delegaticn concerning ways and means of
controlling the actual elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles and of checking the
vehicles retained,

The main use of the discussions was that they served to bring out much more
clearly the measures whichrthe parties +think should be éﬁplied in the fi;st stage to
the armaments referred to in sub—ﬁaragraphs 5 (b) and 5 (c)'of this document. For
the effective achievenent of gensral and complete disarmambnt, the Soviet Union
considers that the process of diéarmament must start with measures enabling
irrevocable acticn to be taken from the_outset towards the ooﬁplete elimination of
the military establishments of States by: '

(é) effeotively eliminating the danger ¢f a nuclear war in the first-stage
through the eliminatlcon of nucleaer weapon vehicles; and

(b) eliminating military bases installed on foreign territery. As we all kow
these bases reprasent foci of internaticnel tension, particularly between the qountries
on whose territory they‘are 1nstélled and their neighbours. They are at.the séme
time cutposts for aggression by a country remote from the area where they are installed
againgt the eoﬁntries at wialch they are aimed. _‘

(e} The Soviet plan provides for a 30 per cent redﬁction of conventional
armaments. Here it will be remembered that the Soviet Union has made & substantial

concessicn to the United States point uf view in order to facilitate égreement.
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However, the Unlted States and the other Western Powers thlnk it would be

necessary to proceed qulte dlfferently as regards paragraph (b), in a way which is.
seen to be’ completely and w1lfully ineffectual -- I repeat: completely and w1lfully
1neffectual -~ when the trouble is taken to look into the methods they propose. rrom
their proposals and the explanatlons glven by thelr representatlves during dlscu551ons
in the Committee they clearly intend: _

(a) to preserve the possibility, and hence the’danger; of unleashing a nuclear
.war —- I repeat: unleashing a nuclear war -- throughout the world, not only to the
end of the first stage but even beyond the second and third stages of the disarmament
process, assuming it was ever possible to reach the third stage under the United =
States planj and N '

(b) to retain their military bases .on. foreign. territory, thereby maintaining
tension between States and thus disturbing relations between neighbouring countries.

(c) As regards conventlonal armaments, the Unlted Statas proposes a reduction
of 30 per cent -— & flgure accepted, as we have already mentloned by the Soviet Union.
It would therefore appear that there are, thenks to the con01liatory attitude of the
Soviet Union, no dlvergences on paragraph (c)

It is 1nterest1ng to note that unanlmlty has been reached both in the Unlted
Nations and in this Committee -- or so it’ would apnear ~-- 0on the need to eliminate
without delay the nuclear‘danger threatenlng mankind as the result of the development
of nuclear weapodns.  But only the Soviet plan'(ENDC/Z/Rev.l) provides for the
elimination of the danger from the very first stage of general snd complete‘ '
disarmament. The United States project (ENDC/BO), on’ tné'other hand,'doee‘not -— as\
we have already pointed out -- provide for the elimination of -the nuclear danger 'in
the first stage; nor does it make any general provision for.the removal of this
threat, whatever statements the United States representatives msake to the contrary.
These statements you have certainly heard often enoughj; . but they cdo: not carry
_conv1ctlon. | - | o : A _

- In his "general con51deratlons of dlsdrmament“,-— as he described that part .of
his statement on 3 Aprll, the Unlted States repressentative dwelt on certain .
fundamental observatlons which show that his delegatlon is opposed to any measure
aimed at ellmlnatlng nuclear waapon dellvery vohlcles in the 1n1t1al stage of

disarmament. . Mark sald
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"It is clear by now that the main argument advanced unanimously
by the communist countriss on stage I of general and complets

. disarmament is not an argument based on world realities or political

experience. Rather, it appears to invelve an incessantly repeated

- appeal to popular emotions, intended to build up pressuré on.the Westess"

(ENDC/PV.117, page 18).
Immedliately afterwards, the United States representative added:

"That Soviet argument states flatly that the indispensable first
gtep 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 sarious
predicament by an ingenious remedy sponsored'uniquely by the States of

the Soviet camp." (ibid.) _ -

" These genéral observations of the United States representative reveal a strong.
tendency to disparage the Soviet proposals in advance 96 as, by minimizing their.
purport and significance, the more easily to be rid of them. , That method,

Mr, Chairman, is one that sometimes backfires on those who use it. | |
However, what is more important is Mr. Mark's complaint about how discoursging
it is to find that even now the socialist delegations still misunderstand the -- to
use hils own terms -- "firm" (ibid., p.21) Western positions, which are based on
‘Myorld realities" and "political experience (ibid., p.18). _
What are the positions supposedly based on the said "world realitles" and the
said "political experience™ that must presumably be taken into account throughout the
procesé of disarmament? According to the United States representative, they are:.
"A general de facto balance of militery power, or, at least,
deterrence." (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 eachAstage of disarmament? Again, to support his argument he states that under the
agreed principles disarmament should "be accomplished without disturbing the
international military balance ..." (ibid., p.18)
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It is interesting to note the recurring platitude in the Western representatives'!
statements that the disarmament process must comprise a "balance of forces" -- which,
by their own logic, is.tantemount‘to a "balance of terror". They even go so far as
to claim that a balance of forces =-- hence of terror -- is sanctioned. under the agreed
principles for genefal and complete disarmament. Is it not characteristic of their
position that they can imagine no other world than one in which peace and security
are ensured by military power -- by the balance of terror -- rather than by
disarmanent? _

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 ehsured eqdally for all®. What the principles envisage 1s, not security
by force of erms and.balance of terror, but security by balanced measures and general
and complete disqrmament. | '

To attempt to use the agreed principles in support of the argument that 1n the
disarmament procgss —-- in which, under the United States plan there will be no nuclear
disarmament, even after the third stage, if ever thet stage is reached -- to ensure
world psace and security by force, and above all by the force of nuclear weepons,_
would bs tantamount to saylng that disarmament would consist solely in the balancs of
mllltary power, whlch is in dlrect contradlctlon with the very idea of general and
complete disarmament. _

There is no room for the balance of terror in general and complets dlsarmqment.
On the contrary, the very concept of general and complete dlsarmament is fundamentally
opposed to the malntenance of any balance of armed forces and to the very existence
of such forces in the States called upon. to maintain the balance° It 1is therefors
permanently inconsistent with the Western delegations! argument that peace and .
gecurity should be based on force and the balance of forces.'

The Western argument that account must be taken of "world realltles" and
"polltlcal eXperlence" would come down to maintaining the balance of terror during
the disarmsment process. But these eo-callnd "realities" are precisely what the world
wishes.to get rld of by disarmament. There is, however, another; stronger, reallty,
which the Committee cannot ignore: the de31re of the peoples of the world for the
earlieat poselble -- immediate, if poss1ble -- elimination of the danger of & nuclsar

war.
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This "popular emotion" -~ to borrow the United States representative's
expression -~ the peoples' 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 6fv_
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 "across-the-board" percentagev |
reductions wag calculated to speed up and stimulate the armaments race because fhe
parties would want to securs an optimum arms mix before the treaty was signed, the
United States representative said in his statement of’3 april that the United States
"ig ... quite satisfied right now with its own mix" (ENDC/PV.117, p.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_recent _
years, since the advent of the Kennedy idministration -- and certainly_eﬁen earlief -
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 process is right now in full swing. Thus we learn from the 1 April issus of
the United States News and World Report that of recent years the United States
Secretary for Defense, Mr. McNamara, has ordered the abandonment of a dozen new
weapons; Whoase production was said to have already cost the United States geveral
thousands of millions of dollars, and an attempt to replacg.ﬁhem 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 fhe creation
of the NATO multilateral force also involves a review; a basic modification of.thé
Wegtern Powers' arms mix. More important still is the fact that_ail recent events
show that this process is clearly being and will clsarly be continued by the United
States and the other Western Powers. It is accordingly‘clear that the methods 
proposed by the United States are not only not leading to general andJcpmﬁletq

- disarmament but are inducing the governments of the Western Powers to continue the
armaments race and to seek a change in their present arms mix for the purpose, ;gzgg

alia, 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 ths other day the United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber, who
gpoke before me today, agssured us that the policy of Western Germany -- a "loyal
member" of the NATO alliance {ENDC/PV.115, p.38) -~ was in no way akin to the
aggressive policy of Hitler's 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 pblicy designed to ensure it a predominant role in NATO. |

Now, from the logic of our Western colleagues' 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 Western Germany'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 "tylng its hands" -— the
expression used by the Western delegations == in the nuclear fleld.

By this new effort to strengthien the bonds between Western Germany and NATO the
WGStefn:POWGrS are conceding nuclear weapons to that country. In that connexion it
would be ﬁimely 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:

uQur first duty is to'discharge our military obligations to NATO.

But once the Bundeswshr is on a military footing we shall begin to

address the supporters of relaxation in international tension in trus

German language" -- what he means by German language is of course his

own business -~ "snd we shall show them who really controls NATO.Y
That time would appear, in the view of the leaders of Western .Germany, to be véry near.

In order to gain possession 6f the nuclear weapon, the militarists of WGstérn

Germany afe'ready to devote ever greater sums to the armaments race, and above all 0
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nuclear armaments. The Naw York.Times, in an article of 9 March entitled "Bonn will
Contribute in the Largest Measure the prendlture incurred by the NATO Fleet", said:
(continued in Engligh) '

"Op to 40 per cent of the crews of the missile-firing ships of the

proposed NATO nuclear flaet are West Germans. Together, the United States

and Western Germany are scheduled to provide at least 75 per cent of the .

money and manpower for the fleet of 25 Polaris-equipped surface shipa.

This plan was conceived to meet Bonn s demand for atomic equality.”

(continued in French )

The Western Powers' policy of creatlng the NATO multinational force, and thereby
of modifying the arms and nuclear weapons mlx, will therefors clearly have a disastrous
effect. In that connexion 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 He sent to the two co-Chairmen of our Conference:

“Participaﬁion in any sort of NATO nuclear force by'the»German"

Federal Republic andvthe‘Hitlerite genserals commanding its armed forces

is bound to undermine any attempt to come to terms about ending nuclear

armahent, leave alone that this would make general and complste

disarmament highly improbable." (ENDC/81, p.2)

In the light of these dangerous developments, there is one way of puttlng an end
to the aggressive preparations of the West-German revanchists, as well as to the
future spread of nuclear weapons, namely, to eliminate from.the very_beginning of the
disarmement process any possibility of nuclear aggression.

This Prief review of the respective positions on the means of delivery of nuclear
weapons and the Western Powers' react;ons to the Soviet Unilecn proposel concerning the
retention of a strictly limited number of certain types of missiles during the sscond
stage of disermement shows that they do not offer immediate prospects of agreement on |
this important point, which is at the very root of the practical elimination of the
danger of & nuclear war. On the contrary, despite their statements that the new Soviet
proposal wgs of great interest to them, and despite their requests for further o
information on it -- the United Klngdom representative today submitted more requeets
.and asserted that the Sov1et Union delegation had not fully met his requests for
information (supra, p. 20), as though the Western Powers were prepared to agree to the
proposal, which is at least what he suggested -~ the Western Powers finally stiffened
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phgir uncompromising position even more in discussion. Instead of following the
cqnciliatory and flexible lead of the Soviet Union, which -- as you will recall --
agreed during negotiations to make several concessions to the Westarn 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 Povers must changs 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 the disarmament process, the danger of a nuclear war that hangs over
humanity. They must not disregard the desires and hopes expressed by.the peoples of
the whole world for the earligst 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.

_ Mr. TSaRAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translgtion from
Russian): At today's 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 Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Soviet Union at the United Nations General Assembly on 21 September.l962
(4/PV.1127 (provisional), p.38). Before dealing with questions directly related to
the Soviet proposal, we are compelled to touch upon certain genseral points in
conneXion with the statement of the United States representative at our meeting on

3 April (ENDC/PV.117, pp.17-26). '

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 remarks made by the United Staites representative it is obvious
* that the United States considers the discussions in this Committee only as & means for
achieving 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
(ENDC/30) were a model of political realism and justice and of a practical approach to
solving the problems of disarmament. However, those were no more than resounding

hollow. phrases having nothing in common with reality.
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' The Uni‘ted States representatlve Yook on the impgssible: task of: demollshing the
Soviet proposals (ENDC/Z/Rev 1). Like the fabled dwarf who boasted of uprooting a e
mighty century—old oak, Mr. Mark, a member of the United Statas delegation, mads hlS_“
onglaught on the main part-of our proposals aimed at thae . 1mmed1ate ellmlnatlon of thel
threat. of a nuclsar m1ss1le war, He acted :quite simply: he stated categorically that
the Soviet proposals were not based.on the realities of the 1nternational situatlon -
or polltlcal experlence. What proofs did Mr. Mark bring forward to Justlfy thls S
categorical ‘assértion? I shall quote his own-words from the verbatim record

f“.;. it appears to involve an 1ncessantly repeated appeal to.

popular emotions, intended to bulld up pressure on the West, to,

adopt a Soviet disarmament plan favouring the military, polltlcal

and strateglc interests of the East in an entirely one-sided

fashion." * (ENDC/PV.117, p.18) | \

‘wThat sentence is very remarkable. -It contains quite a number of thoughts.'JIn

the first place it reveals that Mr. Mark looks upon so-called. “popular emotlons“ in.‘
a definltely negative manner and with unveiled hostility. 1If we translate 1t 1nto.‘.
language that everyone can understand, what he meang by "popular emotlons“ 1s the mood
of the broad massea of people, who demand the!slimination of the threat of a nuclear
war. That sentence of Mr, Mark's shows that he dinterprets the appeals and demande of
the peoples of the world for the elimination of the: threat of a nuclear war as 1_ _
pressure on the Western Powers. On the other hand; that statement of the Unlted States
representatlve is a frank admission that the demand for the elimlnatlon of the threat
ﬁof e nuclear war is not taken into account in the plans of the Western Powers, tnet
the Western Powers are against the elimination of this threat and want to malntain it.
Onlj in this way can o' eXplaln why the demand of the peoples for ‘the elimination of
the threat of a nuclear war is regarded by the Unitegd States representative as :
‘pressure on the Western Powersi’
o Flnally, from that remark by thé United Statss. rspresentatlve it is easy to
percelve the admission that the Western Powers regard the elimination of the nuclear
threat as a factor answering to the interests of the socialist countrlespand
contrary to the interssts 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 tha 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 sentlments and aspirations of all peoples.

- Since the representative of the United States has plunged into arguments on
the subject of polditical 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 more in keeping with political realism —- the one which is in
accordance with the interests of the peoples and takes into account thelr aspirations,
or the one which represents the demands of the masses as "popular emotions", as a
kind of hostile act and as a form of pressure on the Western Governments? 1In my
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 demands of the
peopless If we are golng to talk about the pragmatic realism of the United States
proposals, then it conslsts 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 which, for the sake of their meréenary
interests, are prepared to keep the world under a permanent threat of nuclear war.

It is always a questlion 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.19)

In saylng this, the United States representative by no means discovered America.
Any proposal made by any govermment 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 displsyed great inltiative in putting forward its proposal on
genercl and complete disarmament. 'In doing so, what political interest was the
Soviet Union pursuing’ " 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 the
world strategic balance in favour of -the Soviet Union.. In the opinion of the
United States’ representative general ‘and complete disarmasment would be a terrible
danger to the United States, as it would radically upset the strateglc position of.
the United States. "It should be noted, howevér, that in objecting to the Soviet
proposals, the United States representative is-himself taking a political position.
The only difference is’ that the political position of the United States representative
is contrary'to the interests of peacs,’ to the ‘interests of the peoples and: to the
interests of the ‘cause of disarmement. 30, let us emphasize once ‘again, there e
are different political interests. We are defending peace and disgrmament, that is,‘
the politicallinterests of the peoples, while Mr. Mark is defending here the
political and economic interests of armaments'manufacturers, the merchants of death, -

Al the objections we have heard from the . Western Powers to the, Soviet
proposals for ending the’ danger of muclear war in the very first stage by eliminating
the means of delivery of muclear weapons boil down to two arguments: first, that
the Soviet proposals disturb the "balance of forces" and, second, that they do not
ensure reliable control. These two arguments'have been rehashed in various ways.
from meeting to meeting by the representatives of ‘the United States, the United
Kiﬂédom, Italy and Cenada. Let us examine these arguments.. .

The representative of the United States asserted (ibid., p.20) that the
implementation of the first stage of the Soviet disarmament programme would -lead
to the fragmentation of the remaining armed forces of the West, while the msin forces
of the socialist States, that is, the Soviet armed forces, would remain a single
and centralized military machine. The United States representative said that the .
main armed forces of the East were those of the Soviet Union._“ Consequently, by
analogy, the main forces of the West should be ~considered to be those of the
United States. Where, then, does the argument of the United States representative
about the fragmentation of the main forces of the West come in? . . So far we are
unavare of any facts to indicaté that the armed forces of the.United States would
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be frageented. or be in the process of fragmentation. All-this is merely a figment,
obviousdy intended:-to  confuse.the issue.- It would be interesting to -ask the - -
United. States represéntative what causes would lead ‘to. the dismemberment of ‘the
main forces’of cthe West.' The United States representative has told us that he
considers’that the. elimlnation of military bases on foreign territories would lead
to the fdlling -epart of ‘the military bloc of the Western Powers.
‘The:vepresentatives of .the Western Powers are terribly 1nd1gnant'whén’the'
revresentatives of the socialist countries point out the real purpose of ‘the -~ -
United:States military bases on foreign territories, namely, aggression and the o
poIitiéal\subjugafion of peoples. The Western representatives assure us that these
bases were. set.up with the free consentof the States concerned and that they are '

- necessary for .the defence .of the: peoples whose Govermments have made their'territOry“;

aveileble for -the'stationing of such bases. Now the United States represéntative
himself does, not conceal the fact that the United States regards its bases -on
foreign-territories as shackles to keep the peoples of the West Europesn countries-
within the framework of the United States military machine called NATO. - Remove - -
those shacklesy and as Mr. Mark told the Eighteen-Nation Committee, the military " = ™
bloc of the Western States will fall apart. Perhaps without realizing it himself,
the United States representative has admitted the constraining nature of ‘the 1links
existing in the NATO bloc.:. The Western world, held together by the chain of '~
United States. bases, is an ‘unstable world. "Only the elimination of foreign military
bases on the territory of other States and disarmament will lead:to normal relations
between rpsoples, . ‘to mutual tryst and to peace. : :

Tne United States representative assured us that the United States proposals’
would preserve :the equilibrium and would cause no harm to amyone. It is sighificant
that he studiously Tounded off his sentences and tried to get away with general
declarations. : But words cantiot serve as a -substitute for facts and “hohest analysis.
We had alrecdy analysed the United States proposal in detail using facts and data
and have shown that their ultimate aim is to weaken the medium-sized and small -
States’ and :to increase: even further the relative military power of the big States
possessing- miclesr weapons. Qur arguments have in no way been shaken by the -
Un’ted States representative, c o R
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In his attempt to find justification for the United States position which
rejects the liquilation of foreign bases and the elimination of the threat of a
nuclear war, thz United States representative went s0 far as to revise the basic
prinCIples of d4.sarmament agreed upon by the Soviet Union and the United States in
Saptember 1961 (ENDC/5). His arguments at the meeting of 3 April (ENDC/PV 117,
po. 17 et seq. ) were aimed at adjusting the agreed principles to the United States
outline of basic prov1sions of a treaty (ENDC/30).  But everyone understands that
it is necessary to do exactly the opposite -- we must drau up our disarmament planv
in | h a way that it conforms to the agreed principles for disarmament negotiations.
We consider it our ‘duty to drau the attention of the members of the Eighteen Nation
Cozmittee to this. It is impossible to tolerate the attempt of the United States
“epresentatives to revise the agreed principles. This attempt is aimed at
trdermining the very basis of our negotiations. |

The agreed principles provide for the 1mplementation of disarmament by stages,
they do not at all envisage disarmament according to the United States pattern,
that is, by percentages, as the United States representative tried to maintain If
we fcollow the approach of so-called progres31ve percentage reductions, which the
Urd.ted States has been insiating upon, stages are altogether meaninglessa They
bscome far—fetched and artificial. What need at all is there for stages, if the
" ‘measures of one stage do not differ 1n any way from those of another stage, if, as
woulc seem to follow from the statements of the United States representative, they
a’l have the same ob3ects° These stages would merely be aritificial barriers;
they would become an obstaole to the continuous, successive implementation of
oisarmamente Strictly speaking, that is evidently the role assigned to stages
under the United States plan. Tt is no mere accident that transition from one ‘
stege to the next has already been used by the United States delegation as the main
justification for refusing to name a specific period of time for the implmentation
of the disarmament programmet

The situation is quite different if independent particular objects are .
assigned to each stage Then the stage becomes of real importance as a factor
conbtributing to the implementation of general and complete disarmament.‘ By the
way, if we turn to the history of how this question of stages arose, 1t is easy
to sse that it was precisely the need to achieve, in the course of disarmament,
cbjects differing in their nature and importance which gave rise to the concept of
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stages.' The Soviet approach is in accordance with the agreed principles;. the
United States approach, on the contrary, 1s aimed at ciroumventing 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
maintenance 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 firmly prescribe only one condition, namely, that disarmament must be
imnlemented in such a way that no State or group of States could gain military .
advantage at the expense of another State or group of States., But this is rather
different from the thesis of the so-called "international militery balance" which
the Unlted States has been advocating. , :

The confusion into which the United States representative fell can be sean :- ..
from the fact that when he began to speak about the composition. of the armed forces
of States, "international military balance" became for him a synonym of the
armaments rece. _This is not surprising. After all, the notorious thesis of the
"international military balance" serves precisely as the favourite argument of the
advocates of the armaments race, who are striv1ng for its,ever greater intensification.
To read into the’agreed principles what the Unlted States representative has been
trying to ascribe to.them is tantamount to substituting the armaments race for |
disarmement. The agreed principles envisage equality with regard to security and‘
not some sort of military balance.. In the conditions of the frenzied armaments
race and intensive military preparations, in the conditions where the thveat of a
nueclear war is maintained and becomes greater every day, it is impossible to count
on the security of States. Any State depending on this kind of.security_is like.
aitightropeeﬁalker balancing himself on a tightrope stretched over an abyss. But
to eliminate immediately the danger of a muclear war would mean to ensure real
security for peoples and States. This is the real meaning and the value of the
agreed principles and we shall resolutely oppose the attempts of the Western
representatives to base themselves on these princlples in order to Justiﬂy the
ermaments race and to refuse to adopt measures aimed at eliminating the threat
of nuclear war, as the United States representative tried to do at the meeting on
3 fpril.
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We have repeatedly pointed out that at the present time when a frenzied nuclear
armaments race is béiﬁg carried on and intensive military preparations are being
made, the maln and most urgent disarmament task is to protect the peoples of the
world by eliminating the terrible threat of a miclear missile war which 1s hanging
over mankind. - This task can be accomplished in an immedlate and radical way by
prohibiting muclear weapons; liquidating all stockpiles and putting an end to
their production. L ' -

“There is another possible indirect solution, nemely, the liquidation of all
means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets. IWEthout their means of
delivery, nuclear weapons will not be able to reach their targets. They will be’
imeobile in the depots ~-- a deadweight, if one can so speak of miclear weapons, ths
most deadly and destructive of all weapons -- and will await thelr own destruction
irstead of destroying people. The Soviet Union is prepared to aéree to either the
¢ ¢ 27" 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 United States outline for disarmament (ENDC/30) does not provide for the
prohibition 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 seéond stage of
disarmament does it provide for the elimination of all means of delivery of muclear
wearons. . i : ' ‘

. _The' Canadlian representative, General Burns, speaking at the meeting on 3 April
in defence of the United States disarmement plan, admitteéd that it weuld not
eliminate the danger of nuclear war. In doing so, he took the risk.of :trying to
find a justification, to.underpin, so to speak, the position of the Western Powers
with d Y"scientific basis"., He made the following striking statement:

' "... we do not believe that this world can ever completely rid.

itself of that danger as long as a knowledge of how to make nuclear -~ .

weapons exists".. (ENDC/PV.117, p.10)

“In those words the Canadian representative expressed the specific .concept of
the Weatern Powers and their attitude towards nuclear disarmament.’ They consider
it to be ‘impossible; they reject it.

- ‘But ‘¢éan the peoples of the world reconcile themselves to the monstrous,
rightmarish prospect which General Burns promises them? If .such an outrageous
concept of ‘a permanent, ' unceasing threat of a muclear missile war is én inbtegrsl.
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couponent of the political systems now prevailing in the West, then it is:quite
obvious that the exasperated peoples will in the end sweep away such systems and
will establish such regimes as will banish war from the life of mankind.

As one of the avguments against the Soviet proposel for the elimination in
the first stage of disarmament of all means of delivery of nuélear‘weapons,,with
the exception of a strictly limited, asgreed number of missiles to be retained by the
United States and the foviet Union until the end of the second stage of disarmement,
the Canadian representative mace reference to the existing "apparent disparity"
(ibid., p.9) between the number of intercontinental missiles possessed by NATO
and the number of such=missi1és possessed by the Warsaw Treaty Organization. He
reoched this conclusion on the basis of=£he figures of the British Institute of
Stretegic Studles.  True, he made the reservation that in drawing this conclusion
he did not know wkether the figures for the mumber of missiles possessed by the
Warzaw Treaty Orgenization which he used for comparison with the number of missiles
peac2222d by NATO were accurate. - He none the less came to a rather doubtful
cenclusion corcerning the "apparent disparity" in favour of NATO, of course in the
ramoer of intercontinental  ballistic missiles. The reference to the "apparent
Sieparity" In intercontinental ballistlc missiles was necessary in order to éonfirm
ot tie Western Powers have an "apparent superipfity"-pver the Soviet Union 1n
recard to the number of intercontinental ballistic missiles; and since they have
this superlority, it must be maintained. How is this to be done? By means of
the percentage reductions envisaged in the Unlted States Outline. First of all
I showld like to put a bralze on tke flight‘of General Burns' imagization and bring'
h*n down from the clouds of the British Institute of Strategic Studies to the firm
ground of real fazts. Thess focts are to be found in the same statement of the
Minister of Defence of the Soviet Union, Marshel Malinovsky, which was quoted by
Ceneral Burns at the m~ziirg on 3 April. We noted thét in'the quotation.adduced
by ‘General Burns (ibid,) there was an inaccurate rendering of what Marshel Malinovsky
said, and this inaccuracy related precisely to those data which made it possible for
the Canadian representative to draw the conclusion regarding the so-called "apparent
disparity" in faveur of NATO in the number of,intercontinentaldballistic misslles.
On 22 February Marchal Malinovsky sgid, and I quote the official text of this speech:
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"In his recent statement the United States Sscretary of Defense,

Mr. McNamara, spesking at a session of the Armed Forces Commission of

the United States Congress; stated that the United States had over 200

intercontinental ballistic missiles and approximately 140 Polaris

missiles instelied in nuclear submarines. He stated frankly that these
forces could destroy the Soviet Union without the help of tactical
eircraft units deployed at bases, aircraft carrier formations, or
1ntermed1ate range ballistic missles. |

"This is not the first time that Mr. McNamere has spoken out.

e made similar statements_earlier, and all those statements were

aimed at one thing only -- 'a further whipping up of the military hysterias

and the armaments race, which has already brought humenity to the brink

v\ of war. ' A
"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 where this road will finally lead the imperialist aggressors. I

say categorically that we shall answer the 340 missiles, with which

Mr. McNamara has been threatening us, with the simultaneous strike of

e several times greater mumber of missiles and with such e power of

nuciser charges as will completely sweep off the face of the earth all

objects -~ the»indﬁstrialg aduinistrative and political centres of the

United Statés ----- 2nd will‘completely annihilate the countries which héve

mede their territories available for United States military bases." _

I araw your attention to the following words from the passage I have just quoted:

"I sey categorically that we shall answer the 340 missiles, with which |

M. McNemaras has been threatening us, with the simultaneous strike of &

several times greater runber of missiles and with such a power..."

It follows guite clearly from this text, General Burns; that NATO has
neither qualitative nor quantitative superiority in intercontinental -
ballistic missiles. Consequently, General Burns, the ground slips awasy also
from under this argument with which you try to justify your refusal to accept
the Scviet proposal for the destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles
in +he first stage of disarmament. If we were to adopt your polnt of view
about meintaining military adventages, then it is the Soviet Union which should put

ferwerd such ciaims. But we reject suchh 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; wé are opposed to idle and
irrelevant twaddle., The comedy which 1s being played by the Western 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 for a nuclear missile war, is increasingly irritating and exasperating
the peoples, who demand the cessation of the armaments race and of military preparations
and call for disarmamenf. The peoples of the world want the elimination of the threat
of a nuclear missile war, they yearn for a lasting peace. We cannot but protest
against the openly militafistic approach of'the Western Powers to the matter of
disarmament, It is axiomatie to everyone that the genuine security of States and
peoples is not ensured by superiority in the quantity or quality of armaments or by
strategic advantages or superiority in any particular field of military preparations.
All those are temporary, transitory circumstances, especially in the light of the
tremendous development of science and technology in these days. Those who yesterday
'were lagging behind in something are today already catching up with the most advanced
and tomorrow they may be in the lead, That is why the genuine security of States

and peoples lies in disarmament, The first step that must be taken to strengthen that
security is resolutely to elﬂninate the threat of a nuclear missile war.

We had no wish to raise general cquestions again, but we have been compelled to

do so in view of the statement mgde by the United States representative, We take

the stand that the Committee should not be drawn into controversies, but that it
should proceed in earnest to reach agreement on the main questions, one of which.

is the Soviet proposal put forward by Soviet Foreign Minister Gpomyko on 21 September
1962 at the seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assembly (4/PV,1127
(provisional) p.38). In regard to that question there is sufficient clarity to make
the reaching of agreement possible. We have explained in detail our approach to the
question of the number of missiles to be retained by the United States and by the
Soviet Union, The indication contained in our proposal that the number of missiles
will be agreed upon is in itself quite sufficient to enable the Western Powers to
adopt in principle a positive position in regard to this Soviet proposal (ENDC/2/Rev 1,
Art, 5). What can prevent acceptancé of a proposal which espeéiélly stipulates that
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the numbers are to be agreed upon? After all, if there is no general agreement between
the sides, then there is no seﬁse in talking about figures or numbers. What is the
situation with regard to this question?

We said to the Western Powers: "Explain your views regarding the number of
missiles to.be retained. We shall study them and then we shall be able to begin real
negotiations." As far as we are cohcerned, 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 be 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,

Hdwever, from the Western Powers we 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,

‘Mr. Godber (supra, p,15). First of all, they try to ascribe to us some far-fetched
concept of '"minimum deterrence" or "effect". It was precisely in this that the
Canadian representative, General Burns, exercised his ingenuity (ENDC/PV.117, p.8).

If we consider carefully the ideas which he expressed, we see that concealed behind
the verbal husk of statements about the neutralization of "concealed" means of
delivery is an obvious attempt to justify the maintenahce of the present situation,
where the armaments race is being constantly intensified.

The representatives of the Western Powers have spoken a good deal about control
over the implementation of our vroposal for the retention in the Soviet Union and the
United States of an agreed number Qf.missiles of a certain category. In doing so,
they tried to make out that the position of the Soviet Union was still not clear and
that something still needed to be explained 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 these tactics of the Western 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 lead to removing the existing differences. But it is quite a different matter
when by putting questions and delying into petty details the intention is to bog

down the idea itself, to gain time and to cover up one's refusal of disarmament.
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It is precisely this last way that was chosen by the representatives of the Western
Powers when, closing their eyes to the clear indicotions and explanations we have
given in regard to this question, they continued to repeat that something was unclear
to them,

Let us turn to the facts, For the sake of the speediest pdssible achievement
of an agreement we took an important step towards meeting the “estern Powers., The
Soviet Union agreed (ENDC/PV.114, p.L0) that international inspectors should verify
the remaining number of missiles right at the launching 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
negotiatidns. They immediately rearranged their arguments and began to complain that
ﬁhe position of the Soviet Union in general on control over general and complete
disarmament is now unclear to them,

Here, gentlemen, is an intercsting example of the tactics of the Uﬁited Kingdom
representative, Sir Paul Mason, who said at our meeting on 3 April:

NIf T have interpreted Mr. 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
éolleague and his Government will draw the logical conclusion from their
apparently new approach to the admittedly difficult problem of verification
of remainders in the disarmament field as a whole, In any case, I hope
that Mr. Tsarapkin will elaborate for us the full meaning of his remarks

to which I have just referred." (ENDC/PV.117, p.1l6)

The statements made by the United States representative and the Canadian representative
were in the same vein. (ibid., pp.5-13, 17-26).

Before the eyes of the Committee the “estern representatives themselves juggled
the cards and in place of the aquestion of control over the implementation of the
Soviet proposal for the retention in the Soviet Union and the United States of a
strictly limited and agreed number of @issiles, there suddenly appeared on the scene
the question of control over general and complete disarmament in general. Here you
have an example of another‘attempt by the Westcerm Powers to complicate the issue and

to avoid reaching agreement,
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In the manoeuvre of raising questions about control we see reflected as in a
mirror the desire of the Western Powers to avoid reaching agreement by asking various
far-fetched guestions and delving into details, This is real obstruction on the
part of the Western Powers which is forcing our Committee to work to no purpose.

But this is preciseiy the posiﬁion from which the Soviet Union secks to escape by
proposing to reach agreement in principle first and then, unhindered, to set about
elucidating the technical details.

But let us take a look at the remarks of the Western Powers as rcgerds the
substance, Four Western represcntatives repeated in unison the need for control
over all existing armaments., At the meeting on 3 April the United States representétive,
Mr, Mark, said:

"Nhat we would be anxious to know is whether theres were any undeclared
launching sites which had been built or reteined clandestinely in violation

of the treaty. We should also went to learn whether there was any clandestine

stgckpile of missiles or any clandestine production of such armaments, To

have adequate assurance on those points would require a much more extensive

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

(ENDC/PV,117, p.26)

But what do all these arguments of Mr. Mark'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. Noﬁhing less will satisfy Mr, Mark.
This demand, of course, is absurd and groundless,

We must note that the demands of the Western 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 verificatis>n of everything without any disarmament measures. In
order to make their position on control less odious in the_eyes of world public
opinion, they fished out their plans for so-called zonal, selective inspection
(ENDC/30, pelks). We have already critized 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. N

There is another interesting point. With regard to thelr proposals, the Western
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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"Implementation of progressive across-the-board perceantage cuts in all
categories >f mojor armaments as proposed in the United States plan would
not reguire measures of total verification over the whole territory of

States at the outset of the disarmament process." (IDC/PV.117, p.1l)

But when it comes to the Soviet proposals on the retention by the Soviet Union and
the United States of a limited number of missiles, the Western representatives raise
the question of inspection of the whole territory of the countries.

In the heat of polemics against our proposal the representatives of the Western
Powers put forwerd yet anosther directly contradictory argument, which we cannot
ignore. Its meaning is that the proposal of the Soviet Union for the elimination
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles pro—ides for too great and extensive control,
which the Western Powers would like te avoid. This is a very strange position.

But what can be said about this argument? Yes, the Soviet Union is decidedly
in favour of effective and wide internstioncl control when it comes to real disarmament.
We propose that when all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are being eliminated
inspectors of the international organization should verify on the spot the destruction
of missiles, military aircraft, surface ships, submarines and artillery systems which
could be used as the means of delivery of such weapons (ENDC/2/Rev.l, Articles 5-8.).
The internatisnal inspectors would be able to wrify the transfer to peaceful
production of all plants now engaged in the production of missiles, bombers and other
nuclear weapon carriers. They would be present at the launching sites whenever a
missile is launched for peaceful purposes so as to witness the launching and thoroughly
inspect every missile, every satellite and every cosmic ship before it is sent into
the skies,

In objecting to the Soviet proposal for extensive control over the remaining
missiles, the Western Powers show thet they do not want either disarmament or wide
international control, if this control is connceted with real disarmament measures.
Their ideas are directed towards something else. At the present time, as in the past,
they oppose to our clear and precise proposals their demand that the whole territory
of States and their defence systems should be opened up at the very outset of disarmament.
In other words, they are interested in military intelligence and not in real and honest
control over disarmament. This demand is utterly contrary to the interests of disarmamcnt

and security eand is the major obstacle in the path to the achievement of agreement.
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In order to hasten the achievcment of agreement on the Soviet proposal, we have
given the Western Powers answers to the guestions in which they are interested.

These were straightforward answers, after which, in the normal course of négotiation,
one might have expected some positive reaction from the Western 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 no direct bearing on the matter. In gencral the Western
Powers are carrying on obstructive tactics in regard to the Soviet proposal.

‘In fact, since the submission of this Soviet proposal for the elimination of
all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, except for an agreed and strictly limited
number of missiles to be retained until the aud of the sccond 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 Western
Powers whether events will develop in this direction or whether everything will
remain as before and the threat of a nuclear missile war will continue to grow from
day to day. But we are faced with an imperative necessity which demands thet we
take all possible measures to eliminate the 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 gpeak.

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy)(translation from French): Much could be said on

the very long controversial speech that Mr. Tsarapkin made this morning. My
delegation reserves the right to reply to it a£ a later meeting., However, some of
the remarks made by Mr. Tsarapkin this morning with regard to co-cperation bctween
the Western countries call for a very brief immediate answer from me, He said, in
- effect, that in our co-opceration we were under pressures incompatible with the will
of our peoples, I realize.the-Soviet delegation!s inability to understand the
co-operation end participation of the Western peoples, and particulerly of the
peoples of western Burope, in the West's defensive and peaceful organization. This
is perhaps hard for the Sovist delegation to comprchend, as it is readier to sce
compulsion and oppression than the free expression of our opinions and our will,
readier to see machinations by the Western militarists than the democratic professions

of our pedples. That fact I sincerely deplore, May I, however, assurc Mr, Tsarapkin
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that, so far as concerns our decisions, nothing is done against the will of our
people, nothing that is not in accord with that will and with our democratic rules.
That will is for the maintenance of peace without the absndomment of our security.
That will is for co-operation with all peoples, not only our associates in the West
but also those whose social ond economic systems differ from ours. We cannot renounce
the preservation and joint defence of the concepts and ideels we share with our
friends in the West., We shall, alas, be unable to do so until, through balanced
disarmament, peace is finally established between us., We naturally wish to see an
early rebirth of trust and an early achicvement of general and completc disarmament.

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

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): I should like to speak bricfly

as representative of the United States, I wish to refer only to the general remarks
made by the Soviet representative,

Mr, Tsarapkin said a great deal about the will and the desires of the pcoples of
the world, and he sought to claim that United States policy and, in particular, United
States and Western disarmament proposals set themsclves against the will of the peoples
of the world. The United Statcs sincerely believes that its proposals arc in accordance
with the will and desires of the peoples of the world. We have entitled our plan_for
general and complete disarmament "Outline of basic provisions of a treaty on general
and complete disarmament in a peaceful world"™ (ENDC/30, and Add. 1,2). We believe
that it is designed to bring about a peaccful world, and we know thet a pcaceful
world is the aspiration of 21l the peoples,

For arriving at, and maintaining, a peaceful world two of the agreed pnﬁnciples
in the joint statement of agrecd principles for disarmament negotiations secm to us
to be particularly applicable, The first is the principle, famil:ar to all of us,
which calls for the development of peacckeeping machinery., It says: |

”Progréss in disarmement should be accompanied by measurcs to
strengthen institutions for maintaining peace and the settlemcnt of

internationel disputes by peaceful means"  (ENDC/5, p.3),
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and it goes on to spell out how that should be accomplishedf_'lt is ouf belief thaﬁ
it must and will be accomplished. There must be internaﬁional peacekeeping machinery
to maintain the peace, and it must be strong enough to maintain the peace. Until
that machinery is adcquately dov010ped'however —- and we hope that its development
will be speedy -~ we thipk all must recognize that protectioneagainst.aggression
lies, perhaps unhappily as our United Kingdom colleague has pointed out, ih_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 implementation of the treaty could any State or

group of States gain military 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 proposals do. We are quite ready to discuss in great detail how the proposels
can be brought closer togcther while preserving that principle, We must be realistic:
neither of the powerful military sides is going to accept — is going to be misled into
accepting -- arrangements which do not fit in with its pecace and security. We hope
that the Soviet delegetion and its allies will come to accept that recality in the near
future.

May I now, as Chairman, report oa the present situation with regard to a recess.
The Committee will remember that on 5 April, in an informel portion of our plemary
mecting, the United States delegation proposed that therc should be a recess from
11 April to 7 May. In making that proposal the United States delegation said that
it was, of course, subject to the views of other delegetions, and added that, because
of lack of agreement between the two Co-Chairmen, an agreed recommendation by them
with regard to a recess was not feasible, . '

- There were informzl 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 weeck, days on which meetings would normally have
been held, Since then thére have been further informal discussions yesterday and

this morning on the subject. As Chairman, I should report to the Committee that there
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remain certain 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 & 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 obviocus that the
answer to the first two questions should bz in the negative, Whet are we to say
about the doubts which such a recess would create in the minds 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.
Rether, we see it as an untimely impediment to our negotiations and to our efforts to
find a compromise solution, efforts which heve so far, unfortunately, not produced
success, Again, we see in the reccss much loss of valuable time which could be
put to better use in order to reach even 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 procedures, but my delegation fails to see the
logic of this step end we are afraid also lest world public opinion should give it
another interpretation, ' : i

I wish to aveail myself of this opportunity to say that my deiegation 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 seq). Ve believe that many of our
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country's proposals on that date are still valid and represent a most useful basis
for any possible 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. Indsed, 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
Conference. 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 my delegaticn today advocates the continuation of our work it is because
of its desire that the great nuclear Powers should meke it possible for some of the
delegations of non-aligned coyntries to resume their efforts to find compromise
solutions, and thus meke 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 argued 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 delegations of
non-aligned countries, or some of them at least, the chance to reconsider their
position in this Committee and to assess the value of their presence. It might
also have helped them to meke up their minds about the claboration of this last
polnt and the possibility of explaining it further at the next session of the United
Nations General Assembly, ‘

Finelly, 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 CHATRMAN (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 my 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 T said in my capacity as Cheirman was an honest attempt to
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reflect what I had been given to understand was the prevailing consensus among
members ¢f the Committee, I said that certain delegations remained convinced that a
recess was not advisable and, in view specifically of the statement of the |
represéntative'bf'the United Arab Republic, I should say that the Soviet

representative was among those members.

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tramslation 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'ordé: 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 already
stated, the Soviet Union is opposed to a loﬁg recess; " In view of the established
tradition it has already been agreed here to have a recess of a few_déys. 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 1ongvfecess, such as that préposed by thé representativé of

the United States, namely, from 11 April to 7 May.

Mr, BURNS (Canada): I have been instructed to state thét\the Cahadian view
is that a recess would be premature at this stage and that the EighteenmNation_
Committee on Disarmament should therefore continue its Qork withoutrinterruption. J
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 heerd from the
representative of the United Arab Republic that difficulties have arisen which have
prevented- that, If:those'suggestions had been presented it might héve been worth
‘while to have had & recess after they had been‘discdssed'hefe”preliminarily. But,
as that is not the case, I must say that the Canadian deleééiion is_unébie to favour

a lengthy recess at this time.

Mr. BARRINGTON (Burma): Taking into consideration the situation which nbw

exists in the Committee, my delegation feels that a recess at this particular moment
would be timely. We have been here now for eight weeks during which time we have
‘not moved one inch forward. I simply cannot imegine that we can go on in thisj:"

fashion meeting three times a week, listening to the seme speeches, the same »
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arguments, trying to fool ourselves into the belief that sémehow, from somewhere, a
SOIutioh is going to drop out of the skies, Therefore, my delegation thinks that
the time has come for what might be cnlled a real stock-taking, and that can only be
undértaken by our Governments.

For this reason my delsgation 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'

duration in the first instance.

Mr, MACOVESCU (Romenia): The Romanian delegation is against a long recess.
We are here to work. We have before us a héavy'agenda containing many problems to
be solved. We are not here to recess every month or every two months. We éréxin
‘favour of a short recess, if we need it -- and perhaps we do need it. But I.éay.
'ggain that we are agéinst the long recess proposed by you, Mr. Chairman, in youf

chpacity as United States representative,

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom):_ I realize very weil the strong feelings that
have been expressed this morning from two rather different aspects. I realiié
acutely the feeiing that we have not made the progress which we would all wish to
heve made. It is idle to apportion blame. I do believe we have a duty, however,
to‘keep on in our endeavours to make progress. I myself was willing to fell in with

‘ény arrangement which was to the nutual benefit of representatives here, ﬁhether,for
a lbng or a short recess, but I should be'very reluctant indeed to agree to a recess
of the length suggested by our coileague from Burma, I believé 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 1 say, whgther it be a few days or a few wééks, the United Kingdom delegation is
willing to fall in with the feelings of the majority.
| I sense also the feeling of frustration there ié here today. Our United A;ab
Republic colleague hes 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 which he referred in passing, and therefore it might be that the best
thing would be to heve a recess of a week or two. But, as I say, I am not devoted

to any particular day or dates.,
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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 reascnable. My 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 with our work, Therefore, 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 Committes, for en 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. Qur view is that the recess
proposed by the United States representative 1s a long one end 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 iﬁ 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 éome time with
more chance of reaching an agreement, we shall not oppose their view.

At the same time we wish to state that our delegation is ready to work without
interruption and that it objects to lohg 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 heve 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 the sentiments expressed by the
representative of the United Arab Republicy and I believe those sentiments were

echoed in some measure or least by our United Kingdom colleague.
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Mr. HASSAN (United Areb 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 recon51deratlon by the Governments then I would recommend following the procedure
suggested by the representative of Burme, or I would even go so far as to suggest
that our Comm;ttee adjourn sine die, and that it might 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 and other delegations could be of some value.

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translatlon from French): I agree with the view
expressed by the United Kingdom representative, Mr, Godber, and I should like to add
thet, 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 éuch a pessimistic
note., We have worked very painstakingly in recent weeks, and I think that for the
first time 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.118, p.52). That is already something gained.  Of course we all hoped
for greater success ahd 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. Thé Western Poweré have reducesd the
number of inspections requested at the beginning of the session, and we now have
before us a cdmplete 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 alllances but also the
governments of non-aligned countiies an opportunity to re-assess the situation and
see what further help their delegations can give us when we resume. In that
connexion webrecall 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, end the respective governments
of those countries.will have plenty of time to review the situation. I sincerely
trust that when we resume our proceedings next month those countries' delegations

will be ready to make & positive and constructive contribution to- our work.
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Mr. MBU (Nigeria): My delegation associates itself fully.with the views
expressed by the representatives of the United Arab Republic and of Burma. I think
it is right to say that we assembled here eight weeks ago with great optimism and in
a very congenial atmosphere, and if we are to salvage what is left of thet congenial
atmosphere it might be & good thing for us to adjourn sine die. When the situation

improves, we can come back and try again.

Mr. KURKA (Czechoslovekia) (translation from Russian): I must say quite

frankly that we ses no serious grcunds 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 regards their number and duration.

We must not forget that the Committee has been set up by the General Assembly as a
permanently functioning body for disarmament negotiations and, from that point of
view, any unwarranted rcecesses 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
heve today adopted in accordance with the General Assembly resolution
(4/RES/1767(XVII) - ENDC/64) to realize thet it offers no occasion for any approval,
The formal neture of this report shows quite clearly that the results of our
negotiations since the last recess are extremely unsatisfactory. This circumstance
alone should inspire us rather with a desire to increase our efforts to achieve
positive results than with a desire for a longer recess. For all these reasons and

in accordance with the instructions of my delegatién, we are opposed to & ldng recess,

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America); I should like to speak as

representative of the United States. The proposal of the United States delégation
that there should be & recess from 11 April until 7 May was mede on the express
condition of its being acceptable to the other delegations, and therefore we'
gsolicited the views of other delegations. My statement es Chairman this morning
‘was made on the understanding that, as I had been given to believe, there was a
consensus that such a recess would he acceptable to the majority of the delegations.
As there does not seem to be such a consensus I propose, as representative of the
United States, that we merely register in the communiqué the agreement which has
already been reached at our private meeting, and that the next meeting of the
Committee be held on Wednesday, 17 April,
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The Conference decided to issue the following communiqué;

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disermament
today held its one hundred and twentieth plenary meeting in the Palais
des Nations, Geneva, undér the chairmanship of Mr. Stelle, representative
of the United States of kmerica. '

"Statements were made by the representetives of Indie, the Soviet
Union, the United States, Romania, the United Kingdom, Bulgaria, Itely,
the United Arab Republic, Canada, Burma, Nigeria and Czechosloveakia,

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

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

17 April 1963, at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose et 1,55 p.m.

Y mnc /83





