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I declare open the one hundred and thirty-seco~d 

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament •. 

Mr .. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation f'rom 

Today I shoulc} like to dwell on two questions which had been dealt wit}l 

:l.n the statements of ther.epresent ati ves of the Western Powers regarding our proposal 

(ENDC/2/Rev.l, articles 5-8) for the destruction in tho first stage of all means of 

delivery of nuclear weapons except far an agreed, strictly limited nwnbor to bo 

1·et a tned only by the Unitod S~ates and the Soviet Union until the end of the second 

stage. I intend to deal with questions of control and the so-called question of the 

concealment of delivery vehicles. 

First, I should like to point out that the Soviet delegation has already given 

the necessary explanations regarding the general principles and., criteria to be . used 

as a guid!3 in determining tho number of m:i ssiles to be retained., The Soviet Union 

has also submitted its proposals regarding control over tho implementation of those 

measures-~ Consequently we now have everything necessary for a positive solution of 

this question. Now, more than ever, mankind is. faced with the imperative noed to 

eliminate without delay the danger of a nuclear missile war. ,· We have before us a 

plan which, by bringing the positions of the sides closer together, opens tho. way to . 

the solution of this historical problem, not only without jeopardizing the security 

interests of states but, on the contrary, ~Y creating conditions which will really 

ensure the security of all States6 

From .the discussions which have taken. place hero, everyone can see that the 

majority, of· the members .of: our Committee have clearly expressed themselves in favour 

of beginning disarmament in such a _ way as to eliminate the danger of a nuclear 

misslle war as quickly as posslblo. But precisely on this po1nt we meet with the 

very determined r eluctanc,e of the West ern Powers to come to an agreement on serious 

disa.~ament measures or to agree to the cessation of the armaments race. This 

reluctance to come to an agreement was particularly apparent during the discussion of 

t his question. 
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At one of ow last meetings the United States ropresentativo, Mr. Stolle, put 

forward (ENDc/PV" .129, 'pp.28 et secj ~) .· a preliminary Gvaluation of our proposal in 

which he essentially expressed a negative attitude towards this initiative of the 

Soviet unici~-~-~- '- 1 :.dha:ri'"'noi go into the ~ubstance of this evaluation todey 1 especially 

since it was a preliminary one. We hope soon to receive a clear reply to the substance 

of our proposal~ I must emphasize that tho nature of the reply to this question will 

have a considerable influence on thG worl~ of our Committee, because it will shaw 

whether the United · States is prepared , together with other peace-loving States 1 to 

seek a way to a mutually-acceptable solution of disarmamvnt qu0stions, or whether it 

will avoid reaching agreement as before. 

It has not escaped our attention that tho United Statos is trying to cover up 

its negative position on disarnizJn0nt questions v1ith a number of artificial arguments . 

and considerations, · among which control quosti ons play a far from insignific:;mt rolo. 

We are well acquainted 'with this device frotl many years' previous experience. In the 

course of many years of disarl11:'ll!lent negotintions since · tho Second ·world War it has 

happened more than once that, ae soon as we ccLmo to tho point of discussing tho 

concreto proposaJ_s of tho Soviet Union 1 the Hostorn Powers hav e avoided roaching 

agreement on tho substance· and, by putting tho question of control in the forefront, 

led the whole business into a."l. J.mpas~w. 

· ·· The same thing :ts happonjng now. Day aftGr day for half a year we have s een 

how the r ep'resontativcs of the Western Power s avoid stating their attitude towards 

the substance of the Soviet proposal. At the same time they put forward more and 

more new demands with regard. to control in connoxion with the Soviet proposal under 

consideration. As far back as December 1962 tho United State s r epresentative, 

Mr. Stelle, told us (ENDC/PV.90 1 pp . 32,33) that an i ndication of the attitude of the 

Soviet Union to t ho question of co~trol would help us considqrably in evaluating the 

pot ential possibilities and consequenc es of its nGw proposal. 
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For the sake of achicrving agreement 1 tho Soviet Union took . a grea~ step towards 

meeting tho position of the Western Powers, It agreed (ENDC/PV.ll4, p.40) to accept 

the establishment of control over the remaining missiles directly at the launching . 

sites. At the s~e time we pointed out that the number· of launc:hing sites must not 

be greater than the number of missiles :retained, and that .these si tea must be liquidated 

by the end of the second stage simultaneously with the liquidation of the remaining 

missiles. 

Of course, this proposal of the Soviet Union cannot be set in opposition to its 

general position on the question of control over disarmament, as tho represe~tativos 

of the Western Powers in the Committeo. try to make it appear. Tho fundamental 

position of the Soviet Union on this question, as is wtlll known, is that tho .scope 

of the control measures must correspond strictly to tho scope and nature o:t; the 

disarmament measures to be undertaken • . Tho Soviet proposal provides for the 

l!.qt:.idation ofall moans of dolive:ry of nuclear weapons. To this measure tho control 

measures also correspond. Tho inspoc~ors of tho intermrt:ional disarmament organization 

will verify onthe spot tho destruction of missiles, military aircraf't; surface vessels 

and submarines and artillery systems qa,pable of serving as means of deli very of nuclear 

weapons. They will be able to verify the transfer to peaceful production of all plants 

previously engaged in the production of missiles, bombers, submarines and other moans 

of doli very of nuclear weapons. International inspectors wil).. also. be present at the 

sites where missiles are launched for exclusively peaceful purposes. They will be · 

present at tho launchings and thoroughly _inspect every missile and every satellite 

before it is sent to explore outer space. 

It is cl.e~ly. stated in tho Soviet proposals that all states parties to the 

agreement !Jlust provide tho international inspectors with all the nOCE)SSary facilities 

to enable them to carry out their duties without diffic1,1lty in supervising tho 

liquidation of all means of delivery of nuclear woe.pons. Our draft treaty also provides 

in the first stage qt our proposed disarmament programme for a number of other control 

measures the ilnplemc,mtation of which will preclude any possibtlity of secret 

preparation for war. The implementation of the Soviet plan of measures for the first 
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stage of disarmament, in conjunction with effective control measures, would give all 

States tho firm assurance that . the dangur of war no longer .. exists and that their 

security is at the right levelo 

In stage II of disarmament the Soviet Union envisages a considerable broadening 

of international control. It proposes to place tho whole atomic industry under 

control and to destroy all stockpiles Df nuclear weapons under the supervision of . 

international inspectors. The implementation of those measures would mean that new 

teams of international inspectors would appear in all plants producing fissionable 

materials and in Qll factori es, installations and l aboratories specially designed for 

the production of nuclear weapons or their components. This moans that under the 

Soviet plan a widely-ramified branch of modern industry now existing in tho United 

States, in the Soviet _Union and in a number of othor countries would be placed under 

international control • 

.A13 you sec, tho Soviet Union proposes such oxtensi vo control over nuclear 

dis'3rmament measures that any attempt on the part of any party to violate tho treaty 

would be quickly exposed. The Soviet Union is unsparing of control measurcm fQr tho 

purpose of verifying tho fulfilment of tho disarmament measures by tho parties. But 

I repeat again: for tho purpose of verifying disarmament moasuros and not for th~ 

purpose of control over remaining armaments. In tho first case it would really be 

control over tho fulfilment of tho provisions of a troaty on general and complete 

disarmament; in tho · second case it would be a matter of military intelligence under 

the label of coritrol over remaining weapons. 

Of course, all those proposals of the Soviet Union on control questions arc 

well known to our Western partners in theso negotiations. Novorthcloss the United 

Kingdom representative, Sir Paul Mason, tried on 3 April with a naive look to interpret 

the Soviet Union's proposal for control over tho agreed number of missiles. remaining 

until the end of stage II in tho s ense that it was --

"· •• tho first sign given by tho Soviet delegation in this Conference 

that its Government may have rovi$Cd its position regarding verification 

of remainders .n (ENDC/PV.ll7, p.l6) 
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Since it appears from .. that statement of the United Kingdom representative that 

he pretends to have, or ~ally has, a wrong idea of , the in~rdependenoe . which must 

exist be~ween disarmament measures and control measures, apparently' we ought to give; 

him ad~ti.onaJ. clarit,i,cation on that , score. The §QViet draft speaks or 1;he complet,e 

destructi~n _of the m~- of delivery of ~clear weapons in the very first stage _of 

disarmame~. And this means that· appropriate control over _the implementation of 

these _measures .must be established, including control over the · agreed mmtber of -

missiles to be retained by way of exception, With regard to the other types of 

armaments the situation is quite different, In the first and. second stages they 

would not :be . destroyed but only reduced, Therefore the que s1;ion of coatrol over 

the remaining types of armaments .,does not arise at all, We imagine that the 

representatives of the Western Powers understand this essential difference beyond 

all doubt, 

Yet the United states representative, Mr. · stella, said on 24 A.prf+ that i,n his 

opinion the Soviet proposal --

"•,. is not adequate to provide -sufficient ~a~ee, .because it leav~s • 

out the . most important problem of giving the parties .. the . assurance that _: : 

no ,armaiJlents are .clandestinely retained or produced ,,. 11 (ENOO/RT,l2/., p.35) 

Somewhat earlier, o~ J. A.pril, another Uni~&.d states representative, Mr, Mark, 

disclosed, quite fr@kl;y l(hat the United States ~uld li:ka, He said: 

~~----~ would be anxious to know is wh,etber there were any 

.unqe~d ·launching sites which ~d bee~ . built or retained clandestinely 

in violation of the treaty. we should also want to learn whether there 

was any _ cJ.andest,ine . stockp~le ':C?f ~issiles o:r ·~l ~4est~ j:Qroduetion 

To have ade~te as~an~: on thos~r:;P9~ -l!ould 

require a much mora extensive and carefully devised arrangement -.than 

the ~e~ inspection .of declared sites", (ENPC/fl.llZ • . p,26) . · 
I • . • • ~. • , •• •· • • • - -

Underneath .:this phraseology of Mr. Mark' _s, just as in the aforementioned statemen.1; 
. >) . - · . ' . . . . .. . . . .. 

of Mr. Stelle, lies hidden a frank demand for the est,~bl~:;3hment of. control ov~r all 

existing armament~ rig~t _from _the start of-, st~ge I - that. is, the establishment of 

control without disarmament, a control which is essentially indistingui~hable from 

plain reconnaissance. 



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

ENDC/PI.l32 
10 

(MrA Tsarapkin, USSR) 

World public opinion has lorig since condemned such importunate demands by the 
, ·· ..... .. 

Weete.rn :flowers, and under _its pressure they have been conipelled to abandon them. 

aut the. desire of the We,~tern general staffs and intelligence se-rvices to penetrate 

into the territory of the Soviet Union is so great that the Western representatives 

try time after time to revert to this subject. Yet it requires no very great · 

insight to see that control over armaments is designed to discover the defe·nce 

system of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries at a time when not a 

· single practical step on the road to disarmament will have been taken and when the 

armaJI1(i_~t~ . .r~~e and military preparations are going on at a frenzied. rate. 

In ~ch. gonditions, to give intelligence serviCes an opportunity to discover the 

defence. syste~s 9f States and find. .out the exact location of vitally-important 

defence installations would be tantamount to encouragingthe forces of aggression iri 

their plans for preparing an attack on peace-loving countries. It should'be borne 

in mind that it is proposed to do all this in circumstances where, under the United 

Stat9s disarmament plan (ENDC/30), the United states and its NATO allies VK>uld still 

retain at t9eir disposal 70 per cent of their missiles and military aircraft, all 

their milita~y bases on foreign territories, and all their stockpiles of nuclear 
... ~ -.. .. . · ~· ....... .. . 

weapons. Is not that the reason why the United 5~ates disarmament proposals are 

welcomed with such enthusiasm in certain military departments: because these 

proposals enable them to kill two birds with one stone, namely to maintain their 

nuclear potential for carrying out an attack and, having
1

~b~~ined information on the 
... 

location of military objectives on Soviet territory, to weaken the defence . c"apability 

of the Soviet Union? 

Speaking ,on 10 Ju1y 1962, the Chairman of the Soviet. Council ·of Ministers, 
. . . 

Mr. Khrushchev, pointed out that the United States proposals for control over 

armaments were aimed 
11at discovering all "our" arsenals of national security, that is, at throwing 

open the do.or to a system of intelligence and espionage so as to facilitate 
.. -' 

_the task of a potential aggressor. 11 

The s.<>:-called "zonal :i,nspection11 measures envisaged in the United States plan also 

pursue the obvious aim of ascertaining the exact deployment of the Soviet nuclear 

missile systemo And in this case, to use the expression of the A.rnericans themselves, 

the reconnaissance tail wags the policy dog. 
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Western statesmen and military and public.:t'igures have on more than one occasion 

spoken of the interest of the . W~stern Powe:rs '-n obta~ inforn~e:ti6n of this kind. 
. ; }._' 

For example, the well-known English scientist Mr. Blackett, in his book E)tudiss of War, 

wrote that the United states bases itself- on .,the.talse ·thesis that · ita se~ity can 

be maintained. only. if it has sufficient- information on the location of Soviet 

nuclear installations to make possible a successful, sudden, and therefore aggressive 

nuclear attack on the ,Soviet nuclear delivery system. In other words, writes 

Mr. Blackett, the United States is apparently planning for the possibility of 

delivering the first preventive strike. . . _ .. ___ ... .. 

t Direct ~ rererence to this was also ma..de by :tvlr. Kissinger; adviser to ~he :P.resident 

of. the ·United States on problems of strategy, when he wrote in Forei£n- lft'airs · in 

July 1962 that for the strategy of the counter-strike to .be in any, way succesat\1.1 it 

is necessary to know in advance the location of the targf)t:;s;. Many delegations 

here in the Collmittee have pointed :out: the dangerous cha;raqter of the United States· 

propo~als for selective zonal ins~~~on, In this COZ¥1ex1.on I ·sAOlll.d like· to 

recall a statement by today' s Cha~an, our Swedish co~ague Baron von ~t-en, . who 

in an .' ane.lye~s · .. or the disarmament ., 99ntrol ._system said: ··· 

- .. · - ··:'!The·,, .Q'nited 3tates :9e.legation, however, may ask why I c:io· not ~DVisage 

right from the beginning some application of tlla ingenious zo~ inspec'tcion 

plan. In sb9rt,, .: my answer is that ; I doubt the adviflability of introducing 

such methods dtu"i.ng _Qur very :.first steps on the roadJ:.o . disarmament as _t~ey 

seem . to.iinply · S()!lle ·risk .. or not. tu.lfilling the·.;_criteria dealing · with . , 

non-.-d.ivu.l.gen~· r of·.: lllUitary H .a'e;t., which are legally. adxnissible."(ElfD91r!.7l..p.32) 

Such are the -co~UtideJ."a.tion;s . ~ cCOntrol lldl.ioh tbe· &:>Y.ie:t ~legatr~® : .v.i.d to expre~a 

in connexion with the dis~ssio~-~: our proposal Jpr-th~ ret.~l.l.1:.1Q~> by ·:the.~ $QvJ,e.; .. Union 

and·tlle .UnitedState.s : o.fan ag:re~dnumber of missiles until th~ en~ of stage . !! of 

disSJ:"11l8JDep't.. We: .could in fa,ct have limited our remarks to this:, ,_ nad .Jt not Peen for 

one strange argument which the Western Powers put forward in support of iiheir position. 

At the meetings of J and 17 April the representatives of the Western Powers stated 

unanimously that the possibility of the concealment of a small number of delivery 
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vehicles would be of no importance under the im~em~ntation of the Western plan, 

whereas it would radically upset the balance und~r ~he implementation -of, the Soviet 

plan, 

·· ·-- ·-'~ln!s- ~·the Canadian representative, .Mr. Burns, asserteQ: . .. 
'··: ... :•· ·.. ' :•. ;., . :. .· ., ' . ' ' ·. · " . . ' ' , , ' 

11 Iriiplementat.ion of progressive across-the-board percentage cuts in all · 

categories of major armaments as propose-d in the United States plan 

> would not require measures of total verification over the whole 

territory of states at the outset of the disarmament process 11 , 

(ENDC/FV .ll7. p.ll) 

Mr. Burns explained this by saying that if under implementation of the Western plan 

one of the States were to retain secretly a certain ~ber .of missiles or other means 

of ·~ttack·, this·· W'oUld ~e ~o difference and secw;-ity woulC: not be jeopardized. What . . . . . . 
-:- ;. . .• ··. •; • ., r;-_:_: 

can we say about these assertions of Mr, Ibfns? F'-rst ot all, this explanation of · 

his cont~hl.s the admission that under the United. States. disarmament plan States ·would .. , .. ' . 

hav~: at their disposal such a huge q.'llalltity of armaments in the first and second 

stages ofdisarmament . ~h~t the clan~~s~ine retention of missiles would have no 

importance and that there Would therefore presumably be no ' incentive to engage in 

such retention, The conclusion is that the retention by States of huge quantities 

of armaments would be' a good thing. 

The .· S~i~-( propo~als . a~· a different matter. In considering them, the . 

repreSentatives of the Western .Fbwers raise a good deal of clamour to the effec~." 

that the possibility of a State concealing eve;r;t ene missile or bomper W9U:ld _be VS:J'Y 

dangerous for the other .s:tates. Mr. Burns sai,d _that. witll a j['ecipro~ . obli;gati,c:m: 
; -. . . . '" ~ --· . -· · . . . 

· "If the we·a:pon's whlch' were to be ret~ined were few, clearly a very few 
• . '· ~ - • -· . ' i . ' j • • •• ' ' • __ · ·. ' • • 

concealed weapons: could upset the balance, 11 (ibid., p.+2) _, 
The United states representative, H:r. Stelle, availed hizns~lf of this question to 

revert to his favourite idea of control over all armaments througpout the territory 

of a country. He said: 
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- · .· 
·•· "Iiideed tbe ·:Soviet· Union bas disre~ped the .most impOrt~ aspect of . 

ve~ification . of agreed levels., nam~:J.y, 1;hat there should be assqrance 

that-·n.o armaments would ~ retaimd , or _produced clandestine!~ over . ,. 

and above the declared armaments subject to verification under the _, . .' ;.: 

Soviet proposal". CENDP/P1 •. 121 • . p.24) ... . ,, . . .. . . 

. ... . ( 

We reptt,.:;first of .;al.J., tlmt-. the Western Powers admit tbe· possibllity __ of .armaments 
. . . . . . . - . . .. -·· .. . . . . ! 

being•-:eancealed in· the _event,,qf-.their disarmament proposals: being ~pl.emen,ted. A.f'ter . . . . . ·' . . . . . : .. . . : . •,;, -~ 

all, their :own plan is _clearer to them. 

lbt .'let" ·us ·analyse 1;he meaning of the Western. fuwer.s' objections. . . When ~~-~r. 

representatives speak of . t~ possibility of :the concealment of delive-ry vehi,~les, . ~s 
. . . : . . . · · ;. ·.. .· 

a possibla ·violator of- the treaty . in this regard they bave in mind one or the ~~t 
.. . .·. , .. • : ' 

nuclear Fbwers - either the Soviet Union or the United States and no one else, . But . . .. . . . . 

if the· representatives or the Western P.owers give this twist to the subject,_ they 

obViously ,base themselves on the assumption that the great nuclear Power 'l!lhich decides 

to commit such .a. ·violation of the treaty as the concealment of delivery vehicles 

intends<;to attack. another ~at nuclear lbw,er and must t~ into t.cootm.t. the . ris~ of 

unleashing a war between the great nucleeu- lbwers, that. i,s a world war, ~.Lnd , ... 
. . . . . '' .· . : ··.· . . 

consequently must · pre par~ for · it. . . But it is not poss~ble to carry out simultaneously 

two contradictory policies: . to disarm, and to prepare for,a . world war -:- an~, 

moreover, to do so in _.profound ~crecy. . . , 

It· ·is precisely such .a completely unrealistic, imaginary, situatio~ "ftl~<:h_ the 
. -~- . ·• 

repre~ntatives of the . Western Powers have .in mind ~ben t~y try to just~ry: their 

objections· to the._ Soviet proposal for the retentioll_ of a small number of mis~iles. by 

the Soviet Union ·and -the _United States until the, end or the SeJ~olld, stage or disarmament. 
' . . . . ..·.: ·• .. '. ' . . 

. -Thus a d tober - e.n;al:y~is t-ells-us t}).at t~ con~~ent 91:. -~- -~ -~ber, o~ d~liv.~ry 

vehiclesf .. even 1t tbis sh~d -take plac;:e, would certainly not- g1v~LAA aggressor any 
... . . . . . . . . . . . . ·. '· ' . . .. :. - . -~ . . . 

certainty::Q-f .8\lecess. It is obvious .. that without _such a eel'tainty an aggressor . ' . .. ·. . .. . .... . . .. ,,. ·, _. ,. · ·. ',•- •'. 

would not J.ml.eash a war. . , '!'he point is .that .. in _or4er ~ . oJ:~tain a , .4eci~:t,1,.ve . advantage 
• . . •• , . .. • • • • • - . ,l ~ ·• ' • • ~.... .• ·.. • '. ~ • ' • • 

fran the concealment of weapons subject to destruction, it would .be necessary to 

conceal not one, or even several, missiles, aircraft and other I'Dlclear weapon deliver!" 

vehicles, but a large number of them, But the nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 
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Everyone understands tha~ a country which decided 

to go in for the clandestine retention of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles woUld do 
' . 

so for the purpose of carrying out its aggressive military and strategic plans, the 

realization of which would be possible only in the event of the military defeat of 

the victim State. 

But is it really p.ossible in th~se days to: ach:i.ev~ ·this · aim· with the retention 

of only !1 few concealed· missiles or bombers_? _. Anyone nursing ·plans for a militar~ 

attack against a great nuclear Power would obviously ccunt on gaining the v:i.etonr 
. . .. 

and conquering ~he entire territory of the victim of his . aggression otherwise his · 

vietory ,would not be complete. But this would require occupation of the territory 

and the establishment of military and political .control, which, of course, would not 

be , pos~ible without very large, I wuld say immense, armed forces and immense 

quant:itie~ of weapons of the m:ost modern type. 

Therefore,if a State were to conce.al a C€1rtain number of missiles or banbers, 

it would not gain anything thereby, since it could not . w~ge a wa~~ . let alone ~in lt, 

with such limited .. means. To do so would ~equ~re ~arge armies equipped with the most 

modern weapons,8.lld it is precisely th.ese that ~oul~··be ~anplet~ly destroyed under . 
. ' .... . -. . · ·· .- . . . ·' . . . . 

the ,Soviet proposal, Furthel"!llore, the armed forces t):lemselves would be radically 

reduced. to the level of 1,900,000. men for the Soviet Union and for the United States. 

Moreover, we must also take into account the fact that the _ Sovie~ .. draft treaty on 

general and comp:t.e:t,e disarmament provides for very strict measures of control which, 

being in keeping. with the disarmazn:ent me_asures, · are so extensive ~d: :aiversffkd as 
. . . . ' . . ... ~ - - .;· . ' .. . ' ' . . . 

to preclude any practical possibility of conceal~ any nuclearweapondeliveey: 
. . - . · . ..:. . . 

vehicles. . Any such attempt on the part of anyone would be quickly exposed. 

I draw your att~ntion to the fact t~t any preparation for a war after the .. . .. . . . '. '·. . ~ ·. . .. 

impl~nt~tion ot the measures . for tl?,e first stage of di~armEUiient envisag~d by the . ~ -. . .· .: ··' .. .. . . ·. ·. - . . . . . 

Soviet draft treaty would ,be . imPC)Sf!ible. Anyone . wis~ing to embark on such a 

course would have to .. begin :py .. , re.~building large .B.l'lned forces and ultia.:.zn'~ern . 
. • ' . . . .. " . . . . . . ~ . . . . 

armaments, aoo that, of course, would not go undetected by the international control 
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body. Any State deciding to embark upon this course would be :inmediately exposed · 

as a violator of . the treaty on general and c;:qmplete di~nt. As you see, the 

strange situations de.scribed to us by the ~presentatives . of the Western Powers exist 

only in their imaginations. . The artificiality,; the unreality of 'thse situations 

is obvious .. 
. . : . 

Thus the Western Powers have no really serious, well-founded or CODVinelng 

arguments agaiDs~ th~ :~l~t proposal for the dest~etio~ in the very first stage ot 
disarmament of all means of delivecy vf nuclear weapons. . However, for the sake of 

achieving an Bireement as quickly as possible the Soviet Union went even fUrther to 

meet the views of the ·Western Pvwrs. · Under the Soviet proposal a small and striotly 

limited number of missiles to be ntained by .the Soviet Umon and the United States 

until the second stage of disarmament-~ WOUld F6Tide . an additional guarantee of . 

security in case, as the nuclear Po~rs ' fear, . someone should violate the treaty and 

secretly retain a certalrf number · of means of attack. The missiles to-: b8 .. retained 

under the Soviet propoaal wuld be that . deterrent whicli woUld make canpletely 

pointless any attempt to . retain, iil violation of the ireaty; . missiles or other means 

of delivery of nuclear weapons, .. including baDbers. They would be destro,ed 1n any· 

case by :the anti-missile and anti-aircraft weapons rema:i.ni!ig at tba disposal ot stateli; 

if the p¢y which . con~aled them should contemplate carrying out aggression. 
) .. ... . 

. . ~e Soviet proposal would create a situation whicn a party contemplating violation 

of the agreement would not be able ; to ignore. It would realize that the concealment 

of missiles and the . violation ot its obligations under. t~ trea'ty would not bring • it 
. . . . . . . 

any success. and would not go unpunished. That is ·the fun~ental dif~erence be.'tiween 

the Soviet proposals and the Western plan; that is the basic and ~E:tcis~ve e,dvantB3e .. 

of the fomer. 
·. ·; · . ;" ;; 

The rePresentatives of the Western Po~rs poi:nt oq.t as a . def~ct . of the Sovi~t 
:' • . :· . . .·. . ~ ' . . . J ••.. ~ . . : . ' . ~- . 

proposa.r the tact that we do not name a specific r~ for the missiles to be 

retailied• ·. We regard this, not as a defect, but as a positive aspect of our proposal, 

tor the follOwiiig reaaon. ·. 
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Ait'icie· 5 o'{ tne-§~·riet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament states 

that in the first stage: 

"All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons bf arty calibre 

and range, whether strategic, operatibnhl or tacti~al, and pilotless 

air:craft of all types shall be eLim:iti'ated from the a.rm€d forces and 

destroyed, except for an agreed and strictly limited number of 

intereontinEmtal missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft 
. . ~ ,·' . \. . . . . . . . : ... "": . .. -~ . . . . 

mis.slles in the 11ground-to-air11 category, to be retaine.d by the 

. Uni~n or ' S·~viet ~~i~list Republics and the United States. of America, 
. . . .. 

exclusively in their own territory, tmtil the end of the second stage. 

A strictly limi~ed number of rockets to .be converted to peaceful uses 

••• _shall also be retained. 11 (ENDC{2/Rev.l. p .. 5) 

I hope . that the ,:representatives of the .Western Powers understand that the words· 
,:£ ' ·· . , . . , ' I ' • 

"agre~q. ~4. strictly.,limi.ted nwnber . of .• ,. • missiles 11 are not pure coincidence. They 

mean first Qf ap. that .the number .. o,f missiles to be retained must be strictly limited, 

that is, minimal; and . secopdly that this strictly limited number must oo agreed 

upon between us. This means that the figlires for the missiles to be retained by 

~ach .. S~ide are by no D:Jeans purely arbitrary quantities; . these figti.ret must be the 

subject of .an agreement~ We have · aiready explained why we propose:· that the SoVie{J: 

Union and the United States should .reta:iri a :st·:i'ictly liiDited nWiil:x3r 'of misstles until 

the , end of the second stage. The main, indeed., the sole, purpose of the Soviet . 

proposal for the ~destruction in the first stage of disarmament of · all means of 

delivery of' nuci~a.r weapons is t o eliminate the threat of a nuclear war which is. now 

hanging' owr mankiiid. · · 

The Government of the United States categorically objec-t;.ed .:to .this proposal of 

the sdri~{ 'uni6n~ ·· sa~g that after the beginning: ~f -dis~~~~;- 'stat.e~ .would still 
.I • · : ' ' ' • ' ' . ' • •' 

·. :· ... . · ·:·.:.. 
ne~ for some time a "defensi:ve umbrella" - I am. u~:i,ng .the t erminology used by the· .. 

: · ··. . . : . . • . .' ... .. . :··· - · · ·' 
.: i ~-, ,~, ':! :': ··.:.· ~~;· ··_; : . 

Western Powers. We do not consider these arguments justified, but in order to move 

the cause of disarmament out of the impasse and to start a real movement forward, 

the Soviet Union agreed that with the destruction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 

..... ~ 
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. ,.. .. :· . 

in stage I an exceptidn should ~ made for a strictly limited ~ ~~eed n~r of 

glbbal ....... that is, interc~ntinental misslle~, anti-missile missUe~ and anti-aircrat't 

defence rirl.ssiles ·in the 11 ground-to-air11 catege>ry, These remaining. mlssiles would be 

retained only by ·the Soviet Union ~d the United States and would be kept exclusively 
' ' . . . ' I 

in their own tertitories, · This Soviet proposal takes into accoUn~ the position of 

the 1\Testern Powers, since it provides that for a certain time - that is, until tht.: 

end of ·stage II .:..... some defensive weapons woUld be retained in case someone, as some 

Western statesmen fear, should decide durin~ the. process of disarmament to violate 

the treaty and conceal 'missiles or milit~ry aircrat't. . . 

Thus the basic principle, the basic criterion, which we propose as a ~de in 

detez:mining . the number of missiles to be retained is that this number should be 

strictly limited to a minimum, so that no one should be tempted to use these missiles 

for the pUrpose of carrying out aggressive designs and so th:at _'t)Y reason of their 

strictlY '] ~i~j ted number they could not serve the ·purposes of war, the pm-poses of 
. ' . 

aggression, At the same time the retent:ion by the Soviet Union and the Un;ited states 

of a strictly limited number of niiss:il.es would in fact make pointless any attempt 

to conceal a few missiles or bombers" since in these days they would be ins~fi.cient 
to ·~ge~ a war,· let alone win it • . Consequently the ~rranted fears expressed here 

by the representatives of the Western Powers that the . concealment of a few missP.es 

or bombers might provide an incentive to unleash aggression are artificial, far-fetched 
. . ~ . 

. ·:· 
and lm.founded. These · fears cannot be considered as a serious argument agains~ the 

Soviet proposal. ·· 
. .- -

Equally unfounded is the other argument of the Western Powers against the 

Sovietp:rop'oshl. to the effect that they c~ot define their positi~n- in pr~ciple 
· With regard to it because the Soviet Union hcl.s not named the specific number of 

missiles to be retained~ '· t-Je haw already sho~ the weakness of this argument of the 

Western Powers and the advantage of our approach to the . solution of this question, 

No one who really desires . serious negotiations on this matter can object to our 

proposal that we should first cane to an understanding on the . principle -that is, 
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on the principle serving as the basis of an agreement, on the criteria to be used 
... -

as a guide,. in determining the number of missiles to be retained. Afterwards, on the 
.. 

basis of. this a.greement in principle, on the basis . of the criteria the two sides 

will easily be. able to reach agreement on the specific number of global - that is, 

intercont;inental - missiles, anti-missile missiles and ground-to-air missiles to 
: ··· . . . . . . . 

be retained by the Soviet Union and the United Statesq 

It seems to us that .such an approach would immediately bring our negotiations 

on this question into a practical channel. In this way we should avoid a stage of 

sterile controversies on the number of missiles to be retained. If there is no 
~ . . 

previous understanding on the basic principle of such an agreement, it is to be 

foreseen that one side, for example, will have in mind figures of one or two digits 

and the other side figures of three . or even four digits for the number of missile.s 

to be retained. This is precisely what may be expected from the United States side, 

whose representatives would like to elucidate by way of comparison tpe specific 

difference between this Soviet proposal and the United States proposal for a 30 per 

cent reducti.on of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons in the first stage. 

This means that the proposals of the two sides would be so far apart that any 

agreement on the number of missiles to be .retained would be unthinkable. Take, for 

example, the lamentable experience of the neg~tiations on the cessation of nuclear 

weapon tests, where only a few units: for instance, in the question of the number 

of control posts or inS,P.ections were a sufficient pretext for the 11\Testern Powers to 

block agreement. It would be another matter if we were to agree beforehand on the 

basic principle, on the criteria to be used as a guide in determining the number of 

missiles to be retained. In these circumstances there should be no great difference 

between the specific proposals of either side on the number of missiles to be retained, 

since both sides w~d be guided by the same criteria in determining these numbers 

and would base the:mselves on the same b<lsic principle. As a result, i;he :figures , 

proposed by both sides should be fairly close to each other and may even coincide, 

In any case, in th~se circumstances the process of agreeing the number of missiles 

to be retained would be incomparably easier. 
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As you see, this analysis shows that the approach proposed by· ·· ~e Spviet Union -· .. ··-- --··· . . 
to the solution of this question is lo~cal. and realistic an~ ~ easily be carried 

ou~ in. practiee. We call upon our Western partners to come to an ?greement without 

delay on the matter of principle, and then proceed to a discussica . of the specific 

n~rs of missiles_ o! various types and categories to be retaJ.!led on the basis of 

the agreed principle, the agreed criterion. Such an agreement would. ent-ail substantW 

progress in our negotiations. We call upon the Western Powers to respond to this 

initiative of the Soviet Union and to make their contribution to the cause of 

disarmament. 

If we take the United States Outline of Basic Provisions for a Treaty, any 

concealment- of weapons during its implentelltation would constitute a definite danger 

to the others. Let us examine this ques~ion. Under the Western proposals for a_ 

percentage reduction of armaments, the States would retain not only the~ ~d : 

forces but also nuclear weapons and means ~f: <ielivery throughout the propess . <;>.f ·: 

disarmament • . This means that the danger o_f a _ nuclear war would cons~tl.y _hang over 

~. And those in the Pentagon and in the NATO. general staffs ,.nto. are now 
'I '· .. · ·' ··· . - . . 

¥9rking out p~s for military operations would . have every possibil;ity of l.mleashing 

a .full-scale war. In these circumstances, any concealed quantity of missiles or 

other strategic means of deli very of nuclear weapons would . :ecnsti tut~ ·a reserve for 

a potential aggressor, which would, of course, provide an addit,iqM.l. -~~ntive to 

unleash a world-wide thermonuclear war. 

Those are the considerati'?r.l,~~ .. ~~~:. ~~~-~~et, delegation .. :w:i.,shed to put forward 

at today•s meeting. As. for the other questions raised by the .representatives of 

the Western countries in . ponnexi,on -~th our proposal for the. ratention by the Soviet 

Union and the United States of an :agreed number of missiles until the end of the 

second stage of disarmament, · we . :should like to reserve the right to. revert to them 

at our next meeting devoted to the problems of general and complete disarmament. 

. ··'- · ~ 

_ _._0.!t .. ... _ .. :_ •. . . : .. , .. .. . .... .... .. .. .. 

... '- · 
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Mr, BURNS (Canada): The Canadian delegation has listened carefully to the 

statement which the representative of the Soviet Union has just made. ~- has gone .. _ ._ . 

over· a number of arguments which he has previously put to the Confere~H:;e in favour of 

the proposals advanced by the Soviet Union delegation for dealing with the reduction 

and eventual elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles (ENDC/2/Rev,l, articles 5-8). We 
... ·- . 

shall, of course, . study his remarks with care, and we may make some observatiqns on 

them at a future meeting. 

The only point which I should like to make at present in that connexion is that the 

Soviet delegation does not appear to have grasped the essence of the argument which my 

delegation advanced at a previous meeting (ENDC/PV.l29, pp.5 et seg.), pointing out 

the rather critical nature of the numbers of retained vehicles if the Soviet Union's . 
. . '- · ·-~ .: 

proposals were adopted. , ~owever, I do not propose to refer to that ~her at this ,. 

meeting; I propose, ra~her, to speak on a more general topic which I think has a very 

important relation to our proceedings here. 

At our meeting on Fri~ay last, 10 May, the representative of the So~et Union 

quoted Mr. Stelle, the representative of the United States, and went on with further . 

observations of his own which I should like to put on the record again. Mr. Tsarapldn 

said: 

11The United States representative, 1'fr. Stelle, said: 

'Ocr responsibilities require also that we understand each other's 

concerns and try to meet those concerns in a manner consistent 

~dth the common security.' (illiDC/PV.i2z, p.29) . 

"Those are very good words; ~hey are full of good sense. 

'"We have just stated our views, our fears and apprehensions with 
• . - J' ., 

~ - r egard to the policy of military b6lance which the Western Powers 

are pursUing. We a sk the uirl.t ed $tates delegation and the 

r'epr~s~;{f.~tives ~f the othe r ~lestern Pol.rers to r e cognize their responsib~ty 
and show comprehension of th~se f ears and apprehensions, which are 

perturbing not only the socialist countries but also all ~ace-loving 

peoples." (ENDC/PV.l30, pa40) 

So far the Canadian del egation can endor se wha t ~~. Tsarapkin said, and even 

endorse it enthusiastically. But he went on to put all the blame for the dangerous 

confrontati ons in the world on the \'I/' estern alliance , and of course -we cannot a gree 
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to that. ··· ifrs-·remrks~e me think of some passages in a book called An Alternative to 

:Weir' or· -surrender·, ·'b;f' Charles E~ O~go6d, who . is Professo~· bt . Pyschoiogy at ~the. Uni varsity 

l :Of Illinois~ Wfth:the Cominittee 1s perin:ission.I ·should like to quote the following 

"The proposals that have. been presented bY both the· USSR ~d the United: ' States 

for general and complete disannament are actually quite similar." · · ·· 

And here I ndght interpolate that the Canadian delegation has pointed. out bef~re in 

this CoD:mittee the similarities in approach Wtuch have been effected t~ough negotiations. 

I quote further £ram Professor Osgood's book;: 

. 1.1There are· differences, to be' . sure ~ in the types of inspection, 

in the organization ahd . authority of the :inte:rriatl.onal ~o:ritr~l body and 

. so forth - but there· woUld seem to be nothing so eerious as to rule out 
the possibility of successful negotiation. •i 

. ·. 

Howe'Ver, as· we in this CoJIIlli.ttee lmow all too well, reaching agreement on ~neral 

and complete disarmament through negotiations seams a rather distant prospect. The 

Profess~:r' asks·~y that is so, and he gives the answer: . 

• ·· 1tWhen · both sides agree on the extrao~ary danger created by the . cistenc~ 
of nuclear weapOOS, when both sides expres~ earne~t· (and, I believe I sincere) 

de~ires for peace, wh~n both sides agree reasonably well ori how to go aoo~ it, 
why are they tmable to get together? . What are . the mechan~sms in human thinking 

under conflict conditions that work against successful negotiation? . 

''What one side ~rceives as eqU.a.ble (fair, balanced, just) is likely t~ be 
' . f-:· · 

perceiw'd by the oth~r as ine~uable (unfair, unbalar1ced, unjust). Given their 

quite different nationai histories, RuSsians and Americans approach negotiations 

with different sets of oeaning for th~ ·-·~ critical ~oncepts: 'inspection.' .. .. 

means espionage for one but elimination of secrecy for the other; 'overseas 

bases r means aggressive i.ritent to one but defensive intent to the other - and 

- so on ad infinitum. ii 

I inight remark: · in p~ss.ing that the Professor cites Russians and Americans, but I 
' -~ . ,. . . 

think th~t if "he could attend oilr discussions here he WoUld prObably ·conclude ·· trult ail 
their ~'ilies exhlbft much the same cha.racteristics, the · ~a.:iaii· del~gation ~ciuded 

. . :·: _ ·:."-: ·.: .· 

of course. 

A good part or 'tlie' Soviet representative's statement 'at our 130th meeting,. frOm 
which I have quoted, '}:descriood-'the · apprehensions of the USSR and. its allies~ He ·.=· . ·' 

invited the Western·_:~ti6ns to tak~ . them into ac~ount in our policies for defen.ce and 
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m·o:ur-·propoeals ·for disarmament and measures preliminar;v to di~e~t. The Canadian 

delegation agrees that we should do . so. But we think also that __ the. Soviet Union delegation 

and the delegations of its allies should be aware of how the So~et Union proposals for 

the first stage of disarmament, and its proposed declaration (ENDC/75) that no means of 

delivery of nuclear weapons should be stationed on foreign bases, look to the NATO members, 

and that they should give due consideration to that and perhaps modify their proposals 

-~o bring them more into accord with the agreed principle of balance (ENDC/5, para.5). 

At our meeting of 24 April, during wh;ich we discussed general and complete disarmament . 

Western representatives were accused by Mr. Tsarapkin (ENDC/PV.l24, pp.l2 et seg.) of 

failing to give a clear-cut reply whether or not they accepted the Soviet disarmrunent plan 

(ENDC/2/Rev.l) as amended by the Gramyko proposal (A/PV.ll27.provisional, p.JB-40). He 

accused the Western representatives of posing questions which aimed at confUsing the 

real issue, and said that the very nature of the questions posed amounted, in hi_s view, 

to a rejection of the Soviet proposal. That, of. course, is not the ~~se. We have made 

an honest attempt to examine Soviet proposals f9r the elimination of nuclear delivery 

vehicles . in the context of other stage I measures proposed by the Soviet Union. ~Jhen we 

seek more l;ight on how the Soviet proposals would affect the security of 1~Testern States, 

we are accused of clouding the issue and of distorting the effect which the Soviet 

proposals would have on what I shall now term, in deference to the Polish representative, 

"the balance of security". 

The factors which affect a nation's security are many, and they var.y from one 

count.J:Y to another, but there is one common approach: the defensive measures taken are 

governed by the threats which they are intended to counter. To tell the West, as 

Mr. Ts~apkin is prone to do, that we are securing ourselves against an imaginary 
•· l • • . . ~ 

threat is not enough to persuade us to accept the Soviet disarmament plan. We must be 

shown that that plan will not break up the co-ordinated defensive. dispositions which 

together form the safeguard against what we believe to be the threat confronting us. 

I do not wish to initiate a polemical debate about who threatems --Whom.. It is 

obvious that both major military alliances consider themselves threatened. However, I 

should like to state briefly what I consider to be the main objection from a Western 

point of view to the first stage of the Soviet draft disarmament plan. It is that 

NATO, as a defensive alliance, would be broken up completely under the terms of the 

Soviet first-stage measures. That would be so even if those measures were implemented 

with verification considered adequate by the 11fest, and even if, taking the statistics 
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of manpower and ai·maments of the separate NATO nations and adding them together, the sum 

were approximately equal to the corresponding statistics for States. members of the 

Warsaw Pact bloc. 

-~lhy does the Canadia.n delegation hold that view? In the first place, if the Soviet 

Union first-stage disarmament plan were adopted, all forces and armaments would be 

confineo within their national botmdaries. No headquarters to co-ordinate the . defensive 

efforts of memper States could function;> and no joint exercises could be undE3rtaken, If 

the North Atlantic alliance is effective togay.s> it is because the defensive capabilities 

of all members have been brought together under an internationaJ. chain of command. 
The second major objection we see is that all military forces of the major partner 

in NATO would be 3)1000 miles away from Europe -- across the Atlantic -- and the 

peripheral members of the alliance in Europe~ such as Norway.s> the United Kingdom, 

Po1·tugal .. Italy~ Greece and Turkey, would be separated from the geag:.:-aphical hub of the 

alliance by other natural barriers. The Soviet representative criticizes our 

references to those geographical considerations as artificial.? meaningle£Js and irrelevant._ 

It rr4y be possible, as Mr. Tsarapkin told QS on 24 April (ENDC/PV.l24, p.l4) to transport 

a division of troops from the North American continent to EL~ope in a matter of nine, 
. : .. 

or even seyen, hours; but what would be produced by implementing the first stage of 

the Soviet plan is a military situation similar in many respects to that which existed 

at the beginning of the Second 1-lorld Wa.r. In that war the United States.? the United 

Kingdom and Canada had considerable exper•ience of moving troops to Europe from acl'oss 

the Atlantic and in mounting invasions across the Mediterranean and the Channel. The 

time taken to transport troops with only their packs and rifles -- and that is the time 

which would be referred to in the conditions possibla to air transport -- is by no means 

a measure of the time it takes to bring to bear the effective military force of a natio~ 

which is geographically removed from the battls area. 

I suppose it is natural that the socialist countries, in their endeavour to 

convince the Conference that their plan is realistic and our objections illogical, 

should try to minimize those factors which would clearly enhance their military pouer 

relative to that of NATO. Let us reflect for~ moment on what would be the .position 

of some NATO countries if the alliance were dismembered, as the Soviet first-s~ge 

plan would have it. Let us consider.? for example;> the defensive position of European 

member countries situated on the flanks of the treaty area. They would still be 

associated with the rest of their allies by a paper treaty. In practice.? however, if 

they were subjected to external military or political pressure.? or threatened with it, 
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their NATO allies who had complied with the requirements of the Soviet first-stage 

proposals would be unable to give them timely and effective support. The fact is 

that at the end of its first stage the Soviet Union would continue to dispose of the · 

most powerful single military force in Western Europe, a force very much greater than 

any other there, and would be faced only by individual nations which would have lost 

the means of co-ordinating their separate forces into a combined defence. 

The influences and fears which led to the establishment of NATO still operate, 

and while they do it cannot be expected that the Western nations will return to the 

vulnerable position in which they found themselves in 1949. It might help the 

socialist delegations to understand our position better if they were to consider 

whether they would feel very secuxe if the Soviet Union were separated from the rest 

of the Warsaw Pact nations by an ocean 3,000 miles wide. I think they would reach 

m!lCh the saru.e conclusions as those which underlie the conceptions of the United States 

Outline of Basic Provisions for a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament (ENDC/30). 

To the remarks I have made I anticipate that the Soviet representative might 

answer something like this ~ 11The socialist States threaten no one. The effect of the 

fi~s"G s taGe of our disarmament proposals not only would eliminate manpower and 

arffiE'_rnents in equal proportion,. so that no State or group of States gained an advantage, 

but also would abolish the possibility of nuclear war for all time in two years and 

would create an atmosphere in which military alliances would have no valid reas on to 

exist. 11 

To that I would reply ~ We have disagreed with the Soviet Union 's contention that 

its plan would be sure to abolish nuclear warfare, and we have explained why. First, 

to turn back the clock eighteen years~ as the Soviet proposal purports to do , would 

not 1nake the world a safer place for mankind~ because we car~ot turn back the clock 

of knowledge. We have learnt the means of waging thermonuclear war, and uhless we 

contemplate as a first-stage measure of disarmament the elimination of all scientists 

and t echnicians capable of re-establishing the art of nuclear war ~ the danger of 

escalation will alv1a.ys exist. Secondly, history teaches us ·-- and I mean all the 

countries r epr esented here - - that nations cannot rely solely on fair words promising 

peace and friendship uttered by any nation that has military power to enforce its 

policies. 

That i s not simply a negative position, simply a refusal to contemplate disarmament. 

we in the vJestern group of nations bel ieve we offer an alternative and more feasible 

plan; and what the vlestern countries ask is that the Soviet delegation should give the 

s~e thoughtful consideration t o t he western plan as the Wes t has given to the Soviet 
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propos:als ·. - oWoolac ·a ··30 per :·cent ·redu'ction of··ar-Ei-nts ·acrl~s:S' 'the ;bo'a:rcf/ and the .:.. . · 
concllr-r(3fl't; Eiffeci that WOLrld haVe-on armanien:tf:f<ana mati!x)wer 'extrat:St~tor:ially ·deploYed 
now )l not :ct.··eat~- a;· s·ituation far p-referable 'to 'the b.ne : 'Which~ exis:ts '-todiiy·? · As· ~I · ·have 

said prev.ibrwly;·:~ .wli:Lle. ·it- is· not- c~ilimd · tha.t the- putting 'Trtto ef'f'ec-t -df the · fir.st . i.' 

stage proposa-ls- .of ·the: United States and iu{ali·i€s wou-ld rerider ·'the~' ~Orld sa . .fe:·for 

evel;, fr.(}1!1: the' danger of. war-)l it would ptit:.:a'n erii:r to the ' arms ra'ce ' and bla.k:~ · the' warld . 

a far:· ::sa~Ef!f .. pllfce: than~ --it-· no\-1 l-s-. ·~c ·· :·· · 

":!' •. :. :;J:: hav~·: ·tri'ed today to give' a brief appraisal of· what would: be :the mos~t inipbrtant . 

effect of the Soviet propos'als- 6n the SE!'curity of the members ·of th~' North;Atranti'c 

allianoa~- ~ . rr :the socDHist counti·ie's feel that the Western . plan wouid l:e~sen:· their 
security )l we should be . glad to hear their ·explanation of why ahd ho\i 'it \.muid do scl~ ­

we want to hear something clo·ser to realities than such one...:sentence arguments : as·' 
;'Abolish the .means o-f ·waging nuclear ·w-ar· for all time in two yearsn)l and 1'For:eign 

bases are imperialistic and threaten -thc ··soviet Union . and its social:ist allieW1 • ·· ·. 

I rather dignify : those statements by -calling · the.m arguments )I of ·couise)l but they · are 

statements which we have heard repeated very frequently. What - we should like '-instead 

is a constructiv~ · analysis of oilli ' proposals)> inciuaing a clear statem:eh-t whethei':/ ' in 

the opinion of the socialist delegations )l they do or do· .not. obser.v~· .the .. prtnc;.iple-of 

balance; . -ahd' we ·:; would rhbpe that that woulcl ' bring abotit '·.eveiltually the des:lred meeting 

of rninds ·~ 

:Mx+ CHRISTOV (Bulgaria}€trarislat.i6ri from French) ; My delegati6n considers 

that wheneve·r ·we b;toach .· the ·:~ dit~ral'lliamen .t ·~ problem ;:,we -a:r.e. Obliged ' ~- we ·S·hauld ··· fElel · ~~'< 

obliged ~ .... .., not "to forget that ofir '-objective is· founded : on certafn generally~accepted ' " 

principles and premises. '!GerieJ':!ally-·aocepted 11 ·he're· ;means that ::they ·.h8.ve ~:been acceptea·~·­
by goveiri.merrts ·and approved cby . the Ulfited ·:Natr6ns a:rid ::enjoy ' the strongest stlpp<Jrt bf · · · ... , 
world public opinion)' or all peoples united on :the -matter by a: unarLtmous wiil:and 

desire. 

The first of these principles is that in oLrr tliae disarmament is an absolute 

necessity in order to ensure not only peace but the very sLrrvival of mankind. Each 

one of us could quote an impressive number of drama.tic statements and appeals confirming 

what I have just said. I shall therefore confine myself to recalling what I think is 

the most recent of these documents; the Declaration published in Geneva by the .members 
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of the International Scientific Community and circulated by the kind offices of the 

Brazilian representz:.tive at our Conference, Mr. de Castro. More than 150 scientists 

from different countries express in this document their conviction that all peoples 

should do their utmost to support the idea of general and complete disarmament. 

Secondly 1 it is recognized that with the advent of the atomic era we can no 

longer speak of disarmament without first considering the need to avert and eliminate 

the threat and danger of nuclear war. The basic disarmament problem at the present 

time is that of eliminating the danger of nuclear war. This is the danger which lends 

the disarmament problem an urgency that liTe can never disregard. 

This is what President Kennedy said on the subject in an address at the sixteenth 

session of the United Nations General Assembly on 25 September 1961 ~ 

"Every manjl woman and child lives under a nuclear sword of Da.mocles, 

hanging by the slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at any 

moment by accident or miscalculation, or by madness ••• The mere 

existence of modern weapons -- ten million times more po'W·erful than 

any that the world has ever seen, and only minutes away from any 

target on earth -- is a source of horror and discord and distrust." 

(A/PV.lOlJ. paragraphs 50. 51) 

The question therefore inevitably arises of the means to be adopted to escape from 

this situation. Unfortunately there are not many. In fact there is only one, since, 

by the very nature of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, the nuclear 

danger can be eliminated only i f r adical measures are taken to render them harmless 

from the start of the disarmament process. Consequently there are only two ways of 

radically solving this problem: the direct method, which consists in banning and 

eliminating nuclear weapons in the first stage, and the indirect method, which 

consists in neutralizing these fearsome weapons, th&t is to say in destroying all 

means of d eli~ering them-- the nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. 
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I feel very embarrassed athaving · to repeat such well:..khown facts; but I am 

rsally obliged to. do . so . because at the pre :..; ent stage of discussi~n on the proposal 

tnade by the -Soviet Foreign MinisterJ> ·Mr. Gromyko . (A/PV.llzl, provisional.!' p~38-40L 

it is ··esseritial to review certain questions and in ~articular to clarify the . 

respective attitudes of the nuclear Powers towards the nuclear problem. · 

The Soviet Union's attitude is well known. The Soviet Government and the Soviet 
. . . 

delegation have more than once dra'Wn attention to the danger of nuclear we_apons and 

the urgent need to eliminate that danger. · In this coruiexion the Soviet Union-­

which has always been concerned to find an adeqi.late solution -- bearing :in m:ind the 
objections rais.ed by 'the west.!' proposed the llSe of one or other of the two methods 

I have just mentioned. We all know the reception the Scrv·iat proposals were given ~ 

they were rejected. · 'The United States.!' supported by the United K:ingdomJ> rejected the 

proposal t-o eliminate nuclear weapons in the first stage. They also reje.cted the 

proposal in the Soviet draft . treaty (ENDC/2, art. 5) to eliminate nucle~r weapon 

delivery vehicles in the first stage of t~2 ~.;rogramme of general and complete ·· 

disarmamEmt. · 

The· attitude of the United States and the United K:L."'lgdorii is also well. known.!' 

particularly s~ce, · in this : respect as in many others J> it has renia.med fixed. It 

consists ; in proposirig (ENDC/30) . a 30 per cent reduction in nuclear weapon delivery 

vehi~les during the first stage.!' a further 35 per cent redu~ticinduring the second 

stage.!' and yet ·another reduction~ also of 35 per cent; dur:ing a third stage. It 

should be noted at ~nee that no time~limit has been fixed for carrying out these 

reductions; but they will obviously take a. very long time. 

Attempts have been made during our discussion ~- and at great length -- to 

presSr'i.t . this .inethod as offering great Hdvantages. But the authors of these proposals 

ha:ve said nothing about the fact that a 30 per ·· cent reduction :in nuclear weapon 

deliver{ veh:lcles does not reduce the danger and threat of nuclear aggression by the 
' . 

same .30 percent. · In other wordsJ> despite reductions of 30 per cent.!' and of 35 per 

cent in the se cond stage, the threat and the danger will still be 100 ~7r centJ> so 

that the effect of the reduction will always be nil ; hence there will be no 

effective .disarmament, since in ·our age no genu:ine disar~ent i~ conceivabi~ without 

eliminating the nuclear t~~eat and danger. 
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It has been said that the United States plan~ while not entirely eliminating the 

danger of nuclear war, would nevertheless have the effect of reducing that danger. 

That is a misconception; the da.nger cannot disappear unless it disappears altogether; 

it c~nnot be eliminated piecemeal. It may of course be thought that~ as we have often 

heard said here~ the nuclear danger will always exist; but it cannot be asserted that 

the danger will be lessened by a 30 per cent reduction in nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles. 

Here I think we touch on one of the greatest difficulties of our task~ due to 

this fundamental contradiction between~ on the one hand, the reality created by nuclear 

weapons~ by the ever-growing wmifold danger of nuclear catastrophe~ and the urgent 

need to put an end to this desperate situation~ and on the other hand the negative 

attitude of the \Jestern countries. While seeking to conceal the substance of the 

problem by inadequate proposals such as 30 per cent reductions spread over an 

indefinite period of time~ the ·western representatives maintain that the nuclear threat 

is one means -- and in their view the most reliable means -- of guaranteeing peace and 

security. 

In other words~ the United States and their allies do not merely oppose the 

elimination of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery; they invoke the present 

existence of these weapons and their retention for an indefinite period in the future 

as essential to peace. Thus the most terrible threats that have ever hung over the 

world become~ in the Western representatives' argumentsjl a. bulwark of peace. So that 

the major concern of the United States will no longer be the need to eliminate nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery~ but becomes the need to keep them indefinitely 

and hence to increase their destructive power and ths efficiency of their means of 

deliveryjl which is the consequence of the arms race. 

The statements of the United States and the other Western representatives during 

the discussion are in this respect highly significant. I must say in all fairness that 

theirs has been an extremely arduous task~ since it is ~possible not to recognize the 

seriousness of the danger and no less impossible to prove that this same danger should 

be preserved. 

I have already ventured to quote President Kennedy on the subject of the nuclear 

threat. l1ay I quote again~ this time from the statement made by the United States 

representative~ r~. Na~kjl at the meetli1g held on 3 April? He then said ; 
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11It is not at all evident why the communist countries think 

' that they alone appreciate the disast~r for humanity that would 

arise from a nuclear war~ and that they alone are anxious and 

ready to prevent that disaster. We in the West are just as aware 

of that supreme political challenge of our era as are our Eastern 

colleagues. 11 (ENDC/PV .117? p.l8) 

This~ in my view~ is very well spoken, although I do not see why ~~. }~rk should 

have said that the representatives of the socialist colli!tries think that they alone 

are capable of appreciating the danger. I do not think that anyone has ever said so. 

What any representative of· a socialist country is bound to say is that it is not 

enough to appreciate the danger~ but the right steps must be taken to avert it and 

to eliminate it for ever. We cannot help noting the contradictions between the 

statements appreciating the nuclear danger and the military measures that will increase 

that danger by disseminating nuclear weapons and weapon delivery vehicles all over the 

world. Nor can we fail to note the coritrt!tdjction in arguing that in order to savs the 

world from the nuclear threat all you have ; to do is to maintain that same threat. 

No; we believe that it is simpler~ and also more logical~ to seek ways and means of 

eliminating the threat. What we say is that the attitude of the United States to the 

problem of the nuclear threat is based on the desire to retain nuclear weapons and 

their means of delivery and thus to keep the threat of nuclear war hanging over our 

heads. 

But the attitude of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries to this 

crucial problem is quite different. It is in complete harmony with popular feeling 

and the refusal of mankind to live in a nuclear nightmare. In. a word, we are in 

favour of the total and immediate elimination of the nuclear threat. 

The search for a solution of the problem along the lines of the Soviet proposals 

does not stem from an over-simplified 11maximalismn, as is sometimes hinted by the 

Western delegations but from the very nature of modern weapons and their terrible 

power of destruction. And it is with due regard to the nature of nuclear weapons and 

to the new, reality they have created that the Soviet Unionandthe other socialist 

countries · rais·e the question of eliminating the threat they represent, while naturally 

allowing for the other olamonts that go to make .up the very complex problem of 

disarmament. 
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The last proposal made by the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gro~ko, 

hao been amply commented upon at previous meetings of the Committee. It is in essence, 

as the Sov:i.et Union representative has said, on important initiative offering 

concessions to the Uni~ed States. How did the Western delegations receive the 

Gro~ko proposal? ~ already familiar tactics. They first expressed some interest 

in it end said they regarded it as a step in the right direction. Then shortly 

afterwards they began to put a series of questions designed to elicit so-called 

"clarifications", and next asked for subsequent concessions by the Soviet Union and 

m~de coi-~erted attempts to show that the Gro~ko proposal is no more than an adoption 

of the Western position on the reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles. We have seen 

the same tactics used many times. 

In July last, when the Soviet Union accepted the Western proposal for a 30 per 

cent reduction of conventional weapons in the first stage, (ENDC/PV.S7, pp. 21 et seqJ, 

the ill'mediate reaction of the Western delegations (ibid.,p.J7) was to describe that 

concession as an important step by the Soviet Union. The next reaction 

(ENDC/PV.S9, pp.l6 et seq.) was: now that the Soviet Union has accepted that 

principle for conventional weapons, why not extend it to other weapons, including 

nuclea~ weapon vehicles? 

Thus, every new step taken by the Soviet delegation to meet the Western 

delegations is greeted with an attempt to express everything in terms of American 

ideas and to fit eny new proposal into the narrow framework of the plan submitted 

by the United States. 

Although such attempts may have the merit of prolonging discussion, they naturally 

cannot produce any positive result. In this particular case it is easy to see that 

til.ere is r..o ·::. and never can be any connexion between the Gromyko proposal and the 

United States proposals for a percentage reduction in vehicles. In the first place, 

the subst~~ce of the problew remains unchanged -- and the substance of the Soviet 

proposal lies in a solution which, in regard to nuclear weapon vehicles, would 

provide qualitative changes in the present situation, whereas the United States 

proposal provides only for a quantitative approach. The Gromyko proposal attacks 

the problem always with a view to a rapid elimination of the nuclear threat by the 

liquidation and destruction of all missiles that may be used as nuclear weapon vehicles, 

except f or a~ agreed and strictly limited number of intercontinental missiles, ground~ 

to-air missiles and anti-missile. missiles which the Soviet Uriion and the United States 
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would retain until the end of the second stage solely within their own territories 

(ENDC/2/Rev. 1; arts 5-8). What has that to do with the 30 per cent reduction in the 

first stage? 

The Soviet proposal provides that only an agreed, but strictly limited, number of 

vehicles would be retained in the territories of two countries only, the Soviet Union 

and the United States. The Soviet proposal introduces, as always, · the time factor, and 

leys down specific time-lim ts for carrying out the agreed measures. 

If the G:ro~ko proposals were carried out, would the situation be really the same 

as the present one, or as that which would obtain after a 30 per cent reduction? 

These are the observations which I think had to be made at this stage of the 

discussion. I apologize for having had to repeat some very well-known facts; but, 

~ince the Western de.l.egations assert that they are aware of and concerned about the 
. . ~ :, ; .' . 

seriousnes!!l o.f the nuclear danger, I think they should answer one question that is 

still pendi11g despite . ~he scope of the discussion. In our opinion, that ·question is 

the following: Does the United States see a threat in the present state of · nuclear 

weapons? . . If so 1 is there in the United States delegation 1s opinion an' urgent 

necessity to eliminate it; and how and when, under the United States proposals, could 
.,. .·,_ 

. this threat be. eliminated? 

Mr. STELLE (United States of Americ·a): At our plenary meetiilg on 8 ··May a 

nULlber of delegations, including rrcY own, suggested that the time mBcY have come ' when 

we should pro_ceed to the discussion of the next item on our agreed agenda (ENDC/1/Add.J) 

and ref~r ite~ 5(b) and 5(c) to the co-Chairmen for further consideration and subsequent 

report to the Conmittee. J~s ~ delegation indicated at that meeting (ENDC/PV.l29, p.JJ), 

and as has been further demonstrated ~ statements from our Eastern colleagues this 
• ' . 

morning, we obvi~usly have still a long wey to go to achieve agreement on the reduction 

of arm&ments in stage I. The United States proposals on the subject have been presented 

~n considerable detail, end we have also submitted appropriate draft treaty language 

which is before the Committee (ENDC/69). 

The United States delegation has also, as was noted • by our Soviet colleague this 
' .. 

morning (supra, p . 6 ) , p~t forward its preliminary conclusions (ENDC/PV .124, · pp. 32 et seg 

on the prop<>sals of the Soviet Union for reduction of arcaments in stage I (ENDC/2/Rev.l), 

including the modification of those proposals made in the General Assembly last autumn 

by Foreign Minister G:rorqyko (A/PV.ll27, p~ovisfonal, p.38-40). Those preliminary 

conclusions were based, . as we scdd at the time, on adci. ttedly inadequate data end 
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information from the Soviet representatives on just what their proposals mean. This 

morning's statement by the Soviet representative has not, unfortunately, added further 

to our infornation. We are still awaiting from the Soviet delegation suffici~nt 

clarification and elaboration of its proposals on items 5(b) and 5(c) 2 and w~ ~emain 

hopeful that our Soviet colleagues will in due course provide us with such information. 

Today, however, ~· delegation intends to proceed to the next item on our agenda, 

with the proviso, of course, cs we have said earlier, that items 5(b) and 5(c) be 

further discussed by the two co-Chairmen and, at a lcter date, in the Committee as well. 

Item 5(d) of our agreed agenda is, of course, concerned with measures in the field 

of nuclear disarmmnent in stage I and with related neasures of effective control. In 

~ statement today I intend to discuss the proposals of the United States which deal 

with those measures and their effective control. 

The philosophy of the United States disarmament plan (ENDC/30b as will be recalled, 

involves a freezing of armrunents at a point in time and their gradual, progressive and 

balanced reduction to zero. The United States has proposed four major meas'l.\r.e,s to 

accomplish this task with respect t') nuclear disarrarunent in stage I._ 

First, the arms race in nuclear weapons production would be stopped t4ro~gh a 

cut-off in the production of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons. 

Second, reduction in nuclear stockpiles would begin through transfers of meaningful 

quantities of weapons-grade U-235 to purposes other than use in nuclear - weapons. 

Third, States would undertake obligatiGns with respect to the ,non-proliferation 

.. of nuclear weapons. 

Fourth, nuclear weapons technology would be frozen with a test ban, which: of course 

we fervently hope will soon be agreed upon and put into effect as the first , step in 

this area, even before we have reachad agreeraent on broader arrangeraents. 

While those four measures are being implemented experts should, we propose, 

study the ways of assuring the elimination of nuclear weapon stockpiles. 

The first of these United States proposals calls for a halt in the production of 

fissionable materials for usc in nuclear weapons. That neans thLt States woulq . cease, 

at the beginning of stage I, all production of U-235 and plutonium for use in nuclear 

weapons. To that end the parties to the treaty would subrai t, through .the international 

disarmament organization, a declaration listing by naoe, location and production 

capacity every facility under their jurisdiction capr..ble of producing and pro?~::;sing 

fissionable r.:~aterials at ":.he agreed date, as weLL as the aoounts and types of 

fissionable material produced at each such facility. That ~eans .that St~tes in the 
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f~rst stage "'ould be declaring only those installations within their bounda::ies ir~volved 

in the proc~ss of making ' fissionable materials. Other installations involved in the 

pr~d~ctioii of 'nuClear weapons and their storage, end hence concerned with certain vi"f:,al 

national security interests, would not, under our proposal, need to be declared at that. 
·' . 

early point in the disarmriment process. Principally, the declaration would involve . 

certain production arid other reactors, gaseous diffusion plantR, and other subordinate 

and complementary installations used in the production of pluto:.rium &nd U-235. 

The United States proposals provide also that the production of f~ssio~nble 

materials for purposes other than use iri nuclear weapons ,7:JUld be limited to acreed 

levels. The parties to the treaty would submit to the international disarmament 

organization periodic declarations stating the amounts and types of fissionc.ble 

materials which were being produced at each facility. 

Obviously, there will hc.ve to be some production of fissionable materials for 

purposes other than use in nuclear weapons. That meanl:l, under our p:!.'oposcls, .t ·hat . 

States will be allowed to continue to produce materials necessary, :for exrunple, in · 

~he production of power, in medicine, and for scientific research. But ~here will 

have to be some means to ensure that materials produced for purposes other th~~ use 

in nuclear weapons do not find their ,.,ey into nuclear weapons. · Consequently, under 

.our proposals States will have to subject themselves to very strict accountability 

with respect to fissionable materials production. 

We . might note, however, that the United States proposal s7 e"s we haYe ju 3t M.i d, 

are not intended to prevent the production and the use of fission'able me:terio.l::; fl'-:' 

peaceful purposes to whatever extent States mey wish to engage in such activities. 

However, efforts to ensure adequate control over those materials would require tha~ 

production be regulated at some agreed level and that all such · ma~erials be carefully 

accounted for. This point is, of course, very ii.JportDnt, because fissionable m~"':.erial ::: 

are easily converted for use in weapons~ and States should ther~-fore hnYe · E'n ob:Ligation 

under the terms of any agreement to limit their production to · levels which would . 

satisfy their peaceful requirements and to provide assurances to ·the rest of the world 

that such materials were not diverted to weapons purposes. lh this connexion; the 

United States proposals provide also for the use of safeguards for international 

transfers of nuclear materials. 

As to the actual verification o£ the implementation of tho cut-off of the 

production of fissionable mcterials, the United States has proposed tha~ , in accordance 

with agreed arrangements, the international disarm~ent organiz&tion would verify the 
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implementation of this measure at declared facilities and also provide assurances that 

activities subject to agreed liQitations were not conducted at undeclared facilities. 

The first portion of the verification probleo with regard to the cut-off -­

verification that declared facilities were producing only what they were supposed to 

produce -- could be handle~ in a number of ways. Each of the arrangements would 

require further stuqy; but 1~ delegation believes the Committee might consider aqy 

one of them from the point of view of its adequacy to ensure that declared plant 

production was not exceeding the agreed level. 

As an illustrative ex&,~le, it might be possible to verify a plant's activities 

without entering the confines of the plant itself. That might be done, for ·example, 

by looking at a plant's electrical consumption and water usage, and by external 

moni taring of stack gases and of the input and output of 1aaterials processed by the 

plant. On the other hand, it may, after study, prove to be necessary, to prevent 

diversions within agreed t~lerances, to 'enter all or a portion of certain plants. 

The first type of verification arrangements might well be suitable to ensure 

that plants which had been co1apletely shut dom1 were indeed not operating; but core 

stringent measures might be required for operating plcnts. 1o/ delegation does not 

favour any one systeo over another, nor ere we proposing a particular system of 

inspection; we are merely setting forth these two examples as illustrations of some 

of the possibilities for adequate verification of a cut-off. 

With regard to the second portion of the control process -- arrangements to 

ensure that prohibited activities were not conducted at undeclared or clandestine 

facilities -- the United States is prepared to explore such arrangements as would 

provide the necessary assurances while safeguarding the security of the States concernec 

The second major measure of the United States proposal provides for the transfer 

of significant, agreed quantities of weapons-grade fissionable material to purposes 

other than use in nuclear weapons. Let there be no nistake about the effect of a 

transfer of a significant quantity of U.235 of weapons-grade quality to non-weapons 

uses. Coupled with the cut-off of production of such material, any transfer of 

such material, regardless of whether the oaterial caoe from weapons themselves or 

from the pipeline, would n.ffect directly the size of nuclear stockpiles and would 

consequently represent an i~ortant measure of nuclear disarmrument. 
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As our United Kingdom colleague pointed out in his very e_xcellent statement on 

this subject on 7 September 1962 (ENDC/PV~82, p.37 ), what makes a ntlclear weapon a 

device of mass destruction is not ., its size or shape, or its electronic or mechenical 

components, but the simple fact that it contains fissionable materials. Once 

transferred to non-weapons purposes and reprocessed cs might be necessary, under 

effective safeguards, such material would no longer be available for use in nuclear 

weapons. 

~ delegation has affirmed in the past, and reaffirms once again, its belief 

that significant transfer of nuclear rnat~rial, in connexion with a cut-off of 

production, would be the best means of getting the large nucleer stockpiles now in 

th~ hands of·. certain States reduced .at the earliest possible tirae. My delegation 

believes also that States should have discretion concerning whether the materials to 

·. be transferred would come from weapons already' produced ~r from material stockpiled 

for eventl,lal production of weepons. Yle believe that such a flexible arrangement would 

clearly facilitate the implementation and verification of this measur~~ whereas, on tt 

other hand, specific provision that material should come from weapons alread;y existing 

would .sreatly complicate the matter by raising, among other things, the very difficult 

problem of revealing, at the very beginning of the disarlll.Wnent process, weapons design. 

Thus the United States proposal avoids arrangements which would necessitate 

revelation at -the very outset of the disarmament process of matters which . are closely­

guarded State secrets and 'rlri.ch vitally concern national securi:t;y. Of course, the 

United States proposal would involve verification of the amount and of the quality of 

the material transferred; but such verification should not in ~ w~ involve 

disclosure of any 'particularly .sensitive information. 

My delegation firmly believes that these two t1easures - a cut-off of the 

production of materials fo·r weapons purposes, combined with . the transfer of significan 

quantities of U-235 to non-weapons purposes -- would be .a very i~or~ant step towards 

our goal of eliminating the stocks of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of States. 

Naturally, transfer alone without a simultaneous cut-off would not be meaningful, 

since production ·to ·replace transferred material could continue. For that 

reason the UDii.ed States links the two proposals. 
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!is for t~e __ q,\1_~~-i ty of the r:mterial to be transferred, the Cornr.:~i ttee is aware of 

the United States proposal for transfer by the United Sta~es and the Soviet Union of 

50,000 kilogrammes each of weapons-grade U-235 to non-weapons purposes. At the 

same time, the United States he.s stated· 6ii .several occasions . t4at it is flexible 

about that amount. If the Soviet Union, for some reason, believes that the amounts 

for transfer proposed by the United States are unsatisfactory 1 the United States is 

prepared to consider 1 within reason, such amounts as the Soviet Union mey wish to 

propose. 

A key point in the United States proposals for nuclear disarmament ~easures in 

stage I is that fissioneble materials tr~nsferred to peaceful uses, either within a 

State or to another State, 'rould be subject to e system of safeguards. The United 

States proposals provide that the fissionable materials -transferred could be used by 

the State to which the materials belonged in any r.1anner it saw fit, including transfer 

to other States, provided only that they were not diverted to nuclear weapons . useo 

To ensure that the oaterials are not so diverted, the United States proposes that 

they be subject to safeguard procedures by the international disarmament organization. 

The exact modalities of any such procedures could be worked out in an anne~c on 

verification appended to the treaty. 

Another major ·provision in the United States proposals relates to the que_stion 

of proliferation of · nucle~:>..r weapons to States which do not .now manufacture or own 

such weapons. The United States proposals would ensure that stage I of the trea~ 

contained adequate provisions for preventing (1) transfer of control of any nuclear 

weapons to States which had not manufactured such weapons, ( 2) .· assistance to such 

States in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, (3) testing of nuclear weapons ,by any 

State. In the cases of the transfer of control of nuclear weapo~s or assistance in 

manufacturing nuclear weapons, the United States proposals contain specific 

prohibitions which we would wish to see included in stage I of the treaty, or 

undertaken prior to the ir:rplementation of ·the treaty, if possible. 

With regard to nuclear weapon test explosions, the Uni tee. States hopes, and 

indeed assumes, that we shall have reached an effective and safeguarded test ban 

agreement well before stnee I is put into effect, and we believe that such an agreemeni 

would open the way to measures dealing more directly with the problem of proliferation . 

But if, in spite of all our efforts and hopes 1 such an agreement is not arrived at, 

the United States position is that all nuclear weapon test explosions should be 

prohibited in stage I and that effective procedures for the verification of the 

cP.ssntion of such tests should be a nart of the treatv. 
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The final point in the United States proposals for nuclear measures in stage I ~ 

is the creation ot a group of experts to discuss the means for settliitgand to settle . . . . . 
. . ; ···i· . 

outstanding questions relating to the future reduction and eventual eiiinination of 

nuclear weapons stockpiles in stages II and III. 

The United Kingdom working paper (ENDC/60) submitted on 31 AuguSt last presents 

us with, among other things, some preliminary conclusions on the difficulties of 

. check_ing past production of fissionable materials. At the moment we know that it 

would be Vf!Jry difficult to account for past fissionable materials production, and that 
. . . . . ' . 

therefore States which might be led to violate the treaty oou:ld have the possibUity 

of suooessfu:lly concealing nuclear weapons. We therefore believe that the best 

approach to the problem of the final complete elimination of nuclear weapons shoUld 

be to attack and resolve jointly the technical issues surrounding the problem of 

verify1IIg the elimination of those weapons. Such an approach, we believe, need not 
~ . 

necessarUy await the signature of a treaty. It coUld b·agili as soon as delegatiohk 

felt themsel vas clearly prepared to undertake the necessary studies. 
. . 

In s\DIUDB.ry, the United States proposals for nuclear measures in stage I would 

resu:l t in the following: 

First: they would arrest the growth of nuclear stookpUes for use in weapons, 

through a cut-off of production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear weapons;. 

Secondly: they would reduce the amount of fissionable materials avaUable to 

States for use in nuclear weapons and thus reduce their nuclear weapon capabilities; 

Thi~y: they woUld prevent proliferation of nuclear weapons by agreements to 

prohibit the transfer of control of nuclear weapons to additional States and to prohibit 

assistance . to additional States in manufacturing nuclear weapons; and 

Fourthly: they woUld freeze the advance of nuclear weapons technoiogy with an 

effective agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon test explosions, under adequate contrOl. 

The United States delegation believes that the implementation of those important 
. ' . 

measures woUld go f~ towards halting expansion of what we ali: know a~ the already 

stupendous nuclear capabilities available to certain Powers~ We hope that the Soviet . - . . 

Union, 1n particular, will carefully examine our proposals, so that we may move 

forward towards agreement in this most important, most vital, area of nuclear weapons. 
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I should like to say two things today, very briefly, 

The first is that we have now had a very long discussion in this Committee on items 

5 '(b} and 5 (c) of our agenda. I ari1 not at all clear whether that discussion has 

ended, but· certal.:hly one of our co~Ch~irmen assumes that in practice it has ended :for 

the·· preaen~ i . .. 

We have taken note that the United States co-Chairman has suggested that the 

subject shoUld rema:ln wider examination by the two co-Chairmen. We should like to 

suggest that; when· the co-Chairmen decide to examine it between themselves, they ,. 

should try to prepare a paper sett.ing out succinctly the remaining areas of disagreement 

with regard to vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons. What we have in mind 

is ·.that, unless some such thing is done, the long discussions which we have had will 

tend, we believe, to be lost. That should not happen, because while those O.iscussions 

havenot yet resulted· in agreement they have, we believe, prought forth from both 

sides valuable clarification of their positions. Indeed, there )lave been some .· 

remarks made·by representatives of the non-aligned countries which might also be 

taken iiitt) '·a~count in drawing up. a paper on the present position e,nd, more ·specifically' 

on the remaining areas of difference. We hope that the two c~Chairmen will ~onsider 

that suggestion~ 

The second point to which I wish to refer does not concern general and ~omplete 

disarmament. It concerns the nuclear test ban. Our delegation . would like to say 

that it ·welcomed the information which it gained yesterday from the newspapers-.-- we 

have not heard it contradicted, and we assume it is correct -- th~t the Pre~ident .of 
. ~ " ' ,~\' 

the :United .States has ' cancelled certain underground nuclear tests which were. due to 
',. . . . : ' . . .. ~· .. 

take ·-place later this month. vie note · that the ~ests have bee~ not postponed but 

:cancelled. vle feel that tb.at is a· development very much in line with the hqpe of 

the whole world that mil ear tests should stop, and we look forw~~-d . to other measures 

by the leaders of the two sides to fulfil that hope • . 

· Sir Paul ·:NiASbN (United 'Kingdom): Our United States colleague has again . 

suggested·' (supra, 'p. 31 ) that the time has come when we might profitably leave items 

5 ('b):and 5(c) of o\iragreed -~genda (~c/l/~dd.3) and proceed it it®I .. 5 (d). T~t 
is a course which has been · suggested or supported on previous .oc.casions by other 
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deleg~tions, inc~uding my own. I wish to support the proposal, and I find nothing 

to counteract its desirability in the long statement which we have heard this 

morning from our Soviet colleague. 

In the course of that statement Mr. Tsarapkin described me as naive (supra, p .. 8 ) • 

CominS from him, and in the context in which it was offered, I think perhaps I should 

regard the description as a compliment, whether or not he meant it so. I am certainly 

not naive enough to think, or to suggest, that in his statement this morning he has . 

given anything like a satisfactory answer to any one of the many questions which the 

United Kingdom, among others, has asked him on the Gromyko proposal 

(A/PV .ll27, provisional, p. 38-40), and which the leader of my delegation, :ra-. Godber, 

listed again at the end of his statement on 8 May (ENDC/PV.l29 1 p.39). 

Hot'iSVer, I think the statement our Soviet colleague made this morning _ is one 

which deserves careful analysis, and if -- I stress "if" --: I should find on reading 

it carefUlly that even a small corner of the mists ~hich I previously described as 

surrounding Mr. Tsarapkin whenever he speaks on this subject has been lifted to the 

smallest degree, I should think all the more that the subject was one which now 

deserved consideration by the two co-Chairmen for subsequent report back to the 

Committee. I am sure that we should all hope that, if such private discussions were 

held, they would be more fruitful than our discussions here on the subject have 

been so far. 

As our United States colleague indicated this morning, we shall of . course have 

to return to items 5 (b) and 5 (c) at a later date. I hope that, when we do, the 

Soviet _Government will have reconsidered ~ts position on that subject. In my view 

neither our Soviet colleague nor his c91leagues from Eastern Europe have put forward 

any sound arguments against the Western proposals for a 30 per cent cut across-the­

board in all major armaments, including nuclear delivery vehicles, in stage I. And 

now that we are moving on to item 5 (d) I hope very much that the Soviet Government 

will take the opportunity to re-examine the Western proposals for a 30 per cent 

reduction of nuclear delivery vehicles in stage I. 
, . .• 

Our United States colleague this morning has outlined fairly fully the various 

stage I measures of nuclear disarmament which have been proposed by the West. Those 

are important and substantial measures, and the United Kingdom delegation looks 
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fonvar-d ·i;o solid and, I trust, l'eally fruitful discussions on this subject. This 
. ·: . 

morning I only want to d:::aw the Connnittee 's attention to one· or twO of the Western 

proposals, and I . shall do so v'ery briefly. 

First, we look forward to hearing the considered vi~w~ 'or our Sovi'~t coil:ea.gU:e .' 

on the ·proposal that, af·i:ier a cut-oft, the United States and the Sovie·{ ·G.over.nlnents 
~ . . ! •. : . . ., . ,. . . . 

should transfer agreed and significant quanti ties of weapons·-grade fissile material 
··; .. · . . 

to purposes othe:r than use in nuclear weapons. As Western representatives have 

pointed out in the past, and as Mr. Stelle repeated today (supra, p • . 34) , that 

prop-osal could have an impor·tant effect on the nuclear capabilities of both the 

Soviet Union and the United States. 
. ' ' 

The Committee will have noted the suggestion made this morning by our United 

States colleague · (supra~ p. ·36 ) that his Government would be flexible about the 
.. .. .. . 

amount of fissile material to be transferred. I am sure that we shall all have 

listened to that with approval, and we in the United Kingdom, for our part, urge onr 

Soviet colleague to study the proposal carefully and to give us his considered views. 

Then again, our United States colleague devoted a part of his statement this 
: . . . 

morning -~o another :point which of course will require a great deal of attention from 

the Committee during cur forth~oming di~cussions . I am referring to the very 

difficult probleras ~valved in wo;king 'out' ~deci~te and effective v'erification 

measures for the el imj_na ti on of nuclear weap~r{k . It is quite obvious to all of u8 

that we are dealing oiJ. this point with one of the really crucial issues in any 

programme of disarmament. 

Mr. SteJ~e reminded the Committee this morning of the working paper (ENDC/60) 

submitted by the 'united Kingdom delegation at OUr . 77th meeting ori 31 August last and 
' .: .. :~ 

entitled "The Technical Possibility of International Control of Fissile Material 

Production 11
• I am sure that the Soviet Government, like the rest of us, recognizes 

tha·t; there are real and com~u:cated problems in this rietd. I dare say I am not 
- ~- -~ 

going too far when I express the hope that the Soviet Government would not wish to 

dissentfrom the analysis and the ,conciusions setout in the document to which I have 

referred. I hope, in fact, that that working paper, which my colleagues and their 
~· . . ~ ' ... . ' . 

Governments have now had over eight months to consider, may serve a dual purpose: as 

. ',. :: 
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a basis for our discussions on verification measures relating to nuclear disarmament, 

and as a basis for the iechnical studies which, as l1Jr. Stelle suggested to the CoiiD1littee 

this morning (supra, p. 37 ) , could begin here as soon as delegations were prepared, 

and which need not nec.essarily await the signature of a treaty on general and complete 

disarmament. 

The CHAIRlVU\N (Sweden): I should like to say a few words as representative 

of SWeden. 

First-, I should like to thank i.Vlr. Tsarapkin for having remembered the statement 

I made on 17 August last year and for having quoted from it. As there has been a 

great deal of discussion today about control, I i'eel tempted to quote two further 

sentences fram ' that s·tatement. At that time I said: 

"In any case, do not let us be over-ambitious regarding control, nor too 

suspicious about the implications of inspection and verification •••• Do 

not let us be influenced or over-awed by the fact that the United states 

and the USSR seem to hold rather contradictory views in this field of · · 

control and verification. I do not think that those differences exist 

solely or mainly because of the present political configUration . of the 

world. The problems which we face are to such a degree psychological 

and general in nature that I venture to~ sliggest that, had not the two 

great Powers bro'l.@lt them into focus, others would have felt obliged 

to do so. What we can hope for and what we should ask is that the 

pr .)ble:.-ns be not unduly complicated by the fact that opposite views 

are presented by the two Powers just referred to, but should be 

dealt with through objective, painstakingly detailed analysis." (~"DC/PV.71, p.35) 

I should like to comment briefly on the suggestion made by the representative 

of India, Mr. Lall (supra, p. 38 ) • I believe it would be useful for all of us to 

have a synopsis of ..;;~· a's !.vir. Lall'put it -- the differences regarding the subject 

under discussion. But I should like to add two words to his suggestion. I should 
.. ..: .-..... .. - . -. . - -

like to say'n6t"only '"differences" but also our difficulties and problems, because 

I feel that what we call "differences" are very often problems that we find too 

difficult to solve. 
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I think Ivir .. :La:I::l's suggestion was also constructive in that it put renewed 

emphasis on the institutiOJ1 of the c.:>-Chairmen. This Conference is certa:i,I:ll.y 

dependent to a f'airly large extent upon our co-Chairmen. The better they ce:-operate, 

the more they e~chronize their work, the easier will it be for us to discuss, to 

work and to reach ~esults. Therefore I humbly submit to our two co-Chairmen that 

-~hey should give "erious consideration to tile suggestion put foward by the 

represcn.~ative of India. 

Mr. TS.ARAPKIN {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) , (translation from 

Ruf?sian}: The statement made tcxla.y by the United States repres~Iltative showed a 

cer-ca:in tendency to depart :'rom what the representative of India~ .Mr. Lall 1 had in 

mind and what bas just been pointed out by our Chalrman, the representat·ive of SWeden, 

Baron -:on Plate:!'l, .''lfth :L~egard . to the institution of the co-Chairmen. The co-Chairmen 

have as yet made .no decision to put an end to the discussion of item 5 (b), and what 

vre have heard today ;f'rom the United States representative is n0t an agreed 

recommendation of the . co-~Chairmen, but a purely_ arbitrary, unilatera.l initiative of 

the representative qf the UnHed s·tates. Appar:mtly the United States representative 

is nho,_dng a new tendency with .. regard to the organization of the wo:t>k in our Conference. 
. . . . :-~-.I ·~ 

I:r that is so, it is bei ng done without our consent and ·the Soviet Union bears no 

responsibility in thatregar~. 'I'hat, of cour8e, is the lJnited States' own affair. 

We understand -t.bat the United States representative Obviously d,oes not wish for 

l'l.ny further discussion of item 5 (b), on the destruction of all means of _delivery of 

nuclear weapons with retention by the United States and the Soviet Union of a strictly 

limited number of missiles. J:t ~!lay be. that the United States has nothing to saY.; 

~~t .. ~ t 'V'Quld be more accurate to say, not that it has nothing to say, but that it does 

not wa.nt J;o . discuss this question and does no·~ want ~y agreement .on ito B1J.~ 't;he 

fact thatthe United States has nothing to s~y or does not want to disc-qss th;s · 

question, . still does not mean that the others must accept its point of view ~d abandon 

any further discussion of the quest1.on. -. 

Today the representative of Canada, a member of the NATO .military bloc, expressed 

a number of views on the question under discussion. I intend to answer h;pn .,at . our 
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next meeting, and to reply to the earlier statements of the representatives of the 

United States and the Unit:ed Kingdom regarding our proposaL We all see quite clearly 

that this subject is i'ar from eT..hausted, and the aJGtempt to have it referred to the 

co-Chairmen when there is absolutely no agreemen·t between us or even any ~ r~pprochement 

of our positions is ama.noeuvre that would mean simply withdrawing this question 

f1·om discussion i!i the Commi"t;toe. We cariiiot agree to such a manoeuvre in our Committee. 

We must act in good fai·~h~ a.nd if the:r·e is s ·t:i.ll a need for discuss:i.on we must not 

abandon it. That is t·:hy I have already said and r·op,~at agaj_n that o.t our next 

mec·iiing, l'lhen we tu:;;n to ·:.he question of disarmament; ·we shall have something to say 

a:: d shall IP.~ke om· corllll1en1;s on a. number of vie·:1s, a rgume:ut s and p1o:posals Vihtch have 

bec-::.1 pnt fo:·ward by oth3r dcJ.ego.tions on the qy.e<:rtton we are :discussing. . .. · .. ·-·· 

. .- . . 

As for the proposal put ::omard today ' by the United States representative, we 

-t-hin:;: that we shall d(>.:il with that subject as -ivell in due course, slnce it is not a 

•:crucifJ ." cne, as t.l1e United Kingdom rGpresf.mtati • j e tried ·to ma}:e out in his st;e.tement 

sup't)·o~~t:i.nG tht:) Uuited Sta·ces propose.1 (_~_!!;!>~~' p .: -40 } " We l1a ve already analysed fairly 

thorou.gilly ·t.he proposals put :tor:•1ard by the United States rap::-esentative. Everyone 

rocogni:~es ·cha·i:; our main t .asl<: is ·Go el:i.m:tn<::t.e the d:mger• of a nuclear missile war. 

l'~nat. does· tlie United Stel.'l;e f:l ~ropcsal offer j _n thts r3g-ard? .Absolutely nothing. We 

shall 'j.ro-v-e that 11Jitt ·::.he ut:rl')S~j ccgency when we 0ome to t.bat quest:l.on. If ths 

'J'o: ited Sij:ttes ha3 a C!.'is:ls o~ ov3rp:rod.uction o~ f'iss:i.onable ma-terials for the 

manuf'actu.:-..,e of nuclear weapons, that j_s your internal affair --·- cope with that problem 

::rou::.::selves; you. can cu.t dm·Jr- productio!J of flssionnb];e ms'GBrials for military needs. 

You can t1'3.nSfer from mHj_tGl'Y' pr·oduntirm not 50, but pc1·baps 100, 200 or 300 tons 

·t.o !)OacGful uses. You can de that by your own dom9s·::.ic procedure without involving 

our Cdfuru:tttee :.J' a discuss:i.on c'f this domestic probl~ of yours. 

~ .: ut. i:f:' you really w:!.sh for t he i r.lplemcn:t.ation of 1p.ea sures aimed at nuclear 

diso:m~amen·t., at the eliminat ~ton of the threat of a nuclear ~iss:Uo war, then for this 

there is an' excellent and effective way out of the situation. There is article 22 of 

the Sbvic·c dL"aft treaJiiY on. genf;!L"al and complete d:isar:rrlame.nt · (ENDC/2/Rev .1). This 

art~cl·c>provides fo1· a whole number of measures aimed at nuclear disarmament. It 

provides l'or 'the proh:i.bition of nuclear weapons, the cassation cf their production, 



ENDC/PV.l32 
44 

(lv.ir. Tsara.pkin. USSR) 

the elimination of nuclear weapons from the armaments of States, the transfer of all 

nuclear materials to peacefUl uses, and control over · all nuclear industry and the 

production of ziuciear weapons. These measures are really aimed at 'eliminating the 

threat of· a nuclear missile war. 

We shall come beck to this in greater detail and make a thorough analysis of 
. . . . 

the United States proposals and of the proposals which the Soviet Union proposes to 

carry out for this purpose. If you, the United States representative, really wish 

"Co eliminate the th:reat of a nuclear missile war or at least to reduce it in stage I, 

if 'your desires are directed towards that, we are prepared -- and we have said so 

repeatedly before -- to transfer our measures laid down in article 22 from the 

second stage of' disal"'ll8ment to the first stage. Vie state this officially and are 

prepared to ::d.o' 86 very gladly, provided of' . course that the United States and the 

United Ki.ngdom agree, since without their agreement there is nothing we can do. 

Mr.;· GAVALLE'Pl'I (Italy} (translation from French): . My delegation is one of 

those which proposed that we should pass to the next business. We did so because we 

have now been discussing Mr.; Gromyko' s proposal for I think, two months~ and we 

ourselves have asked a whole ·series of' specific questions in order to have a thorough 

grasp of 1ts substance. ~ow, as I have already said, many of these questions have 

still not been answered. Yet again this mornirig the Soviet Union representative, in 

his long statement, merely repeated the brief' explanations that we had already heard, 

refraining :tl•om replying to the serious questions that my delegation, among others, 

had put to him at the last meeting devoted to the problem of general and complete 

disarmament (ENDC/PV.l29, p.26). 

IvJy delegation asked what the Soviet delegation proposed regarding control and 

the deveiopiDent of the control of' nuclear vehicles other than ·intercontinental 

missiles in the · first stage. · We asked for the Soviet delegation's views on the 

application ot control, at the end of the first stage, over the 100 per cent 

elimination of vehicles other than intercontiliental missiles. We said that, since 

this was a total disarmament measure, we thought that equally total contrOl should 

be applied, but that we had no idea at all whether that was the Soviet delegation's 

view. 
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All those questions put by my delegation, and others asked by: the other Western 

delegations, are still unanswered today. So 'one really wonders why we should continue 

discussing the Gromyko proposal, listening to very long statements by the Soviet 

delegation which make no contribution to our negotiations bUt are rather propaganda 

speeches in which we are repeatedly told that the Soviet delegation wishes to 

eliminate immediately the threat of nuclear war, a desire which everyone knows is 

shared by all the Western delegations, if that were a realistic possibility. 

· · These are my delegation's reasons for proposing that we pass on to the next 

business. 

Mr. STELLE (United States of America) : It struck me that there was a 

certain inconsistency in the last remarks of our Soviet colleague (supra, p. 42). 

He accused the United States of not being willing to discuss items 5 (b) and 5 (cJ 

of our agenda (ENDC/l/Add.3) which relate, of course, to the reduction of armaments; 

but at ·the same time he opposed our proposal to transfer the discussion of ·those 

items, £'or the time being, to the two co-Chairmen. We are of course quite Willing 

and want to discuss them with our co-Chairman, and we thought that was the sense of the 

proposal of the ' representative of India: that the two co-Chairmen should consUlt 

together and see if they could, as I understood, jointly prepare a succinct statement 

of our areas of disagl'eement on the question ot reduction ot armaments. I should 

like to say that 'lny'' delegation is quite willing and ready to follow that suggestion·, 

as we und~r-stand it,~ at any time that our Soviet colleague is willing to co:;,..operate 

with us -in thB.t endeavour. · · 

· M:r~ Tsarapkin had some things to say about my delegation 's··moving on to the 

next 1'bem Oil ''our agenda, which deals with measures,•ot nuclear disarmament. He was 

quite correct in saying that it was not in response to an agreed recommendation of 

the· co;...CIJa1rmen. Howe-v-er, I do not think that he could have been surprised by our 

procee(Ung' to discussion of the next item, for liS. bas been on notice for some weeks 

tnat · tha·t was our' :fntention failing agreement between the co-Chairmen to move on. 

·' I welcome' tb.e fact tha.t our· Soviet colleague · began to discu~s, and said that he 

would further diseuse . in statements at future :· meetings, the measures dealing with 
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nu~l~r: dis_al"ll'.~.ment. I hope that,-: wh~n l:!.e .:doe~, it will bEt a .sel'tiQQ,s discQ.ssi®, 

~~- ~hat W§y~ll_all not again mee-t.: the Sov:iet position, whi~A c~fol'tunately :waf! : ... ·· 
repeated. this morning, that if everything ca@ot be do_ne there is no utility i;ll · ... 

do~P.S' I!IQmething. The Soviet position e~ee~ to be that if the threat of; . ~'Q.clea.l,'"· war 

cannot be .completely •eliminated :in. stag~ I, then it is useless to consider other . 

measUI'es. We do not hold that opiniozq we, re_cognize the real and complex problems 

involved i_n complete . elimination of. :tlle :rthr_eat ~f nuclear war, . which is of course . 

our sincere objective; but we think that_ thoel'e are useful things that we can do on 

the way towards that objective, and the proposals made by my delegation this f110rn1ng . 

are directed towards that end. 

lVIr. BLUSZT.AJN {Poland): The .procedural situation seems to me to be rather .· 

confused. The representative of the Unci.ted sta;tes has introduced into the discuss·.:on 

of o~ .. (}onnni ttee a new subject, which pas al_so, b,een t~ken up_ by the representative 

of the , -JJp,l;ted, K4lg<loiJ1; and we have had a s,tatement by the representative , of Italy, ... ... 

who tried -.to justify that kind of procedure by saying that he cannot con.tinu~ ;th~e . -' .: 

discussion of item 5 (b) because he has pot had adequate and satisfactory repliefl : to . 

his questions. I do not want to go into that point, although of course I would ru;nle 

something to say about it except that ,the -hGur j.s rathe.r late. 

It see~ t .o me that we have in any C!;!.SEL;to .reach a decision about what we are 

go.ing .to· do Oil WeOn.escl,ay of n~~ .week. We ~ve been rather accustomed in this 

Committee . to the ~ tW:9': ~o-C~~p,;get:ting together and presenting to us an• agreed 

recommendation on the order of business. Even if they disagreed aboqt :.:tlle orde!' of·,·.·· . 

business they W~f:e: ·~ady :-tq:~·Wll~ us about it, and we then knew exactly where we stood. 

It seems to,me .t;_n.a,t w-e shoulcl:: ·not return here -next ~~ednesday without having some sort 

of c].a~~ty in, ., o_~ ,·minds about wha:t we are .going to discuss. 

·: If I may: ~~ a suggestion, I would propot:J,e:, that we ask our two .co-Chairmen to . 

cons~4er the Pt.9:C~~~- f};~uation which has develqp~d today and to present us w1 th 8Il 

agree,d .recolllllle;yiat~~.l?~~ps not later than, say, f49;nday next. It seems to me that 

1n any case~ we f$ou;td II.:Ot -let the ,situation devel~p . in,,s-uch a way that t.W() .~ubjects 

are d;,acus~~;;at; the same time.. ~)t, .it seems to me, . would be a vezy_ s~fqrtunate 

situation. 



----· -------- --- --- --- ----
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The Conference decided to issue the f'oll.owing_ communique: 

"The Conference of' the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 

today held its one hundred and thirty-second plenary meeting in the 

Palais des Nations, Geneva; under the chairmanship of' Baron von Piaten, 

representative of' Sweden. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of' the Soviet union, 

Canada, Bulgaria, the United States, India, the United Kingdom, Sweden, 

Italy and Poland. 

~e next meeting of' the Conference will be held on Friday, 17 ~ay 1963, 

at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 




