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 The CHATRMAN (Sweden): I declare open the one hundred and thirty-second
plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(transletion from
Russian): Today I should like to dwell on two questions which hed been dealt with

in the statements of the representatives of the Western Powers regarding our proposal
(ENDC/2/Rev.l, articles 5-8) for the destruction in the first stage of all means of
delivery of nuclear weapons except far an agreed, strictly limited number to be
retained only by the United States and the Soviet Union until the end of the second
stage. I intend to desl 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 guide in detormining the number of missiles to be retained. The Soviet Union
has also submitted its proposals regarding control over the implementation of thesc
measures., Conseguently 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 the way to
the solution of this historicel 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 States,

From the discussions which have teken place here, everyone can see that the
majority. of the members of ocur Committee have clearly expressed themselves in favour
of beginning disarmament in such a way as to eliminate the danger of a nuclear
missile war as quickly as possible, But precisely on this point we meet with the
very determined reluctance of the Western Powers to come to an agreement on serious
disacmement measures or to agree to the cessation of the armements race. This
reluctance to come to an agreement was particularly apparent during the discussion of

this question,
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At Oﬁc"gf;éur-lastlmﬂetings the United States repfesentative, Mr. Stelle, put
forward (ENﬁCfPV.l29,'pp.28 et'seg}) a preliminary cvaluation of our proposal in
which he essentially expressed a negative attitude towards this initiative of the
Soviet Unibﬁ;**f*sﬁaii*hdf gﬁ into the substance of this cveluation today, cspecially
since it was a preliﬁinary one. Wec hope soon to receive a clear reply to the substance
of our proposal, I must emphasize that the nature of the reply to this question will
have a considerable iﬁflucnce_on the work of our Committee, because it will show
whether the United Statés is prepaered, together with other peace-loving States, to
seck a way to a mutually-acceptable solution of disarmamoent questions, or whether it
will avoid reaching agrcement as before,

It has not cscaped our attcntion that the United Statcs is trying to cover up
its negative position on Jdisarmcment questions with a numbor of artificial arguments
and considerations;'ﬁmong which control qucstions play a for frdm insignificant role.
We are well acquainted’'with this device from many years! previous experience, In the
course_of meny years of disarmament negotisztions since the Second World War it has
happened more than once that, as soon as wc came to the point of discussing the
concrete proposals of the Soviet Union, the Western Powers have avoided rcaching
agreement on the substance and, by putting thec question of control in the forefront,
led the whole business into an impassc.

- The same thing is happéning now, Day after day for half a ycar we have seen
how tﬁe reprosénﬁativos of the Westorn Powers 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 comnexion with the Soviet proposal under
consideration, As far back as Deccmber 1962 the United States representative,

Mr. Stelle, told us (ZNDC/PV,90, pp.32,33) that an indication of the attitude of the
Soviet Union to the qubstion of control would help us considerably in evaluating the

potential possibilities and consequenccs of its new proposal,
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For the sazke of achicving agroement, the Sovict Union took a great step towards
meeting the position of the Western Powers. It agreed (ENDC/PV,114, p.40) to accept
the establishment of control over the remaining missiles directly at the launching
sites. At thc same timb we pointed out that the number’ of launching sites must not
be greater than the number of missiles rotained, and that these sites must be liquidated
by the end of the sccond stage simultancously with the liquidation of the romaining
missiles.

Of course, this proposel of the Soviet Union cannot be set in opposition to its
general position on the question of control over disarmament, as tho representatives
of the Western Powers in the Commitfeo try to make it appear. Tho fundamental
position of the Soviet Union on this question, as is well known, is that tho scope
of the control measurcs must correspond strictly to the scope and naturc of the :
disarmament measures to bo undertaken._ The Soviet proposal provides for the
liquidation of all maans'of delivery of nuclear weapons. To this measure the contral
measures also corréspond. The inspectors of the international disarmement organization
will verify on the spot tho destfuétion 6f_missiles, military aircraft, surface vesscls
and submarines and artillery systems capable of serving as means of delivery of nuclear
weapons. They will be able to verify the transfer to peaceful production of all plants
proviously engaged in the production of missiles, bombers, submarines and other means
of delivery of nucleﬁf weapons. International inspectors will also be present at tho
sites where missiles afe launched for oxclusively peaceful purposes, They will be-
present at tho launchings and thoroughly inspect cvery missile and every satellito
before it is gent to explore outer spacc,

It is clearly stated in the Soviet proposals that all States parties to the
agreement must provide the internatiocnal inspectors with all the necessary facilities
to cnable thom to carry out their duties without difficulty in supervising the
liquidation of all means of delivery of nuclear weepons, Our draft trcaty also provides
in the first stage of our proposcd disarmament programme for a number of other control
measures vhe implementation of which will proclude any p0331b111ty of soeret

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

States the firm assurence that the déngor of war no longecr.exists and that their
security is at the right level.

In stage II of disarmament the Soviet Union envisages a considerable broadening
of international control, It proposcs to placc the whole atomic industry under -
control and to destroy all stockpilcs of nuclear weapons under the supervision of
international inspectors, The implcmentation of these measures would mean that new
teams of international inspectors would appear in all plants producing fissionable
materials and in oll factories, installations and laboratories specially designed for
the production of nuclear weapons or their components. This mecans that under the
Soviet plan é_widely—ramificd branch of modern industry now existing in thc United
States, in the Soviet Union and in a number of othcer countrics would be placed under
international control,

As you sec, thc_Soviet Union proposcs such cxtensive control over nuclcar
disarmament measures that any attempt on the part of any party to violate the treaty
woﬁld be quickly cxposcd, The Soviet Union is unsparing of control measurcs for the
purpose of verifying thc fulfilment of the disarmement measures by the partices. But
I recpeat again: for the purposc of verifying disarmament mocasurcs and not for tho '
purposc of comtrol over remaining armaments. In the first casc it would really be
control over the fulfilment of the provisions of a trcaty on general and complete
disarmamcnt; in the sccond casc it would be a matter of military intelligence under
the label of control over remaining weapons,

Of course, all thesc proposals of the Soviet Union on control questions arc
well known to our Western pertners in thesc ncgotiations. Neverthceless the United
Kingdom ropreécntativo, Sir Paul Mason, tried on 3 April with a naive look to interpret
the Soviet Union's proposal {or control over thc agrced number of missiles ramaining
until the cnd of stage II in the sensc that it was —

"... the first sign given by the Soviet delegation in this Confercnce

that its Government may have rcevised its position regarding verification

of remainders."  (ENDC/PV.117, p.l6)
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Since it appears from that statement of the United Kingdom representative that
he pretends to have, or really has, a wrong idea of the interdependence which must
exist between disarmament measures and control measures, apparently we ought to give
him additional clarification on that score. The Soviet draft speaks of the complete
destruction of the means of delivery of muclear weapons in the very first stage of
disarmament., And this means that- appropriate control over the implementation of
these measures must be established, including control over the  agreed number of -
migsiles 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 question of control 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 repreaentative, Mr, Stelle, said on 24 April that in his
opinion the Soviet proposal ——

"ees 13 not adequate to provide sufficient assurance, because it leaves:

out the most important problem of giving the parties the assurance that : -

no _ama;_nents are clandestinely retained or produced ...". (ENDGZE.&, 2.22'-)
Somewhat earlier, on 3 April, another United States representative, Mr, Mark,
disclosed quite frankly what the United States would 1like, He said:

"What we would be anxious to know is whether there were any

undeclared launching sites which had been built or retained clandestinely

iﬁ violation of the treaty. We shouldla.lao want to learn whether there

was any clandestine stockpile of missiles or any clandestine production

of sﬁch ai'mame_ntg.l To have adequate assurance.on those-points would . .

require a mich more extensive and carefully devised arrangement than

the mere inspection of declared sites". (ENDC/PV, 117, p.26)
Underneath this ph.raseology of Mr, Mark's, just as in the aforementioned statement
of Mr, Sbelle, lies hidden a frank demand for the establishment of control over all
existing armaments right from the start of stage I —— that is, the establishment of
control without disarmament, a control which is essentially indistinguishable from
plain reconnaissanée.



ENDC/F¥.132
10

(Mr._Tsarapkin, USSR)

wpfkipublic'oﬁinioﬁ has long since condemned such importunate demands by the
wasteiﬁ_waers, and under its pressure they hdﬁé been compelled to abandon them.

But the desife of the Western general staffs and intelligence services to penetrate
ihta the territory of the Soviet Union is so great that the Western representatives
try time arter time té revert to this subject, Yet it requires no very great
insight to see that control over armaments is designed to discover the defence
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
armaments race and military preparations are g01ng on at a frenzied rate.

In such condltlons, to give intelllgence services an opportunity to discovar the
defence systems of States and £ind out the exact location of vitallyhlmportant
defence installations would be tantamount to encouraging the forces of aggression in
their plans for preparing an attack on peace-loving countries, It should be borne
in mind that it is pfoposed to do all this in circumstances where, under the United
Statss disarmament plan (ENDC/30), the United States and its NATO allies would still
retain at their disposal 70 per cent of their migsiles and military aircraft, all
their military bases on foreign territories, and all their stockpiles of muclear
weaponé:"L”"ié not that the reason why the United States disarmament préposals are
welcomed with such enthusiasm in certain military departments: because these
proposals enable them to kill two birds with one stone, hamely to maintain their
miclear potential for carrying out an attack and, havingibbtained information on the
location of military objectives on Soviet territory, to weaken the deferice” cap&bility
of the Soviet Union? _

Speaking on 10 July 1962, the Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers,
Mr, Khruahcheﬁ,lpointed_out that the United States proposals for control over
armaments wers aimed

"at discovering all our arsenals of national security, that is, at throwing

- open the door to a system of intelligence and espionage so as to facilitate

; the task of a potential aggressor,!
The SQ—called Mzonal inspection“ measures anvisaged in the United States plan also
pursue the obvious aim of ascertaining the exact deployment of the Soviet nuclear
missile system., And in this case, to use the expression of the Amerlcans themsalres,

the reconnaissance tail wags the policy dog.
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Western statesmen and military and public.figures have on more than one occasion
spoken of the interest of the Western Fowers in obtaining information of this kind.
For example, the well-known English scientist Mr, Blackett, in his book Studises of War,
wrote that the United States bases itself on the false thesis that its security 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,

+Direct .reference to this was also made by Mr. Kissinger, adviser to t.he Preaident
of the United States on problems of strategy, when he wrote in Forelgn Affairs in
July 1962 that for the strategy of the counter-strike to be in any way successful it
is necessary to know in advance the location of the targets. Many delegations
here in the Conmittee have pointed out-the dangerous character of the United States
proposals for selective zonal inspection. In this connexion I should like to
recall a statement by today's Chairman, our Swedish colleague Baron von Flaten, who
in an‘analysis of the disarmament control system said:

- :’The United States delegation, however, may ask why I do not envisage

right from the beginning some application of the ingenious zonal inspection

plan, In short, my answer is that I doubt the advisability of introducing

such methods during our very first steps on the road to disarmament as they

seem to imply some risk of not. fulfilling the:criteria dealing with .

non-divulgence of -military seerets which are legally admissible,"(ENDC/PV,71,p.32)

Such are the considerations on control which the- Soviet delegation wished to express
in connexion with the discussion of our proposal for the retention by the. Soviet Union
and the United States of an agreed mumber of missiles until the end of stage II of
disermament, We could in fact have limited our remarks to this, had it not been for
one strange argument which the Western Powers put forward in support . of their position.
At the meetings of 3 and 17 April the representatives of the Western Powers stated
unanimously that the possibllity of the concealment of a small number of delivery
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vehicles would be of no importance under the impiamentatipn of the Western plan,
whereas it would radically upset the balance under the implementation of the Soviet
plan, " '
i "Thus the Canadian representative, Mw. Burna, asserted: . g
- "Implementation of progressive across-the-board percentage cuts in all -
categories of ma jor armaments as proposed 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",
(ENDC/FV.117, p.11)
Mr., Burns explained this by saying that if under implementation of the Western plan
one of the States were to retain Secretly a certain number of missiles or other means
of attack, this would make no difference and security woulc not be jeopardized. What
can we say ‘about these assertiona of Mr. Burns? First of all, this explanation of"
his contains ‘the admission that under the United States.disarmamenmt plan States would
have ‘at their disposal such a huge quantity of armaments in the first and second
stages of disarmament that the clandeatine retantion_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 anmmnents would be a good thing.

The Soviet proposals_are a different matter. In considering them, the ;
represeﬁtatiies of the Western Powers raise a good deal of clamour to the effect .
that the possibility of a State concealing even one missile or bomber would be very
dangerous for the othar States, Mr, Burns said that with a reciprocal obldgation:

" MIf the weapona which were to be retgined were few, clearly a very few

concealed weapons could upset the balance." (ibid., p.12) .

The United 3tates representative, Mr, Stelle, availed himself of this question to
revert to his favourite idea of control over all armaments throughout the territory
of a country. He said: o
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"Indeed the Soviet Union has disregarded the most import.ant. aapect of

verification of agreed levals, namely, that there should be assurance

that no armements would be retaired or produced clandestinely over . .

and above the declared armaments subject to verification under the .

Soviet proposal”, (ENDC/PV,121. p.24) | L
We reply, first of all, that the Western Powers admit the possibﬂity of armamsnts
being -concenled in the event of their disarmament proposals being implemented. After
all, their own plan is clearer to them. -

But let us analyse the meaning of the Western Powars' objections. _ When their
representatives speak of the possibility of the concealment of delivery vah:lclea, as
a possible violator of the treaty in this regard they have in mind one of the great
nuclear Powers — either the Soviet Union or the United States and no one else._._ But
if the representatives of the Western Powers give this twist to the subject, they
obviously -base themselves on the assumption that the great nuclear Power which decides
to commit such a violation of the treaty as the concealment of de.livery vehicles
intends: to. attack another great miclear Fower and must take imto account the risk of
unleashing a war between the great muclear Fowers, that is a world war, _;anél
consequently must  prepare for-it, But it is not possible to carr:r oﬁt. Simﬂtansously
two contradictory policies: to disarm, and to prepare for a world war —- and,
moreover, to do so in profound secrecy. : _

It is precisely such a complately unrealistic, :lmagmary aituat.ion which t.he _
representatives of the Western Powers have in mind when t.hay try to juatify their
objections to the Soviet proposal for the retention of a small mumber of missiles, by
the Soviet Union and the United States until the end of the second stage of_ disarmament.,

‘Thus a sober analysis tells us that the concealment of a amall mmber of delivery
vehiclesy even if this shauld take place, would ocertainly not give an aggx'éasor ‘ax:.w
certainty-of success. It is obvious.that without such a _cexft.ai#tf an aégr_essof
vould not unleash a war. The poimt is that in order to obtain a decisive advantage
from the concealment of weapons subject to destruction, it would be heoeésﬁiﬁr to
concesl not one, or even several, missiles, aircraft and other miclear weapon delivery
vehicles, but a large number of them, But the nuclear weapon delivery vehicles
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are by themselves insufficient, = Bveryone understands that a country which decided

to go in for the clandestine retention of miclear weapon delivery vehicles would do
so for the purpose of carrying out its aggressive milifary and strategic plana; the
realization of which would be posegible only in the event of the military defeat of
the victim State,

But is it really possible in these days to achieve this aim with the retention
of only a few concealed missiles or bombers? Anyone nursing plans for a military
attack against a great muclear Power would ob71ously count on gaining the victory
and conquering the entire territory of the victim of his aggression otherwise his
victory 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. possible without very large, I would say immense, armed forces and immense
quantities of weapons of the most modern type.

Therefore,if a State were to concaal.a certain number of missiles or bombers?
it would not gain anything thereby, since it could not wage a war, let alone win it,
with such limited.means. To do so would require largé armies equipped with the most
modern weapons,and it is precisely thase that would be completely destroyed under
the Soviet proposal, Furthermore, the armed forces themselves would be radically
reduced. to the level of 1,900,000 men for the aoviet Union and for the United States,
Moreover, we must also take into account the fact that the Soviet draft treaty on
general and complete disarmament Q:QV1des for very strict measures_of control which,
being in keeping with the disarmament measures, are so extensive hnﬂjdiversified as
to preclude any practical poséibi;ity of concealing any nuclearlweapon deiivét%
vehicles, Any such attempt on the part of anyone would be quickly exposed. R

I draw your attention to the fact that any preparation for a war ﬁftef tﬁe
implementation of the measures for the first stage of disarmament envisagad by the
Soviet draft treaty would be impossible. Anyone wishing to embark on such a
course would have to .begin by.re-building large armed forces and ultra—modarn
armaments, and that, of course, would not go undetected by the internatibﬁal control
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body. Any Stat.e deciding to embark upon this course would be ‘immediately exposed
as a violator of the treaty on general and complete disarmament. As you see, the
strange situations dgacribed to us by the representatives of the Western Powers exist
only in their Maginations.', The artificiality, the unreality of thse situations
is obviocus.

Thus the Hestern Powra have no really serioua, wall-founded or oonvind.ng
arguments against the Soviet proposal for the dastruction in the very first stage of
disarmament of all means of delivery of nuclear weapons.,  However, for the sake of
achieving an agreement as quickly as .poasibla the Soviet Union went even further to
meet the views of the Western Puwers, Under the Soviet proposal a small and strictly
limited number of missiles to be retained by the Soviet Union and the United States
until the second stage of disarmament-would provide an additional guarantee of
security in case, as the muclear Powers fear, someone should violate the traafy and
secretly retain a certain mumber of means of attack,  The missiles to be retained
under the Soviet proposal would be that deterrent which would make completely -
pointless any attempt to retain, in violation of the treaty, missiles or other means
of delivery of nuclear weapons, including bombers. They would be destroyed in any
case by the anti-missile and anti-aircraft weapons remaining at the disposal of States;
if the party which concealed them should contemplate carrying out aggression,

- The Soviet proposal would create a situation which a party contemplating violation
of the agreement would not be able to ignore. It would realize that the concealment
of missiles and the violation of its obligations under the treaty would not bring it
any success and would not go unpunished. That is the fundamental difference between
the Soviet proposals and the Western plan; that is the basic and decisive advantage
of the former., )

The representatives of the Western Pouera point out as a defect of the Soviet
propoaal the fact that we do not name a specific figum for the misailea to be
ntn:lned. We regard this, not as a dafect., but as a positiva aspect of our proposal,
for the following reason.
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Artlcle 5 of £he Sov1et draft treaty on general and complete disarmament states
that in the first stage: ' |

"A11 rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre
and range, whether strateglc, operational or tactical, and pllotless
aircraft of all types shall be eliminated from the armed forces and
destroyed, except for an agreed and strictly limited number of
1nterCQnt1nental m15311es, antl—m1331le missiles and antl—alrcraft i
" missiles in the "grounduto-alr" category, to be retained by the :
-Unlon of SOV1et Soclallst Republics and the Unlted States of Ameriea,
exclusively in their own territory, until the end of the second stage.
. A strictly limited number of rockets to be converted to peaceful uses
«+s shall also be retained." (ENDC/2/Rev.l, p.5)
I hope that the representatlves of the Western Powers understand that the words

"agreed and strictly limited number of ... missiles" are not pure coincidence. They
mean first of all that the number of missiles to be retained must be strictly limited,
that is, minimal; and secondly that this strictly limited number must be agreed '
upon between us, This means that the figures for the missiles to be retained by

each side are by no means purely arbitrary quantities; these figures fust be the
subject of an agreement. We have already explained why we proposé that the Soviet
Union and the United States should retain a’strictly limited number of mussiles until
the. end of the second stage. The main, 1ndeed, the sole, purpose of the Soviet |
proposal for the ‘destruction in the first stage of disarmament of all means of
delivery of- nuclear weapons is to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war which is now
hanging over mankind,

The Government of the United States categorlcally obgected to this proposal ofﬁ
the Soviet Unlon, say1ng that after the beginning of dlsarmament States would still
need £9:P§qmp_tipe,a “defénﬁlve_umbrella“ o % am using the terminalogy used by the
W%sééfﬁ Ebﬁérs.. 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 exception should be made for a strictly limited and agreed mnnher of
globat — that is, intercontinental mJ.ss:l_'I.es » anti-missile miss:lles and anti-aircraft
defence missiles in the "gromd-—t_;o—_-air" category. These remesining missiles would be
retained only by the Soviet Union and the United States and would be kept exclusively
in their own territories, This Soviet proposal takes into account the position of
the Western Powers, since it provides that for a certain time — that is, until the
end of :stage IT — some defensive weapons would be retained in case someone, as some
Western statesmen fear, should decide dur:t.ng 't.he process of dlsa.mament to v:i.ola.te
the treaty and conceal missiles or military aircraft. L

Thus the basic principle, the basic crlt.er:.on, which we propoée as a guide in
detéiﬁihing the number of missiles to be retained is that this 'nutnber should be
strict.]‘y limited to a minimum, so that no one should be tempted to use these missiles
for the purpose of carrying out aggressive designe and so that by reason of their
strictly limited number they could not serve the purposes of war, the purposes of
aggression, At the same time the retention by the Soviet Union and the United States
of a strictly limited number of missiles would in fact make pointless any attempt
to conceal a few missiles or bombers, since in these days they would be insufficient
to ‘wage' a war, let alone win it. Consequently the unwarranted fears expressed here
by the representatives of the Western Powers that the concealment of a few mis.s,i_le_s
or bombers might provide an incentive to unleash aggression are artificial, far—fetched
and unfounded. These fears cannot be considered as a serious argument against the
Soviet proposal. & ‘

" Equally unfounded is the other argument of the Western Powars agamst the
Soviet proposa.l to the effect that they cannot define their pos:n.t:n.on in principle

“with regard to it because the Soviet Union has not named the specific number of

missiles to be retained, We have alreaﬂy shown the weakness of this argument of the
Western Powers and the a.dvantage of our approach to the solution of this question,
No one who really desires aerious negotla.tions on this matter can object to our
proposal that we should first came to an understanding on the principle — that is,
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on the ﬁfﬁ#&iﬁlé.éérving as the basis of an agreement, on the criteria to be used
as a guidq'in'determining the number of missiles to be retained. Afterwards, on the
basislo£j£his ggreemcht_in principle, on-the Basis_of the criteria the two sides
will easily be able to reach agreemeﬁt on the specific number of global -—— that is,
intercqhﬁjnental — miséiles, anti-missile missiles and ground-to-air missiles to

be rstéined by the Soviet Union and the United States.

It seems to us that such an approach would immediately bring our negotiations
on this quéstion into a practical channel., In this way we should avoid a stage of
steriie controversies on the number_of missiles to be retained, If there is no
previous understanding on the basie principle of such an agreément, 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 missiles
to be retained. This is precisely what may be expected fromfthc United States side,
whose representatives would like to elucidate by wﬁy of comparison the spgcific
difgerence between this Soviet proposal and the Uﬁited States proposal for a 30 per
cent reduction 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 ﬁould bé unthinkable, Take, for
example, the lamentable experience of the njégotiat_:i.ons‘on the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests, where only a few units, for instance, in the question of the number
of control posts or inspections were a sufficient pretext for the Western Powers to
block agreement. It would be another matter if we were to agree beforghénd 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 side;_would be guided by the same criteria in determining these numbers
and would base themselves on the same basic principle. As a résult, the figures
proposed by botﬁ sides should be fairly close to each other and may even éoincide.
In any case, in these 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 the Soviet Union
to the solution of this question is logical and realistic and can-e;s_ily be carried
out in practice. We call upon our Western partners to come to an agreement without
delay on the matter of principle, and then proceed to a discussion of the specific
m:mb_ers of missiles of various types and categories to be retained on the basis of

the agreed principle, the agreed criterion. Such an agreement would entail substantial

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 Bagic Provisions for a Treaty, any
concealment. of weapons during its implementation would constitute a definite danger
to the others. Let us examine this question. Under the Western proposals for a
percentage reduction of armaments, the States would retain not only their armed :
forces but also nuclear weapons and means of delivery throughout the process of .
disarmament. This means that the danger of a nuclear war would constantly hang over
mank:.ni And those in the Pentagon and in the NATO general staffs who: are now
worldng out plans for military operations would have every possibility of unleashing
a full-scale war. In these circumstances, any concealed quantity of misgsiles or
other strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons would canstitute a reserve for
a potential aggressor, which would s of course, provide an additional .ineentive to
unleash a world-wide thermonuclear war,

Those are the considerations which the Soviet delegation wished to put. forward
at today'!s meeting., As for the other questions raised by the representatives of
the Western countries in connexion with our proposal for the retention 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.,
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Iﬁf, BURNS“(Canada) The Canadian delegation has listened carefully to the
statement which the representative of the Soviet Union has Just made. He has gone
over a number of arguments which he has previously put to the Conference in favour of
the proposals advanced bw'the Soviet Union delegation for dealing with the reduction
and eventual elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles (ENDC/2/Rev.1, articles 5-8)., We
shall, of course, study his remarks with care, and we may make some observations on
them at a future mecting. ' | | |

The only point which I should like to make at present in that connexion is that the
Soviet delegation does not appcar to have grasped the essence of the argument which my
delegation advanced at a previous meeting (ENDC/PV.129, pp.5 et_seq.), pointing out
the rather critical nature of the numbers of retained vehicles if the Soviet Union's
proposals were adopted. inwever, I do not propose to refer to that further at this
meeting;_ I propose, réther, to speak on‘a more general topic which I think has a very
ixmortan£ relation to.our proceedings here.

At our meeting on Friday last, 10 May, the representative of the Soviet 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. Tsarapkin
said: |

"The United States representative, lir, Stelle, said:

10er responsibilities require also that we understand each otheris
concerns and try to meet thosc concerns in a manner con31stent

with the common security.' (JNDQ/PV 127, p.29)

' WThose are very good words; they are full of good sense.

'"e have just stated our v1ews, our fears and apprehen31ons with
.regard to the policy of milltary balance which the WEstern Powers
are pursulng. We ask the United Statcs dclegatlon and the
'representatlves of the other wéstern Powers to recognize their respon81bility
dnd show comprehension of these fears and apprehen51ons, which are
perturbing not only the socialist countries but also all peace-loving
peoples," (ENDC/PV,130, pekO)
So far the Canadian delegation can endorse what Mr, Tsarapkin said, and even
endorse it enthusiastically., But he went on to put all the blame for the dangerous

confrontations in the world on the Western alliance, and of course we cannot agree
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to tha.t. iﬁs*remrks’mﬁﬁe me think of some passages in a book called An Altemative to
‘War or-Surrender; by Charles E. Oagood, who is Professor oi‘ Pyschology at the University
‘iof I1linois. With the Committee's pem:i.eeion I should like to quote the follom.ng
extracts from his book' R _
"The proposals that have been presented by both the’UssR'éhd the unitea}states
for general and complete disarmament are actually; quite similar,." o |
And here I might interpolate that the Canadian delegation has pointed out before in
this Committee the similarities in approach which have been effected through negotiations,
I quote further from Professor Osgood!s book: | |
1 MThere are differences, to be sure — in the types of inspection,
in the organization and authority of the international control body and
.50 forth — but there would seem to be nothing 80 aerious as to rule out
‘the possibility of successful negotiation." _
However, as we in this Committee know all too well, reaching agreement on geﬁerel
and complete disarmament through negotiations seeins a rather distant prospeot. The
Profesaor asks why that is so, and he gives the answer: |
' - ‘mjhen both sides agree on the axbraordmary danger created by the existence |
of nuclear weapons, when both sides express carnest (and, I believe, sincere)
desires for peace, when both sides agree ree.sona.bly well on how to go about it,
“why are they unable to get together? What are the mechanisms in human thinking
under conflict conditions that work against successful negotiation? o
"What one side peréeives as equable (fair, balanced, just) is liko],v to be
perceived by the other as inequa'ble (unfair, unbalanced, wm :just). Given their
quite different national histories ’ Russians and Americans a.pproa.ch negotiations ;
with different sets of meaning for the same oritical concepts: !'inspection! ;
means espionage for one but elimination of secrecy for the other; toverseas .
bases! means aggressive intent to or;e but defensive intent to the other — and
" 50 on ad infinitum." | |
I might remark in passmg tha.t the Professor c1tts Russzl.ans and Americana, but I
think that if he could attend our diecusa:l.ons here he would probably conclude that all
their al.hes exhlbit much the same characteristics, the Canadian delegation included '
of course. ' ;
A good parb of the Soviet representative'a statement a.t our 130th meeting, from
which I have quoted, described the’ appreheneions ‘of the USSR and its a.llies. He _' )

invited the Western na.tions to take them into a.ceount in our polica.es for defence and
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in cur propesals for disarmament and measures preliminary to disarmament. The Canadian
delegation agrees that we should do so. But we think also tha-t,lthe-Soviet Union delegation
and the delegations of its allies should be aware of how the Soviet 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
to bring them more into accord with the agreed principle of balance (ENDC/5, para.5).

At our meeting of 24 April, during which we discussed general and complete disarmament
Western representatives were accused by Mr. Tsarapkin (ENDC/PV.124, pp.l2 et _seq.) of
failing to give a clear—cut reply whether or not they accepted the Soviet disarmament plan
(ENDC/2/Rev.1l) as amended by the Gromyko proposal (4/PV.1127.provisional, p.38-40). He
accused the Western representatives of posing questions which aimed at confusing the
real issue, and said that the very naturé of the questions posed amounted, in his view,
to a fe_jection of the Soviet proposai. That, of course, is not the case. We have made
an honest attempt to examine Soviet proposals for the elimination of nuclear delivery
vehicles in the context of other stage I measures proposed by the Soviet Union. When we
seck more 1_ight on how the Soviet proposals would affect the security of Western States,
we are accused of clouding the issue and of distorting the effect which the Soviet
proi:osals 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 vary from one
counﬁ_“y to another, but there is one common approach: the defensive measures taken are
goven.led by the threats which they are intended to counter. To tell the West, as
Mr, Tsara.pk:m is prone to do, that we are securmg ourselves ag.—_J.nst an maginary
threat 3.3 not enough to persuade us to accapt the Soviet disarmament plan., We must be
shown that that plan will not break up the co—ordinated defunslvel 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 threatens whom. It is
obvious ji;hat__bbt.h major military alliances consider themselves threatened. However, I
should 1like 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 West, and even if, taking the statistics
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of manpower and armements of the separate NATO nations and adding them together, the sum
were approximately equal to the corresponding statistics for States members of tﬁe
Warsaw Pact bléc. _

Why does the Canadian delegation hold that view? In the first place, if the Sovist
Union first-stage disarmament plan were adopted, all forces and.armaments would be
confined within their national boundaries. No headquarters to co-ordinate the defensive
efforté of member States could funcﬁion, and no joint exercises could be undertaken. If
the North Atlantic alliance is effective today, it is because the defensive capabilities

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

in NATO would be 3,000 miles away from Europe -- across the Atlantic -- and the
peripheral members of the alliance in Europe,; such as Norway, the United Kingdom,
Portugalj Italy, Gresce and Turkey, would be separated from the gecgraphical hub of the

" alliance by other natural barriers. The Soviet representative criticizes our |
references to those geographical considerations as artificial, meaningless and irrelevant.
It may be possible, as Mr. Tsarapkin told us on 24 April (ENDC/PV.124, p.l4) to transport
a division of troops from the North American continent to Europe in a matter of nine,

or even seven, 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 baginning of the Second World War. In that war the United States, the United
Kingdom and Canada had considerable experience of moving troops to Europe from across

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 possible %o air transport —- is by no means
a measurs of the time it takes to bring to bear the effective military force of a nation
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 power
relative to that of NATO. Let us reflect for a moment on what would be the position
of some NATO countries if the alliance were dismembered, as the Soviet first-stdge
plan would have it. Let us consider, for example, the defensive position of European
member countries situnated on the flanks of the treaty aresa. They would still be
associated with the'rest of their allies by a paper treaty. In practice; however, if

they were subjected to extcrnal military or political pressure, or threatened with it,



ENDC/PV.132
24

(Mr. Burns, Canada)

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
vulnaerable 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 secure 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
mich the same conclusions as those which underlie the conceptions of the United States
Qutline 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: "The socialist States threaten no one. The effect of thse
first stage of our disarmament proposals not only would eliminate manpower and
armaments in equal proportion, so that no State or group of States gained an advantage,
but aleo 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 reason to
exist.”

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 make the world a safer place for mankind, bscause we cannot turn back the clock
of knowledge. We have learnt the means of waging thermonuclear war, and unless we
contemplate as a first-stage measurs of disarmament the elimination of all scientists
and technicians capable of re-establishing the art of nuclear war, the danger of
escalation will always exist. Secondly, history teaches us -~ and I mean all the
countries represented 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 is not simply a negative position, simply a refusal to contemplate disarmament.
We in the Western group of nations believe we offer an alternative and mors feasible
planj and what the Western countriss ask is that the Soviet delegation should give the
sazie thoughtful consideration to the Western plan as the West has given to the Soviet
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proposals. MWould a 30 per cent reduction of -armaments ‘across ‘the ‘board, and the
concurrétt effect that would have on armamsnts’ and méhpower extratertitorially -deployed
now, not treate a situation far preferable to ‘the one:which exists today? = As I have
said previously, while it is not claimed that the putting into effect-of the first -
stage proposals of.the United Stutes and its alliés would render ‘the world safe for
ever: from: 'the dangér of war, it would put an end to the arms race-and make the world

a far‘ safer place than it now is. : ) A ' v '

o0 havis! trisd today to give a brief appraisal of what would be the most important
effect of the Soviet proposals on the security of the members -of the North Atlantic
alliancs. - If the socialist countries feel that the Westérn plan would lessen’ their
security, we should be glad to heéar their explanation of why and how it would do so.

We want to hear something closer to realities than-such one-sentence argumeénts as -
"Abolish the means of waging nuclear war for all time in two years?, and “Fofaign
bases are imperialistic and threaten the Soviet Union'and its socialist allies%.-
I rather dignify those statements by calling them arguments, of course, but they are
statements which we  have heard repeated very frequently. ' What we should like instead
is a constructivé:analysis of our proposals, including a clear statement whether; “in
the opinion of the socialist delegations, they do or dé not. observe tha. principle of
balance;. -and’we-would -hope: that that would bring about .eventually the desired meeting -
of minds, ... iio WESH. ; ! Lo g ; S e LY
: ‘Mr. CHRISTOV (Bulgaria){translation from-French): My deldgation considers

that whenever we broach the.disarmsment problem-we are obliged ~- wé should feel
obliged.«= not to forgat that our ‘objective is founded on certain generally-acceptad
principles and premises. "Generally-accepted" hete means that they have- “been accaptad*‘
by governments and approved ‘by the Uxited ‘Nations and “enjoy “the strongast suppOrt of”
world public opinion, of all peoples united on the matter by a unanimous will and °
desira.

The first of these principles is that in our time disarmament is an absolute
necessity in order to ensure not only peace but the very survival of mankind. Esch
one of us could quote an impressive number of drametic statements and appeals confirming
what I have just said. I shall thersfore 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 representative 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, 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 we 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 man, woman and child lives under a nuclear sword of Damocles,

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 powerful 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."

(4/PV.1013, 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 ons, since;

by the very nature of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, the nuclear
danger can be eliminated only if radical 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, that is to say in destroying all

means of delivering them -~ the nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.
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I feel very embarrassed at having to repeat such well-known facts; but I am
really obliged to do so because at the pre.ent stage of discussion on the proposal
made by the -Soviet Foreign Minister, Mr. Gromyko (A/PV.1127, provisional, p.38-40),
it is essential to review certain questions and in particular to clarify the
respective attitudes of the nuclear Powers towards the nuclear prohlem.l

The Soviet Union's attitude is well known. The Soviet Government and the Soviet
delegation have more than once drawn attention to the danger of nuclear ﬁaaﬁons and
the urgent need to eliminate that danger. In this connexion the Soviet Union --
which has always been concerned to find an adequate solution -- béaring in mind the
objections raised by the West, proposed the use of one or other of the two methods
I have just mentioned. We all know the reception the Soviet proposals were given:
they were rejected. The United States, supported by the United Kingdom, rejected the
proposal to eliminate nuclear weapons in the first stage. They also rejected the
proposal in the Soviet draft treaty (ENDC/2, art. 5) to eliminate nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles in the first stage of thz _-rogramme of general and complete
disarmament. '

The attitude of the United States and the United Kingdom is also well known,
particularly since, in this respect as in many others, it has remained fixed. It
consists in proposing (ENDC/30) a 30 per cent reduction in nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles during the first.staga, a further 35 per cent reduétion during the second
stage, and yet another reduction, also of 35 per cent. during a third stage. .It
should be noted at once that no time-limit has been fixed for carrying out thesse
reductions; but they will obviously take a very long time.

Attempts have been made during our discussion -- and at great length -~ to
prasenﬁ-this method as offering great advantages. But the authors of these proposals
have said nothing about the fact that a 30 per cent reduction in nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles does not reduce the danger and threat of nuclear aggression by the
same 30 per cent. In other words; despite reductionslof 30 per cent; and of 35 per
cent in the second stage, the threat and the danger will still be 100 per cent, so
that the effect of the reduction will always be nil; hence there will be no
effective disarmament, since in-our age no genuine disarmament is conceivable without

eliminating the nuclear threat 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 danger cannot disappear unless it disappears altogether;
it cannot be eliminated piscemeal. 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 betwesn, on the one hand, the reality created by nuclear
wsapons, by the ever-growing manifold danger of nuclear catastrophe; and the urgent
need to pult an end to this desperate situation, and on the other hand the negative
attitude of the Western 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
gecurity.

In other words; the United States and their allies do not mersly 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 becomse, in the Western representatives' arguments; 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
delivery, which is the consequence of the arms racs.

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 impossible 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. May I quote again; this time from the statement made by the United States
representative; Mr. Mark, at the meeting held on 3 April? He then said:
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"It 1s not at all evident why the communist countries think

‘that they alone appreciate the disastsr 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." (ENDC/PV.117, p.l8)

This, in my view, is very well spoken, although I do not see why Mr. Mark should
have said that the representatives of the socialist countries 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 contradiction 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 belisve that it is simpler, and also more logical, to seek ways and means of
elimingting the threat. What we say is that the attitude of the United States to the
problem of the nuclear threat is based on the desirs 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 complets 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 nuclsar threat.

The search for a solution of the problem along the lines of the Soviet proposals
does not stem from an over-simplified "maximalism", 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 Union and the other socialist
countries raise the question of eliminating the threat they represent, while naturally
allowing for the other elements 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. Gromyko,
hat been emply commented upon at previous meetings of the Committee. It is in essence,
as the Soviet Union representative has said, an important initiative offering
concessions to the Unived States. How did the Western delegations receive the
Gromyko proposal? By already familiar tactics. They first expressed some interest
in it end said they regarded it as a step in the right direection. 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
mede comzerted attempts to show that the Gromyko proposal is no more than an adoption
of the Western positvion on the reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles. We have seen
the same tactics used many tinmes.

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.57, pp. 21 et seqd,
the irmediate reaction of the Western delegations (;Qigz,p.BT) was to describe that
concession as an important step by the Soviet Union. The next reaction
(ENDC/PV.59, pp.16 et seq.) was: now that the Soviet Union has accepted that
principle for conventional weapons, why not extend it to other weapons, including
nuclear weavon 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 any 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
cennot produce any positive result. In this particular case it is easy to see that
ilere is not and never can be any connexion between the Gromyko proposal end the
United States proposals for a percentage reduction in vehicles. In the first place,
the substance of the problem 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
proposai 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
liquidavion and destruction of all missiles that may be used as nuclear weapon vehicles,
except for 51 agreed and strictly limited number of intercontinental missiles, ground-

to-gir missiles and anti-missile missiles which the Soviet Union and the United States



ENDC/PV.132
31

(k. Christov, Bulgaria)

would retein until the end of the second stage solely within their own territories
(ENDC/2/Rev. 1; arts 5-8). Vhat 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
aﬁd the United States. The Soviet proposal introduces, as always, the time factor, and
lays down specific time-limits for cerrying out the agreed measures.

If the Gromyko 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,
since the Western delegations essert that they are aware of and concerned about the
seriousness of the ﬁﬁclear danger, I think they should answer one question that is
still pending.dgspifelthe scope of thé discussion. In our opinion, that ‘question is
the following: hoes the United States see a threat in the present state of nuclear
weapons? If so, is there in the United States delegation's 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 America): At our plenary meeting on 8 llay &
number of delegations, inclﬁding oy own, suggested thet the time may have come when
we should proceed to the discussion of the next item on our agreed agende (ENDC/1/Add.3)
and refer items 5(b) and 5(c) to the co-Chairmen for further considerstion and subsequent
report to the Committee. 4Ls ny delegetion indicated at that meeting (ENDC/PV.129, p.33),
end as has been further demonstrated by statements from our Eastern colleagues this
morning, we obviously have still a long way to go to achieve agreement on the reduction
of armaments in étage I, The United States proposals on the subject have been presented
~in consideréble detail, end we have also submitted eppropriate draft treaty language
which is before the Committee (ENDC/69).

The United States deiegation has elso, as was noted by our Soviet colleegue this
morning (supra, p.6 ), fut forward its preliminary conclusions (ENDC/PV.124, pp. 32 et _seg
on the proposals of the Soviet Union for reduction of armaments in stage I (ENDC/Z/Rev.l),
including the modification of those proposals made in the General Assembly last autumn
by Poreign Minister Gromyko (A/PV.1127, provisional, p.38-40). Those preliminary

conclusions were based, as we saoid at the time, on admittedly 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 information. We are still awaiting from the Soviet delegation sufficient
clarification and elaboration of its proposals on items 5(b) and 5(c), end we remain
hopeful that our Soviet colleagues will in due course provide us with such information.

Today, however, my delegation intends to proceed to the next item on our agenda,
with the proviso, of course, as we have said earlier, thet items 5(b) and 5(c) be
further discussed by the two co-Chairmen and, at o later date, in the Committee as well.

Item 5(d) of our agreed agenda is, of course, concerned with measures in the field
of nuclear disarmament in stage I and with related measures of effective control. In
my 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/30) as will be recalled,
involves a freezing of armaments at a point in time and their gredual, progressive and
balanced reduction to zero. The United States has proposed four major measures to
accomplish this task with respect t¢ nuclear disarmament in stage Iﬂ

" First, the arms race in nuclear weapons production would be stopped through a
cut-off in the producticn 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 nucleer. weapons.

Third, States would undertake obligations with respect to the-non-pfoliferation
“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 reached agreement on broader arrangements.

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 use in nuclear weapons. That means thct States would 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 subnit, through the 1nternat10nal
disarmament organization, & decleration listing by name, location and productlon
capacity every facility under their jurisdiction capable of producing and pr003351ng
fissionable materials at “he agreed date, as well as the amounts and types of

fissionable material produced at each such facility. That means that States in the
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first stage would be declaring only those installetions within their boundaries irvolved

in the prﬁcess of making fissionable materials. Other installations involved in the

‘prodﬁctioﬁ 6f'nuélear ﬁeapons and their storage, &nd hence concerned with certain vital
national sééurify interests, wculd not, under our proposal, need to be declared at that
early point in the di sarmement process. Principally, the declaration would invclve
certain production and other reactors, gaseous diffusion plants, and other subordinate
and complementary installotions used in the production of plutonium snd U-235.

The United States proposals provide also thet the production of fissionable
materials for purposes other then use in nuclear weapons would be limited to agreed
levels. The perties to the treaty would submit to the international disarmament
orgenization periodic declarations stating the amounts and types of fissioncble
meterials which were being produced at each facility.

Obviously, there will have to be some production of fissionable meteriels for

purposes other thaen use in nuclear weapons. That meenc, under our proposels, .that

States will be allowed to continue to produce materials necessary, for example, in
the production of power, in medicine, and for scientific research. Put there will
have to be some means to ensure that materials produced for purposes other than use
in nuclear weapons do not find their way into nuclear weapons. Consequently, under
our proposals States will have to éubject themselves to very strict accountability
with respect to fissionable materials production.

We might note, however, thaet the United Staltes proposals, &s we have just said,
are not iﬁtended to prevént the production and the use of fissionable matericls fox
peeceful purboses to ﬁhatever extent States may wish to engage in such activities.
However, efforts to ensufe adequate control over those materials would require thabl
production be reguleted at some agreed level and thet all such materials be carefully
accounted for. This point is, of course, very iuportaent, because fissionable material =
are easily converted for use in weaﬁons; and States should therefore have en obiigation

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. In this connexion, the

United States proposals provide 2lso for the use of safeguards for international
transfers of nuclear materials.

As to the actual verification of the implementation of tho cut-off of the
production of fissionable meaterials, the United States haes proposed theb, in accordance

with agreed arrangements, the international disarmement organization would verify the
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implementation of this meesure at declared facilities and also provide assurances that
activities subject to agreed 1imitations.were not conducted at undeclared facilities.

The first portion of the verification problem with regard to the cutwoff —-
verification that declared facilities were producing only what they were supposed to
prcduce —- could be hendled in a number of ways. Each of the arrangements would
require further study; but ry delegation believeé the Committee might consider any
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 exammple, it might be possible to verify a plant's'a.ctivities
without entering the confines of the plant itself. That might be done, for example,
by looking at 2 plant's electrical consumption and weter usage, and by externsal
monitoring of stack gases and of the input and output of matericls processed by the
plant. On the other hand, it may, after study, prove to be necessary, to prevent
diversions within agreed tdlerances, to enter all or a portion of certain plants.

The first type of verificetion arrangements might well be suitable to ensure
that plants which had been completely shut down were indeed not operating; but more
stringent measures might be required for operating plents. My delegation does not
favour any one system over another, nor eare we proposing o particular system of
inspection; we are merely setting forth these two examples es illustrations of some

of the possibilities for adequate verification of & cut-off.

With regard to the second portion of the control process -- arrangements to
ensure that prohibited activitics were not conducted at undeclared or clandestine
facilities —— the United States is prepared to explore such arrangements as would
provide the necessary assurcnces while safeguarding the security of the States concernec

The second major measure of the United States proposal provides for the transfer
of significent, agreed quantities of weapons-grade fissionable material to purposes
other than use in nuclear weapons. Let there be no misteke about the effect of a
transfer of a significant quantity of U.235 of weapons—grede quality to non-weapons
uses. Coupled with the cut-off of production of such material, any transfer of
such material, regardless of whether the material came from weapons themselves or
from the pipeline, would ai'fect directly the size of nuclear stockpiles and would

consequently represent an important measure of nuclear disarmament.
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As our United Kingdom colleague pointed out in his very excellent statement on
this subject on 7 September 1962 (ENDC/PV.82, p.37), what makes a nuclear weépon a
device of mass destruction is not.its size or shape, or its electronié or.mechanical
components, but the simple fact that it contesins fissionable materizls. Once
trensferred to non-weapons purposes and reprocessed os might be necesséry, under
effective safeguerds, such material would no longer be available for use in nuclear
weapons.

My delegation has affirmed in the past, and reaffirms once again, its belief
that significant trensfer of nuclear materiel, in connexion with a cut-off of
production, would be the best means of getting the large nucleer stockpiles now in
the hands of certein States reduced at the earliest possible time. My delegation
believes also that States should have discretion concerning whether the materials to
' be transferred would come from weapons already produced or from material stockpiled
for eventual production of wespons. We believe that such a flexible arrangement would
clearly facilitate the implementation and verification of this measure; whereas, on tl
other hend, specific provision that material should come from wespons already existing
would greatly complicate the matter by raising, among other things, the véry difficult
problem of revealing, at the very beginning of the disarmament process, weapons design.

Thus the United States proposal avoids arrangements which would necessitete
revelation at the very outset of the disarmament process of matvers which ere closely-
guerded State secrets and which vitally concern national security. Of cburse, the
United Stetes proposal would involve verification of the amount and of the quality of
the.mutarial transferred; but such verification should not in any wéy invol#e
disclosure of any particularly sensitive information.

My delegation firmly believes that these two measures ~- & cut-off of the
production of materials for weapons purposes, combined with the transfer of significan
quentities of U=235 to non-weapons purposes -- would be .a very importantnstép towerds
our goal of eliminating the stocks of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of Stetes.
Naturelly, transfer alone without a simultaneous cut-off would.not be meaningful,
since production to replece transferred material could continue. For that

reason the United States links the two proposals.
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_4s for the quantity of the material to be trensferred, the Committee is aware of
the United States proposé& for transfer by the United States and the Soviet Union of
50,000 kilogrammes each of weapons-grade U-235 to non-weapons purposes. At the
seme time, the United States has stated:-on several occasions thet 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, the United Stetes is
prepared to consider, within reasoan, such amounts as the Soviet Union may wish to
propose.

A key point in the United States proposals for nuclear disarmament measures in
stage I is that fissionable materials trensferred to peaceful uses, either within a
State or to another State, would be subject to & system of safeguards. The United
States proposals provide that the fissicnable meterials transferred could be used by
the State to which the materials belonged in any manner it saw fit, including transfer
to other States, providéd only that they were not diverted to nuclear weapons use.

To ensure that the materials are not so diverted, the United States proposes that
they be subject to safeguard procedures by the international disarmament orgenization.
'The exact modalities of eny such procedures could be worked out in an annex on
verification appended to the treaty. _

Another major provision in the United States proposals relates to the question
of proliferation of nuclear weapons to States which do not now manufacture of own
such weepons. The United States proposals would ensure that stage I of the treaty
contained adequate provisions for preventing (1) transfer of control of eny nuclear
weapons to States which had not manufactured such weapons, (2) assistance to such
States in the manufacture of nuciear weapons, (3) testing of nuclear weapons by any
State. In the cases of the transfer of control of nuclear weapons or assistence 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
underteken prior to the implementation of the treaty, if possible.

With regard to nuclear weapon test explosions, the United States hopes, and
indeed assumes, that we shall have reached an effective and safeguarded test ban
agreement well before stoge I is put into effect, and we believe that such an agreement
would open the way to measures dealing more directly with the problem of proliferation.
But if, in spite of all cur erforts and hopes, such an agreement is not arrived at,
the United States position is that all nuciear weapon test explosions should be
prohibited in stage I and that effective procedures for the verification of the

cessantion of such tests should be a part of the treatv.
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The final'point in the United States proposals for nuclear measures in stagé-I
13 the creation of a group of experts to discuss the means for aettling and to settle
outstanding questions relating to the future reduction and eventual elimination 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 conclusians on the difficulties of

_checking past production of fissionable materials. At the moment we know that it

would be very difficult to account for past fissionable materials production, and that
therefore States which might be led to vioclate the treaty could have the poasibility
of successfully eoncealing nuclear weapons. Wie therefore believe that the best
appfoach to the problem of the final complete elimination of nuclear-weﬁpons should
be to attack and:reaolve Jcintly the technical issues aurrounding the problem of
verifying the alimination of those weapons. Such an approach we bel1eve, need not
necessarily await the signature of a treaty. It could begin as soon as delagations
felt themselvas clearly prepared to undertake the necessary studies.

In summary, the United States proposals for nuclear measures in stage I would
result in the following:

First: they wouldlarrest the growth of nuclear stockpiles for use in weapons,
through a cut—-off of production of fissionable matgrials for use in nuclea:'weapona;

Secondly: they would reduce the amount of fissionable materiais available to
States for use in nuclear weapons and_thus reduqe their nuclear weapon capabilities;

Thirdly: they would prevent proiiféiation of.nuclear weapons by agreemanﬁa to
prohibit the transfer of control of nuciear weapons to additional States and to prohibit
assistance to additional States in manuracturing nuclear weapons; and '

Fourthly: they would freeze the advance of nuclear weapons technology 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 far towards halting expansion of what we all know are the already
stupendoﬁs nuclear'dapabilities available to certain Powers. We hope that the Soviet
Union, in particular, will carefully ‘examine our proposals, so that we may move
forward towards agreement in this most important, most vital, arsa of nuclear weapons,
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... .. .Mr, LALL (India): T 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 (¢) of our agenda. ‘"I am not at all clear whether that discussion has
ended, but certainly one of our co-Chaiﬁnen assunes that in practice it has ended for
the présent.' - R |
e have taken note that the United States co-Chairman has suggested that the
subject should remain wnder exsmination by the two co-Chairmen. We should like to
suggest that, when the co-Chairmén decide to examine it between themselves, they . .
should try to prepare a paper setting out succincetly the remaining areas of disagreement
with regard to vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons. wWhat we have in mind
is ‘that, unless some such thing is done, the long discuésions which we have had will
tend, we believe, to be los%. That should not happen, because while those discussions
have not yet resulted in agreement théy have, we believe, brought forth from both
sides valuable clarification of their positions. Indeed, there have been some. -
remarks made-by representatives of the non—-éligned countries which might also be
taken into-account in drawing up a pépér on the present position and, more specifically,
on the remaining areas of differéﬁce. We hope that the two co-Chairmen will consider
that'suggestion{ ‘ | '
The second point to which I wish to refer does not concern general and complete
disarmament. It concerns'the nucleﬁr tést ban.n Oﬁr delegation would like to say
that it welcomed the informaﬁion which it gained yesterday from the newspapers —- we
have not heard it contradicted, and we assume it is correct -—,thgt the President of
the:United States has cancelled certain underground nuclear tests which were due to
take place later this month. e note'that‘fhe tegts have;beep not postponed but
-canicelled. ile feel that that is a:develdpment féfy much in line with the hope of
the whole world that nulear tests sﬁouid'séoﬁ, éndnwe look forward to other measures
by the leaders of the two sides to fulfil that hope.

- Sir Phul'MASON'(UhiﬁedlKingddﬁ)ﬁ Our United States colleague has again .
suggeated"(ggggg,'p-jl ) that the timé ﬁas come.when_we might profitably leave items .
5 (b):and 5 (c¢) of our agreed agenda (iNDC/1/add.3) and proceed it item.5 (d). That.
is a course which has been suggéstéd'or éupported on previous occasions by other -
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delegetions; including my own. I wish to support ﬁhe proposal, and I find nothing
to counteract its desirability in the long statement which we have heerd this
morning from our Soviet colleague,

In the course of that statement Mr. Tsarapkin described me as naive (supra, p«8 ).
Coming 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
(4/PV.1127, provisional, p.38-40), and which the leader of my delegation, !r. Godber,
listed again at the end of his statement on 8 May (ENDC/PV.129, p.39).

However, 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'carafully that even a small cormer of the mists which I previously described as
serrounding 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 (¢) at a later date. I hope that, when we do, the
Soviet Government will have reconsidered its position on that subject. In my i;ew
neither our Soviet colleague nor his colleagueslfrom Eastern Europe have put fofﬁard
any sound arguments against the Western proposals for a 30 per cent cut across-the-
board in all ﬁajor armaments, inecluding 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 varieus
stage I measures of nuclear disermament which have been propoeed by the iest. Those

are important and substantial measures, and the United Kingdom delegation looks
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forward to solid and, I trust, really fruitful discussions on this subject. This
morning I only want to draw the Committee's attention to one or two of the Weetern
proposals, and I shall do so very briefly. o R

First, we look forward to hearing the considered views of our Soviet colleague
‘on the proposal that, after a cut-off, the United S sates and the Soviet ‘Governments
eheuld transfer agreed and significant quentities of weapons—grade fisgile material
to purposes other than use in nuclear weapons. As Western representatlves have
pointed out in the past, and as lir. Stelle repeated tod&y (su ra, D 34), that
proposal. could have an important effect on the nuclear capabilities of both the
Soviet Union and the United States, - S |

" The Committee rill have noted the suggestion made this morning by our United
States colleagqe;(ggggg; p. 36) that his Government woﬁld be flexible about the
amount of fiseiie material to be transferred. I am sure that we shall all have
listened to that”with.epproral, and we in the United Kingdom, for our part, urge onr
Soviet colleegue to stﬁdy the‘proposal carefully and to give us his considered views,

Then again, our United States coileague devoted a part of:his gtatement this
morning o another point which of course will require a great deal of attention from
the Committee during cur forthvoming dlscu551one,' I am referring to the very
difficult problems involved in working out adequate and effective verificetion
measures for the climination of nuclear weepone.' It is quite obvious to all of us
that we are dealing on this point with one of the really crucial issues in eny
programme of disarmament,

Mr. Stelle reminded the committee this morning of the working peper (ENDC/60)
submitted by the United hingdom delegation at our 77th meeting on 31 August last and
entitled "The Technlcal Possibility of International Control of Fissile Material
Production“ I am suve that the Soviet Government 1ike the rest of us, recognizes
that there are real and complieated problems in this field, I dare say I am not
going too far when I express the hope that the Soviet Government would not wieh to
dissent from the analysis and the conclusions set out in the document to which I have
referred. I hope, in fact, that that working paper, which my colleagues and their '

Governmente have now had over eight months to con51der 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 ﬁébhnical studies which, as ur. Stelle suggested to the Committee
this morning (supra, p.37 ), could begin here as soon as delegations were prepared,

and which need not nedeSsarily await the signature of a treaty on general and complete

disarmament.

The CHATRMAN (Sweden): T should like to say a few words as representative
of Sweden.
First, I should like to thank Mr. 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 feel tempted to quote two further
sentences from that statement. 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 fhe 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 suggest that, had not the two
great Powers brought them into focus, others would have felt obliged
to do so. What we can hope for and what we should ask is that the
problems 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." (ENDC/PV.?1, 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 synopsié'af =@ ilr. Lall ‘put it -- the differences regarding the subject
under discussion, But I should like to add two words to his suggestion. I should
like tbtsé}ﬁﬁét;bnlf”"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 Mr. Lall's suggestion was also constructive in that it put renewed
emphasis on the institution of the co-Chairmen. This Conference is ce:tainly
dependent to a fairlylarge extent upon our co-Chairmen, The better they co-operate,
the more they gynchronize their work, the easier will it be for us to discuss, to
work and to reach results, Therefore I humbly submit to our two co—Chairmgn that
they should give rerious consideration to the suggestion put foward by the

represcniative of India.

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Russian): The statement made today by the Urited States representative showed a
ceritain tendency to depart from what the representative of India, Mir. Lall, had in
mind and what has just been pointed out by our Chairman, the representative of Sweden,
Baron voa Platen, with regard 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 from the United States representalive is not an agreed
recomnendation of the co-Chairmen, but a purely erbitrary, unilateral initiative of
the representative of the United Stvates. Apparantly the United States representative
is showing a new tendancy with.regard to the organization of the work in our Conference.
If that is so, it is beling done without our consent and the Soviet Union bears no
responsibility in that regard. That, of course, is the United States' own affair.

We understand that the United States representative ocbviously does not wish for
any further discussion of item 5 (v), 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. It may be that the United States has nothing to say;
bgﬁ it_EPB%d bs more accurate to say, not that it has nothing to say, but that it does
not want to discuss this question and does not want any agreement on it. But the
fact that the United States has nothing to say or does not want to discuss this _
question still does not mean that the others must accept its point of view and abandon
any further discussion of the question. . _ _ : _

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 him.at our
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next meeting, and to reply to the earlier statements of the repreSentativéé of the
United States and the United Kingdom regarding our proposal, We all see quite clearly
that this subject is far from erhausted, and the attempt to have it referred to the
co-Chairmen when therc is sbsolutely no agreement between us or even gnflxénprochﬂment
of our positions is a manoeuvre that would mean simply withdrawing thig question

from discussion in the Committoe. We cannot agree to such a manoehvfé'iﬁ our Comittee,
We must act in good faith, and if theve is still a need for discussion we must not
abandon it. That is why I have already said and ropeat again that ot our next
mecting, when we tusn to the question of disarmament, we shall have something to say
and shall mcke our comments on a number of views, argurients and pioposals which have
becn put forward by obher delezations cn the cuestion we are discussing.

As Por the proposal put forward today by the United States representative, we
thinlr that we shall d¢al with that subject as well in due course, since it is not a
Yerueicl"™ cne, as the Unitcd Kingdom rspresentavive tried to make out in his stetement
supporting the United States pronosel(supra, p.--40). We have already analysed fairly
thoroughly the proposals put Torward by the United States representative. Everyone
recognises that our main task is to elimin=tc the dsngex of a nuclear missile war,
What does the United States nropcsal offer in this ragurd? A4bsolutely nothing. We
shali-;rové that witk the utmost cogency when we come to that question. If ths
'Jz:itéd States has a crisis of cverprcduction of fissionable materials for the
menufacture of nuclear weapcns, that is your intermal affair -- cope with that problem
yourselves; you can cut dowr production of fissiocnable materials for military'needa.' ;
You can tvansfer from militsyy nroductieon not 50, but pérbaps 100, 200 or 300 tons
to peaczful uses. You can do that by your own dom2siic procedure without involving
our Committce i» a discussion cf this domestic problem of yours.

taut if you really wish forthe inplementation of ﬁeesvres aimed at nuclear
disarmament, at the elimination of the threat of a nuclear missile war, then for this
there is an excellent and effective way out of the situation. There is article 22 of
the Sovict drvaft treaty op general and complete disérmameﬁt”(ENDC/E/Rev.l). This .
article provides for a whole number of measures aimed at nﬁclear disarmament. It

provides for the prohibition of nuclear weapons, the ceésation cf their production,
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the elimination of nuclear weapons from the armaments of States, the transfer of all
nuclear materiala to peaceful uses, and control over all nuclear industry and the
production of nuclear weapons. These measures are really aimed at eliminating the
threat of a nuclear missile war.

We shall come back 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
to eliminate the threat 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 disarmament to the first stage. lie state this officially and are
prepared to do so very gladly, provided of course that the United States and the
United Kingdom agree, since without their agreement there is nothing we can do.

Mr, CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): Iy 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 gquestions in order to have a thorough
grasp of its substance. Now, as I have already said, many of these questions have
still not been answered. Yet again this morning the Soviet Union representative, in
his long statement, merely repeated the brief explanations that we had already heard,
refraining from 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.129, p.26).

My delegation asked what the Soviet delegation proposed regarding control and
the development of the control of nuclear vehicles other than intevcontinental
missiles in the ‘first stage. Ie asked for the Soviet delegation's views on the
application of control, at the end of the first stage, over the 100 per cent
elimination of vehicles other than intercontinental missiles. Wwe said that, since
this was a total disarmeament measure, we thought that equally total control should
be appiied, 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 4merica): 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 discugg jtems 5 (b) and 5 (¢)
of our agenda (ENDC/1/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, for the time being, to the two co-Chairmen. e 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 succinet statement
of our areas of disagreement on the question of reduction of armaments. I should
like to say that my delegation is quite willing and ready to follow that suggestion,
as we understand it, at any time that our Soviet colleague is willing to co-operate
with us in that endeavour. ' :

‘Mr, Tearapkin had some things to say about my delegation's: moving on to the
next item on our agenda, which deals with measures'of nuclear disarmament. He was
quite correct in saying that it was not in response to an agreed recommendation of
the co-Chairmen. However, I do not think that he could have been surprised by our
proceeding’ to discussion of the next item, for he has been on notice for some weeks
that that was our intention failing agreement between the co-Chairmen to move on.

I welcome the fact that our Soviet colleague began to discuss, and said that he
would further discuss in statements at future meetings, the measures deal ing with
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nuclear disarmament. I hope that,  when he does, it will be a serious discussion,

and that we; shall not again meet the Soviet position, whieh unfortunately was - - . .
repeated this morning, that if everything cannot be done there is no utility in
doing: something. -The Soviet position seems to be that if the threat of nuclear war
cannot be campletely eliminated in stage I, then it is useless to consider other.
measures. We do not hold that opinion; we recognize the real and complex problems
involved in complete elimination of the threat of nuclear war, which is of course.
our sincere objective; but we think that there are useful things that we can do on
the way towards that objective, and the proposals made by my delegation this morning

are directed towards that end.

Mr. BLUSZTAJN (Poland): The procedural situation seems to me to be rather.

confused. The representative of the United States has introduced into the discussion
of our Committee a new subject, which has also been taken up by the representative

of the United Kingdom; and we have had a statement by the representative of Italy,
who tried to justify that kind of procedure by saying that he camnot continue the . -
discussion of item 5 (b) because he has not had adequate and satisfactory replies to.
his questions. I do not want to go into that point, although of course I would have.
something to say about it except that the hour is rather late.

It seems to me that we have .in any case -to reach a decision about what we are
going to do on liednesday of next. .week. We have been rather accustomed in this
Commnittee to the two co-Chairmen getting together and presenting to us an- agreed
recommendation on the order of business. Even if they disagreed about ;the order of -
business they were--ready to -tell us about it, and we then knew exactly where we stood.
It seems to me that we should not return here next Wednesday without having some sort
of clarity in..our-minds about what we are goinc to discuss. _ F sl

- If I may make a suggestion, I would propose: . that we ask our two co-Chairmen to -
consider the procedural situation which has developed today and to present us with an
agreed recommendation. perhaps not later than, say, lionday next. It seems to me that
in any case we should not let the situation develop. in such a way that two subjects
are discussed at the same time. That, it seems to me, would be a very unfortunate

situation.
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The Conference decided to issue the following 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 Flaten,
representative of Sweden.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the Soviet Union,
Canada, Bulgaria, the United States, India, the United Kingdom, Sweden,
Ttaly and Poland. “

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Friday, 17 May 1963,
at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m.






