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" The CHAIRIAN (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): I declare

open the ninety-second meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament,
y list of speakers includes the represéntatives of Bulgaria, the United States,
Poland and the United Zingdom. I call on the representative of Bulgaria, who was

the first to put down his name.

iir. TARABAHOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): Items 5 b and 5 ¢

of the agenda drawn up by the co-Chairmen (ENDC/1/Add. 3), and especially those
disarmament measures which concern nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and conventional
armements, have already been examined by the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament at a first reading during our last session. The chief
reason that the Committee has now decided to revert to the examination of these
questions is that fresh proposals of great importance, creating new possibilities
for finding a general solution and for reaching agreement amongst the parties con-
cerned, have been mut forward by the Soviet Uniom.
The new Soviet proposals, presented by the Soviet Foreign Minister, ir. Gromyxo,
at the beginning of the seventeenth session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations (A/PV-1127 (provisional), p.38), were formulated, as was stated both
at the time of their presentation and on subsequent occasions, in a spirit of good-
will and compromise and taking iunto account certain considerations expressed by the
representatives of tle western Powers during earlier negotiations in our Committee.
The sense of the Soviet proposals is contained in article 5 paragranh 1 of the
Soviet Union's revised draft treaty, which concerns nucliear weapon delivery vehicles.
It is there stipulated that all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles will be eliminated:
"... except for an agreed and strictly limited number of inter-continental
missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in the "ground to air"
category, to be retained by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
United States of America, exclusively in their own terriiory, until the end

of the second stage." (ENDC/2/Rev.1l, p.5)

These new proposals are in line with the general principles whichthe Soviet Union
adopted in its draft treaty presented on 15 iiarch 1962 (ENDC/2) and with the funda~
mental idea contained in the earlier Soviet proposals designed to rid humanity of
the danger of nuclear war as rapidly as possible at the very outset of the procéss

of general and complete disarmament.
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Guided by the fundamental idea of freeing the world from the danger of nuclear
war at the very outset of the disarmament process, and taking into consideration
certain suggestions of the non-aligned States, the Soviet Union declarcd its
readiness to begin general and complete disarmament by eliminating nuclear weapons
themselves during the first stage, on condition, of course, that the western Powers
also declared their readiness to do likewise. Faced with the categorical refusal
of the western Powers to undertake the eliminaticn of nuclear weapons during the
first stage, the Soviet Union put forward an alternative method for attaining that
objective, namely the elimination of delivery veiicles, thus immobilizing nuclear
weapons.,

The important modification that the Soviet Union has made in its original draft
treaty, particularly the stipulation that the Soviet Union and the United Stétes
should retain a limited number of missiles until the end of the second stage, take
account of the various uvbiections end arguments advanced by the western Powvers
during previous discussions. These proposals olfer wide nossibilities of reaching
a mutually acceptabice agreement on this essential question. The proposal to retain
& strictly limited number of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles demonstrates once more
the profound desire oif +ite Soviet Union and the other socialist countries to secure
an agreement with the western Powers so that the danger of a nuclear war may be
eliminated in the first stage of disarmament.

These proposals, forming & :art of the fundamental principles which are the
basis of the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament presented by the
Soviet Union at the beginning of the Conference of the Eighteen—Nétion Committee,
have as their aim the elimination of certain fears and anxieties - unfounded though
they are - expressed by the westerin Powers, particularly fears that the total
elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles during the first stage would
leave loopholes and permit the concealment of deiivery vehicles by an ill-
intentioned party.

These proposals aim, at the same time, at allaying the apprehensions of the
western representatives concerning the possibility of initiating and conducting a
nuclear war by the.use of improvised delivery systems during the period immnediately
following the total elimination of auclear weapon delivery vehicles.

It is in the light of developments in recent yeafé, and especlally in recent

months, that the new Soviet proposals concerning nuclear weepon delivery vehicles
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must be examined, Their importance and the part they are capable of playing are
obvious fo aﬁ&éﬁéfﬁhémégﬁﬁiﬁéiy"cpnsiders and examines them against the background
of recent events and of tﬁe opiniahs Wﬁich have been expressed concerning these events.
The desire to free humanity from the danéer of nuclear war has become a universal and
powerful current of world opinion whoge strength increases daily. Not only have the
most responsible statesmen of the nuclear Powers expressed their profound conviction
that it is dangerous to allow the nuclear threat to.continue 1o weigh upon mankind -
and we are sure that they ére speaking with a full knowledge of the facts ~ but this
conviction of the necessity of eliminating the grave dangers involved in a nuclear
conflict bhas become the principal preoccupation of the peoples of the whole world.
It was also expressed in a striking manner by the representatives of all the ifembers
of the United Nations at the last session of the General Assembly.
In conformity with one of the agreed principles for disarmament negotiations, .

namely, point 5, which states,that:

"All measures_of general and complete disarmament should be balanced

so that at no stage of.the implementation of the treaty could any State

or group of States gain military advantage and that security is ensured

equally for all." |

(ENDC/5 p.2),
military bases on foreign territory must be eliminated simultaneously with the des-
truction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. It must not be forgotten that the
Soviet Union built intercontinental missiles and other nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles as an answer to the installation of western military bases all round the
territory of the Soviet Union and of the other socialist countries. These bases
represent a source of continually growing international friction and at the same
time a means of exerting political préssure and of intervening -in the internal affairs
of other States. T

The recent crisis in the Caribbean which:was caused by the intensive preparatious

for an armed intervention against Cube, for an invesion pure and simple of this
independent State, illustrated in a particularly striking manner the anxiety which
any country feels whgpllong—rangé auclear weapons are installed close to its fron-
tiers on foreign territory; The.Président of the United States described the pre-
sence of "powerful loni-range nuclear weapons with a vast destructive power" - he was °

referring to the weapons installed in Cuba to allow that country to strengthen its
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defences against the danger represented by the invasion preparations which were beiag
made in the United States and in certain other Caribbean countries - as a threat to
the peace and security of the United States.

And yet for several years past nuclear weapons have been installed in
United States bases on the territory of numerous countries bordering the Soviet Union
and the other socialist States, or not far from their frontiers. These bases repre-
seht a real danger to peace. They constitute a major obstacle to the establishment
of good neighbourly relations between the countries on whose territory they are situa-
ted and the countries against which they are directed. Their elimination simul-
taneously with the destruction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would not only De
perfectly Justified, but is an absolute necessity.

In view of these conditions and of the nervousness shown by the United States
during fhe crisis in the Caribbean, one cannot but be astonished at the intransigent
attitude adopted by the United States representative in the Eighteen-Nation Committce.
The United States representative maintained that the elimination of bases on foreign
territory as proposed by the Soviet Union for the first stage would create "grave
imbalances and jeopardize most seriously the secufity of the United States and its
allies, and is therefore unacceptable". (ENDC/PV.90, p.33) To judge from this
strange statement, it would seem that the security of the United States and of its
allies is chiefly Eased upon the insecurity and the threat which the military bases
of the western Powers represent for peace-loving countries and for the whole world.
This is certainly a curious way to envisage the security and equilibrium which should
exist during the pfocess of general and complete disarmament.

#“ilitary bases on foreign territory are a matter of concern to every country.

It is not by mere chance that their elimination has for a long time been demanded,
not only by the socielist States but by almost a2ll the non-aligned countries. In
September 1961, the Declaration of the Conference of Heads of State or of Government
of non-eligned countries at Belgrade contained the following passage:
"The participating countries consider the establishment and maintenance
of foreign military bases in the territories of other countries, parti-
cularly against their express will, a gross violation of the sovereignty
of such States. They declare their full support to countries who are
_ endeavouring to secure the vacation of these bases. They call upon
‘those countries maintainiﬁg fofeigh bases to consider seriously their

abolition as & contribution to world peace".



ENDC /PV .92
8]

(iixr. Tarabanov, Bulgariz;

Since then there have been many fresh demonstrations of the desire of the peoples

of the world that all bases on foreign territory should be eliminated. ‘Je need not
repeat here the manifcstations of ihis wish during the seventeenth session of the
General Assembly or the passages dealing with this subject in the resolutions of the
General Assembly, .

It is discouraging to note that the new Soviet proposals have not been received
by the Western Fowers cs constructive concessions intended to remove their apprehensions
but have been made thc object of a2 general, though ill-disguised, attack against the
Soviet drafl treaty on general and complete disarmament and against the essential
principles on which it is based. “hile describing the Soviet proposals as interes-
ting and worthy of speciai study, the western Powers do nothing but re-affirm the
positions which they heve already taken up in the American draft treaty (ENDC/30
ond Corr. 1 and Add. 1 aad 2). This treaty does not allow of the elimination of
the nuclear danger even at the end of the disarmament process. In other words, the
western Powers, while professing interec: in the Soviet proposals, tend to reject
their substance.

We have already had occasion to express the apprehensions we feel at the fact
that the western Powers, instead of meking a constructive approach to the Soviet
proposals and thus facilitating the reaching of an agreement on the basis of the
serious concessions made by the Soviet Union, are trying toprepare public opinioﬂ
for their rejection in one form or another.

The somewhat negative attitude of the western Powers towards the new Soviet
proposals has found expression in their;latest statements. In his speech of
10 December the United States representative, speaking of the 1ates£ Soviet proposals,
called on the Soviet Union to adopt "thke method of a gradual percentage reduction”
and to extend this method to all the principal types of armament (ENDC/PV.30 p.34).
‘At the same meeting the United Xingdom representative, while noting the concessions
made by the Soviet Union, showed the intransigence of the western Powers by calling
upon the Soviet Union to go still further (ibid. p.44). He declared that the Soviet
proposal was more applicable to the third stage, thus inviting us to adopt the
western proposals for the first and second stages, which would amount to nothinglless
than giving up the attempt to eliminate the danger of nuclear war at the end of the
first stage; This unconstructive attitude on the part of the Western delegations

towards the new Soviét:proposals - proposals which were made in order to allay
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the baseless anxieties of the western delegations - can only create serious disquiet
amongst all those who are concerned to reach an agreement which would eliminaete the
nuclear danger as soon as possible.
This disquiet can only be enhanced by the rapid submission at the meeting on

10 December of the new text of article V of the United States draft treaty
(ivid. pp. 36 and 37). This draft, which was introduced before the new Soviet
proposals had even beea Giscussed, tekes little or no account of those proposals.
On the contrary, this text envisages measures which constitute in practice a complete
negation of the Soviet proposals. Thué, paragraph 3 e provides that:

"Each ?arty to this Treaty shall, after the beginning of Stage I,

limit flight testing of missiles ......" (ENDC/63, p. 3)

This refers, of course, to missiles carrying nuclear warheads. It amounts to saying
that the United States is not only not prepared to accept the Soviet proposals, but
envisages the continuation of production and flight testing of nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles throughout the process of disarmament.

Further examples could be quoted to show that the modified text of article V
presented by the United States is, in fact, only a simplified version of its earlier
rigid positions, without any substantial change in those positions. Consequently in
this case, as in the case of the simplified but unmodified versions of the western
draft treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the western Powers require
concessions only from tae other side, and what is more, having obtained such conces-
sions, they do not budge an inch from tneir old positions. This is certainly a
strange and unconstructive way of ‘'negotiating", while claiming afterwards that the
western Powers "keep an open mind", as they are so fond of saying.

We do notthini that there can now be a consideration of the question by the
co~-Chairmen, still less of the drawing up of any kind of text, until there has been
a sufficient clarification of the attitude of the western Powers towards the new and
important concessions made by the Soviet Union in its proposals concerning nuclear
weapon delivery vehicles.

What is the solution which the western Powers seem to be offering in view of the
new Soviet proposals? They propose a percentage reduction of armaments, which would
maintain unchanged the relatioﬁship existing between the armed forces of the different
States., But to accept such a.position —~ which brings us back to the old western pro-

posals - leaving unchanged the existing relationships between the armed forces or, to
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use the perhaps better Inglish expression, the existing pattern of inter-relationship

of the armed forces of States, when concluding a treaty for general and complete

disarmament, would mean speeding up the nuclear arms race to the utmost, since all
the Powers would like to conclude a treaty providing for a relationship of armed
forces in their favour. The nuclear arms race would coantinue with giant strides

and at an appalling speed. That is why the United States, for examplg'have just set
up their first solid fuel missiles, the Titar and the i{inuteman. Scarcely a month
ago, the United States Secretary of Defence, !'r, iicNamora, stated in an interview
with the journalist Stewart Alsop thot, by the end of 1964, the United Stetes would
have more than 800 missiles of this type, whereas at present they have only 20 or so.
The same percentages and figures would perhaps apply to all the other types of
armament., '

Thus the solutions which the estern Powers offer in answer to the Soviet Union's
proposals represent simnly an open invitation to continue the armaments race. By
offering a premium to whoever has the largest quantity of nuclear weapons and delivery
vehicles at the time when the treaty is concluded, they are only aggravating the race
between the contestants to reach the deadline for signing a treaty on genérél and
complete disarmament with a quantity of arms-which.would giﬁe them an advantage
during the process of disarmament. ~However, ‘such proposals would be disastrous
for humanity end diametrically opposed to the orinciples agreed in the Joint
Statement (ENDC/5).

It would indeed be a bad omeun for the work of our Conference and for disarmament
in general if the western Powers continued, in the face of the new Soviet proposals,
to make preparations for their rejection. The important concessions made by the
Soviet Union should, on the contrary, encourage the western Powers to adopt a con-
structive attitude. By accepting, in principle, the necessity for eliminating all
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles by the end of the first stage of general and complete
disarmament, while maintaining a strictly limited and agreed number of missiles, the
western Powers could help to free humanity from the nightmare of a nuclear war. At
the same time, this would create tremendous opportunities for the speedy conclusion

of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

, Mr. DEAN (United States of America): Today we are egain considering items
5b and 5c¢ of our agenda. ifost delegations, including the United States delegation,

have spoken at length on both the political and technical problems involved in
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"Teducing and ultimately liquidating armaments of all types, including those armaments
which are capable of delivering nuclear weapons.

I do not propose today to review all these matters again in detail. However,

I do want to spend a few minutes taliing about fundamentals, that is, about the con-
siderations which go to the very heart of our disarmament negotiations.

The United States is now deeply and completely committed to worldwide arrangements
for the co-operative defence of the free world. These defensive arrangements were
brought about by Soviev threats. The Uhited States sees these co-operative worldwide
arrangements as a shield to prevent any other nation from using its military strength,
either directly or indirectly, through threats and intimidation, or threats of des-
truction, to frustrate the freedom and independence which we share with all the free
peoples of the world. The Soviet Union and its allies may look upon these arrange-
ments as they will, and they can characterize this co-operative defensive system in
the free world as they see fit, but their characterizations cannot change the fact
of the present total commitment of the United States to these worldwide arrangements
in the absence of totel disarmament in a peaceful world, for which we are striving at
this Conference table.

The United States firmly believes that these combined military and political
undertakings provide a substantial degrée of security for the free world against the
possibility of attacis. At the same time, as has been said by many United States
spokesmen, beginning with President Xennedy, the United States also recognizes that,
in this era of nuclear weapons, supersonic aircraft and ballistic missiles, even a
sucééésful military defence could bring untold suffering and misery to the successful
defenders as well as to the unsuccessful atfacker; Therefore, the United States
earnestly seeks, witn full effort of heart and ﬁind, and without any reservations
whatsoever, to eliminate the scourge of war. For this reason we have »proposed our
treaty for general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world (EWDC/30). Ve
believe this treaty to he sound, objective, unselfish and fair to all.

_Ih accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Princinles on disarmament, the
key to our position is that we will agree to adopt only those measures which preserve
the safety of the United States and ifs associates while we are carrying out these
very measures of disarmament. Ve are in favour of complete and total disarmament in
a peaceful world, but we will not accept obligations in the disarmament field which

diminish total free world security or, in the process, give to the Soviet Union or to
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its allies, greater nilitary power. By this we do not wish by any means to imply
that we will particinate in agreements only when our own immediate interests are
served and when those of the other nucleer side are injured. That would be a

most short-sighted and, indeed, a futile policy which would doom our worit here to
failure. On the conirary, the United States seeks agreements which are honest and
beneficial to both sicdes at the sams time, which are in accordance with the Joint
Statement of Agreed Principles, and which allow everyone to breathe a iitiie more
easlily because all Svates have new girounds for ascurance that the general neace of
the world rests on a sounder basis and because voth the couses and the means of con-
flict have been cut back. Ve bpelieve that mutually beneficiel agreements on
disarmament can and will be reached, and we are convinced that the general approach
spelled out in our outline of basic prcvisions of a draft treaty is objective,
sound, fair and reasonable.

In approaching the whole disarmament provlem, we believe that there is only
one sound rule: start from the werld nc il ic now, in a political and 2 militery
sense, whether one likes it or not - and there are features of it that we also do
not like — and then go on from there with realistic disarmament plans. My
goverrment is solemnly pledged to work for the implementation of general and complete
disarmament in a peaceful world. The United Svates would welcome the type of
changed world political order that would emerge with the realization of total
disarmament in a peaceful world, with the disappearance of great military powers.
However, as long as armed forces and weapons remain a crucial factor in world affairs,
as unfortunately they do unow, and as they will continue to do until the final part
of the disarmament process, the United States will not be prepared to accept a major
qualitative —- as distinct from guantivative -- reduction which would reshuffle the
existing political-military balance under the guise of disarmament.

The United States Government is composed of realistic and determined officials,
devoted to democratic ideals, whose oaths of office oblige them to keep the security
of their country ever in the forefront. Those men will not be led astray by any
amount of propaganda, eny combination of slogans, or any amount of mislabelling.
They will not be deceived by plans designed to dismember NATC and other ailiances,
while disarmament is being carried out, no matter what high-sounding names may be

given to such plans.
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United States officicls will uot be impressed by exhortavions, such as those frow
the Soviet bloc delezations here, vhat the highest norm or stendard for cdisarmameatv
negotiations must be Line elimination of the risit of nuclear waer ia the Pirst stage.
Zliminate it we intend 1o do in our overall disermament projramme, in our three

&

stages, 1n barmony with the objecitives set férth in the Joint Statement of Lgreed
rrinciples, but of this you may LSe Bure: we shall not be led into palzably one-
sided moves at the Zezinning of the disarmament rzrocess which would clearly favour
the Soviet bloc and jeosnerdize tie sccurity of the free world.

[

The first stage is 2ot our ulvimate goal: our goal is rather a comzlete
programme of total and complete disarmament in & peaceful worid. There is nothing
sacrosanct about eitizer the measures of the first stage or ils duration. That is

a portion of a total wrozramme, 15 be executed in & time-period subject w negotia-
tion, and proposals refarding its length have aiready been subject to change in somze
instances as a result of our deliverations in this Eighteen-llation Commitvee.

The real world ol today sees the strength of the Soviet bloc in one compact
land mass stretching for more than 7,000 miles from the BElbe river in Germany to
the shores of the Facific Ccean, from the Arctic Circle to the southernmost ranges
of the Himalayan mouwatvains. The rest of us sit on the outside perimeter of that
huge compact land mess, the whole of which is uader communist dominatio.r. ile musvu
be alert at all points around ithat serimeter, because the states of this central
mass have the complete o3tion of woving from the centre of the huge laud nass in_a
nunber of diverse directions.

It so happens currently that the strongest perimeter Power —— the United States —-
is in nost respects not on the perimeter at all, bDut far awey on the huge contineatal
islard of Worth America. In addition, the free world is comzosed of & aumover of
individual States of wvarying capasilities. Caly when welded together ia a strong
alliance, where the forces of one bDecome the forces of all, is the free world able
to defend itself agocinst this great central commaunist power. The only cure for
these geographical oné zolitical circumstances is the deployment of elements of the
strength of the United States end the rest of the free worli in areas closer to tie
perimeter, where such eiements can Uolster the forces locally available. That,
essentially, is the system of allied military veses to which the socialist camp so
sfrongly objects and which the Soviet world, by reeson of its great geographical
size, does not need. The Soviet attitude towards those foreign bases is something
like that of the well-fed man who says tc the pcverty—stricken.man "I just can't

understand why you tiinx so wuch about food".
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" In all fdirneés; I must say thot if this were not a disarmamemnb conference
I would not blame my Soviet collezgues for declaiming againsy the very factors that
mcke the western Powers i their aiZiances a formidatle militery force with which the
Soviet bloc governments must carefully reckon. Jaturally the world would be an
easier and pleasanter slcce for the Communist ieaders to pursue their foreign policy
and their ideological oSicctive of a communist world if the free world were & lot
weelkker than it now is, Ziwever, I cannot see how the Communist leaders expect any
such arguments on tiheir part to =dvance us towards real disarmement. 1 Just cannot
understand how they thiniz that they can induce zovernments in the West o adopt
Soviet-sponsored disearmament schemes which would radically alter the wor:d balance of
military power ih‘favour of the Soviet{ bloc during the very course —- and indeed,
rather close to the ouivset —— of the disarmement »rocess. Indeed, if the west ever
agreed fo such a plen, the militery advantages gained by the Soviet bloc in the first
stage could be so great that we would never go on to the implementation of stages two
and three, _

It should by now 5e clear to one and all taat no amount of debate anéd casuistry
will be able to convince the Unived States to abandon its allies in the west and
elsewhere to the mercies of the Soviet militery machine. Let me be very clear: we
will not allow NATG to be fragmented, as would be the case under the Soviel.proposals,
into fifteen isolated military cdmpartments, forbidden from joint acitivity and co-
operation and separaved into split lorth American and European districts. Ve shall
not permit that situatvion to arise while the mighty Soviet military machine remains
essentially intact iz its own part of eastern Surope under a single and unified
command , That is eszecially true when, whatever may be the approximate nominal
equality in manpower whan totals are cunulated in eastern and western Zurope, the
clear superiority of the Soviet Union alone in tanks, artillery and other armoured
vehicles over‘combinéd iL7C forces is quite substential —- I repeat, quite substantial.

e hear‘many complaints about so—cailed foreign bases but, as I have said, they
are aﬁ essential component of the vresent day free world military arrangements built
up to safegﬁard the FWest from any military threat that might emanate from the great
communist éompact land nass. Those so-called foreign bases will be eliminated,
together with all otler bases -- Toreign or domesiic -- at the end of the disarmament
process; of that tiere cam be no cuestion, but we will not agree to eliminete them
all in the first stage, as is pnow proposed by the Soviet Union, or even in the first

and éecqnd stages.
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If, for the sake of argument, the Soviet plan for the almost total eiimination
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage were adopted, then the so-
called foreign bases wouid also be deprived of those same means of delivery, and
they would then become instrumentalities for supporting the conventional forces of
various free world countries. But these so-called foreign bases would then pose no
milivary threat to the Soviet bioc, since the Soviet Union would retain its well-known
preponderance of conventional strength, compactly located in a geographical sense,
Hithout such bases, the Soviet superiority in conventional strength would become .
overvhelmingly great.

If, on the other hand, something like the United States proposal for the steady
but gradual elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles over three stages were
adopted, then there would be a reduction in the numbers of weapons available for
installation at all types of bases as soon as the reduction of armaments began in
the Zirst stage. iioreover, the correct implementation of the first stage would
creste a good prospect for moving forward successfully with the implementation of
stages two and three, which would lead to the liquidation of all bases, whether
foreign or domestic.

Yhat I am saying is that {the Soviet Union has learnt to tolerate, as have we all,
the existing world military balance with all its components, including those so-
called foreign bases. The Soviet Union will just have to reconcile itself to liviag
with that same balance during most of the disarmament process. Things will be
getting no worse, but steadily better and better, both for the Soviet Union and for
us all, as the end goal of total disarmament draws near,

The Soviet Union and its allies must now decide whether they want actual
disarmament or mere propaganda about disarmement. The Soviet Union will not get

~true disarmament, which we all wani, by offering completely unfair schemes -~ no
matter how they are labelled —— because we are intelligent enough not to buy such
schemes. Nor will the Soviet Union get true disarmament by resorting to propaganda
clichés, because we shall be unmoved by such entreaties which bear no relation to
reality. The Soviet Union will not get true disarmament by refusing to discuss the
actual details of disarmament and control measures and by refusing to let experts get
down to work in appropriate cases, because we shall not blindly agree to undertakings
"in principle" when we do not know to what we are agreeing. It is somewhat like tic
inan who said that he was not opposed to the institution of marriage in principle, but

he would like to see the girl first. £11 such unrealistic Soviet tactics will only
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delay us for yet more years from even beginning to tackle disarmament measures;
they will not lead to an adoption of the Soviet approach when we finally do get
down to carrying out disarmament.

The slight encouragement which we in the west receivéd from the introduction of
Mr. Gromyko's pféposal on nuclear delivery vehicles at the General Assembly last
September did not stem from the substance of that proposal, which is still not clear
to us. Our encouragement was caused by the fact that this was the first sign that
the Soviet Government had begun to face military-strategic realities. e are most
anxious to discover how far this evolution in Soviet disarmament policy has gone,
what it means in specific terms and how and when it would be carried out.:

The United States believes its disarmament proposals to be eminently sound and
fair. . , We did not conceive them or propose them with the idea of injuring any other
nation, Let me be clear: we have never presented our disarmament proposals as the
last word in negotiations. = We . have open minds and can listen to honest and reasonable
Soviet objections; +that is why we are all here. In our deliberations we shall be
guided by objective consideraticns cf scu:d principles, such as can be found in our
treaty outline proposals.

I conclude, therefore, on this note: +he Soviet Union in effect holds.the key
which could unlock the gate blocking a start on a programme of general and complete
disarmement in a peaceful world. The Soviet Union alone can renounce its attempts
to subvert the military and political position of the free world through its unrealis-
tic disarmament agreement as proposed in document ENDC/2. - It is such attempts to
prevent — and I emphasize the word prevent —— disarmament which are the prinecipal
obstacles to agreement and to our work here. Ve cannot force the Soviet Union to
change its mind and to stop using disarmament for its military and ideological
objectives. I would submit, however, that the Soviet Union must make up its own
mind on assessing Soviet world interests in a disarmed and a peaceful world and on
whether true and realistic disarmament would or would not serve such interests,

We hope to learn of the Soviet decisions in this realm through future expressions of .
its disarmament policy at this Conference. We‘hdpé that we shall not see further
attempts to negotiate in clichés. .. | ‘

In the meantime, we continue to hope that the Soviet Union will in the near ‘
future begin to give us the detailed én&.specific clarifications which we have sought
in order that other and more promising aspects of Lr. Gromyko's proposal can be given

full and careful consideration. In that way we may be able to make real progress.
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Mr. LACHS (Poland): - Before addressing myself to the subject which I wish
to deal with this morning, I should like to welcome the representative of Nigeria,
ir, libu, and say how glad we are to have him again in our midst, and how much I
enjoyed the statement he made on 10 December (ENDC/PV;90, pp. 5 et seg;)

For some days now we have been discussing the new proposal submitted by the
Soviet Union (ENDC/2/Rev.l); and while doing so we have touched upon some important
issues concerning the disarmament process as a whole. This being so, I hope the
Committee will bear with me while I try to address myself to certain aspects of this
problem which may recguire clarification.

I shall try to deal with some of the fundamentals involved and thus follow
i#ir. Dean —- perhaps to his surprise -- on this very line. Eowever, I shall not
foilow Hr. Dean —— and I would refuse to follow him, to the extent of using certain
phraseology and terminology which is in contrast with reality. I humbly submit that
such language does not help our negotiations and efforts to seek agreement, because
if we ieally want agreement, we must apply the language of negotiation.

Never in the course of history has self-righteousness produced positive results.
Listening to iir. Dean this morning I somehow had the impression that he seemed to be
impatient. For instance, he said that the Soviet Union will not get disarmament
under certain conditions, which he then enumerated. Disarmament is not a gift
offered to anybody. Disarmament is a goal: it is not a goal only of the Soviet
‘Union or of the other socialist States. It is a goal defined and specified by all
members of the international community: it is laid down in resolutions adopted by
the United Nations General issembly, and it has been expressed in many other documents.
I therefore say with all due respect that a phrase saying that one will or will not
get disarmament is ill—appliéd.

As I say, I shall try to deal with some of the fundamentals of the problem.

In the course of the speech which he made on 10 December —- a speech to ~hich I
listened with very great interest —- @kir. Stelle again gave us an outline of the
United States position.  He said:

"The United States has believed and continues to believe that the method of

progressive across-the-board reductions of armaments is the most realistic

one, and is sound and feasible". (ENDC/PV.90, p.34)

He then proceeded to give an enumeration of six reasons which were meant to support

that view.
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on the‘;fﬁéi h;ﬁd;.ﬁe have heard the representative of the Soviet Union,

1. Tearapkin, elaborating on fhe schemes submitted by hié'éountry and on the plén
which ¢raws a very distinct demarcabion line between nuclear and conventional
Aisermement (Ibid. p; 16 gﬁ_gggn)o This has been reflected in several proposals,v
ireluding the proposal ﬁhich we_éfe discussing now.

If we approach the.proﬁlem:df disarmament with a reél negotiatingvspirit and
try to reach a mutual accommddation, we should address ocurselves to the‘gist of the
problenm., Waet ic it that we face? I think that we should first of all bear in
mind the fac£ that if we are %o embark, as no doubt all of us wish, upoa tlhe process
of genoral and complete disarmament and pursue it to its ultimate goal, we are boﬁnd
©vo work §ﬁt a plon for our journey that can and will bring us safely to oﬁr destina—
tion: fér.it may easiiy happen that the world we are anxious to save may'be set
aflome while we are still on our way, And then -- cui bono disarmament? ,

Secondly, the present state sf the armaments race causes us to face every day —-
almost at any time —- the danger of a corflict; whatever its origin. Even those
wzo prreach the gospél of the deterrent are bound to confess, in their particular
ianmuace, that the safeguards it offers are precarious. I submit that this is a
typical understatement. | ‘

Trkis being so, it will not suffice to say that during our journey towards a
disarmed andvpeaceful world we have to be at least as safe as we are today -- as
sc?e as we areab the time when we embark upnon the journey; We need much more
’security, because we are very unsafe today. We find ourselves in a very unsafe and
oxplosi&e situation.

How do thdse two plans —— let me call them time-tables for the journey —
meet this situation? It is important to bear in mind how, by what method and by
wnich means we will be facing the development of the disarmament process during the
staées it will be going through.

What is the essential condition of & successful and proper disarmament
operation? Is it not that while it goes on the security of no State, great or '
small,.should be endangered, and that neither of the alliances confronting each
other should be put in jeopardy? I think that this is the view, taking inf& account
the security of all States, which should be shared by all.

This brings me to the very notion of security. I think that it'wﬁs thirty~
ce7cn years ago when a French statesman defined the concept of national security
in the following way: He said: B ' |

"¥hat we call national security is the widespread sentiment of public opinion

that one should not fear external aggression, or at any rate that such aggres-

sion would not have much chance of success®.
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I submit that every nation, every State, is the proper and réal judge of its owm
gsecurity. We cannot question that. But security is not an absolute notion. One
of its essential constituent elements is the relationship to the strength or weakness
of other States, In a world like ours the lack of security of one State, or even of
a group of States, is bound to reflect on the security of others. Unlike in the
past, one's security cannot be built on the weakness of others. Strange as that may
sound, that is the lesson to be drawn from history. That is why the ultimate fron-
tiers of one State's security must be so drawn as to meet the security needs of other
States. No one should be threatened, or feel in real danger. Those are the real
frontiefs of security of each of us and of all of us. That, indeed, was reflected
in the Joint Statement of lLgreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations,vwhich, in
paragraph 5 provides "that security is ensured equally for all". (ENDC/5, 2.2)

If thet is so -- and I hope the Committee will agree with me that it is -~
what are the logical conclusions to be drawn from it? To protect security there is
no need to maintain excessive quantities of weapons in one's armoury, not even for
the shortest possible time, for to protect oneself there is no need to be able to
attack, if there is no one else who would be able to do so. That should be the
essential criterion of the new situation, once we get out of the vicious circle of
the armaments race. is long as the race continues, obviously one is subjected to
its rules, Every race has its rules. One is committed to try to overtake one's
potential adversary. But oncé_you.decide to stop it —-- and I think that once you
embark upon the disarmament process you sincerely desire to stop it -- what I would
call the "race mentality" must be abandoned. The very moment we begin our journey
into a disarmed and peaceful world, nations and values are bound to change their
meaning, or, if you prefer, their dimensions.

We seem to have agreed upon a percentage cut of conventional arms and armaments,
on ceilings for armed forces, Here the question of security is to be solved by a
combination of relative and fixed specifically defined reductions. The main dif-
ference arises with regaid to nuclear arms and armaments. The western Powers have
insisted that nuclear weapons be treated in the same way as éll other weapons. Ve
have maintained thaet they constitute a different quality and therefore require a dif-
ferent treatment, that they cannot be assimilated with one another.

In the light of our previous diséussions, we have been presented by the Soviet

Union with a new provosal providing for the elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery
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.vchicles with the exception, as we know, of an agreed and strictly limited number of

intercontinental ballistic missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles
in the ground-to-air catégory; Those, it is suggested, are to be retained by the
Uﬁiﬁgd States and the deiet Union until the end of stage II of the disarmament
frocess; Let me A;ply now those zeneral considerations to which I referred earlier
to the issue and the proposal before us. What are the advantages of that new
proposal? | _

Firstly, I think iv fits very well into the pattern of an orderly disarmament
process in whiéh the possibility of nuclear attack ought to be eliminated from the
very inception. : » '

Sccondly, it reduces the nuclear potential of the two great Powers fo defensive
functions only; in other words, it should be so small as to make the adventure of an
attack impossible, but it should be stroﬁg.enough to constitute an adequate means of
defgnce againét the danger of an attack.from a potential aggressor -- a potential
aggressor shorn of his powers, for he Qililhave av his disposal no more than his
potential ad&ersary; _ ‘ |

Thirdly, by being thus framed if Qillvcoﬁstitute no incentive for éxcessive use,
but will ensure that any use is for punishﬁent only. |

Fourthly, it will, in itself, exercise a highly stabilizing effect on the world
situatioa, ' _ '

Fifthly, it will reduce nuclear weapons to a minimum and definitely arrest their
furvher spread. | ~ |

Sixthly, it is bound to have effects in other fields by increasing confidence,
by ensuring that no controversial iséue.could be solved by resorting to the most
déngerous of all weapons.

Those six are only some of the advantagés which I could mention today. But it
chould not be forgotten that,it is not meant to be an isolated step. Acéompanied oy
ihportant disarmament measures in other fields, it will constitute a part of,a
synchronized, well-balanced and co-ordinated programme. '

How doés the across—the—board réduction approach compare ﬁith the new proposal?
There seems to be livtle doubt, and we have said this on several occasions, that even
aftier a 30 per cent, or for that matter even after a 50 per cent, redﬁcfion.of nuclear
veapons & nuclear war could still be iaunched and a world catastrophe provoked. For,

to pdraphrasé the words of a contemporary writer on the subject, there will be
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"too many missiles, too many buttons, too many people with potential decision,” aad
the prospect of "too many countries with nuclear weapons and missiles.” Zveryone
will agree that that is not a very encouraging prospect.

But, above all, let me now confront those two plans, bearing in mind the para-
nount consideration to which I made reference earlier, namely, that of security. I
is clear that in the field of nuclear weapons reduction by percentage does not
increase the security of any of the States concerned. Te shall still continue to
live in what a United States General so rightly called "an electronic house of cards'.
For the essence of the matter is not how much we are going to cut, but what is left.
Tha’ is the essence. Cne may say, of course, that there is an obvious interrelation-
chip between the two: +that what is left is in relation to what has been cut. But,
iT one tekes as a point of departure the present quantity and quality of nuclear
weapons, it is that by which one measures one's action and the relationship is
therefore guided by the criterion of what exists at present. iTould that mean
security to all concerned --— that security which demands our primary consideration?
We agree, at least I believe that we all agree, that the world of today is highly
insecure. Could this percentage cut be prompted by an alleged adventage that may
be held at the present moment? That advantage may be very illusory, and whatever
it may be, as I said earlier, it would not create security.

In this respect, I cannot but subscribe to the words of a well-knovn Princeton
physicist who said: "... it becomes more apd more clear that the pursuii of
superiority is incompatible with the puréuit of security." One can therefore say
that, in the long run, what may be regarded as the greatest achievement of nuclear
weapons is, in fact, their greatest failure.

The Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5) —-- to refer to them again -~
bars any gein of military advantage. Within the proposed scheme there can be no
question of gain, of advantage for either side. What is more, no State would
expose itself to a disadvantage; -and it is that which is decisive -- not to create
e disadvantageous situation for any State. The fixed figure of specific nuclear
delivery vehicles, by creating equality, would offer security to all. That more
can we claim for ourselves, since we maintain that security is our paramount con-
sideration? It would, of course, remain for the Powers concerned to negotiate the
modalities of the agreement; for instance, to fix the figure which would correspond

to the definition of what is called "a strictly limited number" of vehicles. But
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the caucept, I believe, is sound. idwill.hot use the word "principle” sinee : ...x .
Mw. Codber objected to it the other.d;&l(ﬁNmby?V;85,'p;39); I was rather surprised
to find him objectin, to it, but after having heard him I read a speech by the
Ckancellor of the Exchequer in which he said: ... in this country almost everybody
agreer to a thing in principle but resists its application in detail.” - I-4think .
Lz . Cedber may have had that in mind. But my apnproach was different. I thought
that we could accept a certain idea and then leave the details for negotiation.

Taving said that, and having tried to analyse the new Soviet proposal, I should
have thought that it would commend itself to the western Powers, all the more so since
“hic, c¢r idees similar to it, have been advanced by outstanding authorities on ‘the
canicct on todtia sides of the Atlantic. It was undoubtedly grafif&ing'to hear the
interecst the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom displayed
in *hic motter. It should indicate a2 proper negotiating approach to the vital
nroblems involved,

We do not expect an immediate verdict, as lir. Dean seemed to suspect when he
qucted "Alice in Wonderland" (ENDC/PV.91, p. 12}. But I think iir. Dean knows very
well - betbter than I do -- that even without evidence one can sometimes proceed to
iczel 2ction: one can guash an indictment, even without heéring evidencé¢ ~~ a pro-
cedure noyv unknown under common law. But, having heard the statements of the rep-
resentatives of the western Powers, and in particular rir. Déan's'statément this
wecrning, I find *hat they were couched in such special tefmé,‘and raised questions
concornigg such side issues that one had the impreésion that the western represen-
tsiivos were anxious %o discover weakness rather fhan streﬂgth in the new proposel.
tay T suggest thet it would be more helpful for our future work if virtue were sought
reilier zhon viece in proposels coming from this side, as it were. -

The Soviet proposal was described as"a steb in the right direction'(ENDC/PV.90,p.43)
and “Te Coviet Union wes invited to go further. No ons con éeny that the proposal bears
eviderce of a spirit of compromise and accommodation. Is it a wooden horse? I do.
nue think so, But there is another problem involved. I think that concessions and
+ho naing of concessions is not 2 cone-way tréffic.' Compromises are born by all.

swtles moving closer to one another. Accommodations must be made by all those

L]
IS5}
.

repotiating an agreement —-- in the interests of all, for the secdrity of all. It is

om %is 4hat the progress of our work depends. The kéy is not in the hands of any .

Power, There are maay keys and they are in the hands of all of us: Therefore, I
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would say that accommodations should be made by all concerned in a spirit of com-
promise and negotiation, and I would submit this thought, very humbly to the con-

sideration of the members of this Committee.

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): We have this week reverted in our main
thoughts to the whole problem of general and complete disarmament. Since we
reconvened here on 26 llovember, and ub until this week most of our time, energies
and thoughts had been devoted to the particular problem of securing the cessation
of nucleer weapon tests. We have not so far succeeded in that task. It is very
important that we should go on seeking in every way we can, through the Sub-Committee,
through private discussion, and where necessary by coming back to this plenary again,
to do all we possibly can to resolve the remaining differences between us in that
field.

But, as I say, we have now reverted to the question of general and complete
disarmament. We have tried to pick up the threads again after a lapse of some time,
and we have had before us one or two new ideas, But it has struck me that in our
discussion we have in some senses perhaps overlooied some of the basic problems that
ceniront us here. I thought, therefore, that the statement of our United States:
colleague this morning was helpful in bringing us back to fundamentals. ks 1
understood his statement, he was really re-emphasizing those basic points on which
the United States and the Soviet Union together spent many hours, days, weeks and
indeed months in thrashing out the Agreed ‘rinciples which are really the basis of
cur whole discussion around this table. I think it is as well that we should remind
ocurselves from time to time of the limitations imposed on us by those Agreed Princinles.
Therefore I thought thet the speech by the United States representative this morning,
in bringing us back to those basic facts, was valuable in the extreme.

- I noted that one particular point he made was taken up by the representative of
Polahd in the interesting statement he has just made. I think the representative
of Poland put it this way: +that, after all, security remains our prime consideration,
That, I think, is the basis for all of us, and it mustbe. At present, there is an
uneésy security brought about by the efforts of various nations to provide themselves
with the méans of retaliation against the threat of war, which of course means that
for many nations the burden of armaments is heavy, just as the burden of fear is very

great for us all, That is the basis of our vresent security, and it seems to me thet
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the Agreed Principles try to set out the way in which that security could be maintained .
throughout the whole disarmament process. That is the key factor, as I see it, in .
all our discussions:> as the disarmament process proceeds, at no single given moment
of time shall any State or group of States have an advantage, in military terms, which
could endanger the peace.

As I have said, we iive in an uneasy state of security today, in the fear of
nuclear war and in the knowledge that nuclear war could have appalling effects on
the aggressor just as much as on the State attacked. We here are supposed to be
finding the means of eliminating that fear and of putting in its place a security-
based not on individual armed forces, but on the international rules whica have to be
implemented, and there has to be a knowledge that they can Le implemented in such a
way that we are all protcpted. In my submission, the Agreed Principles do in fact
seek to do just that, Tﬁérefore the plans which we have before us have to be judged .
against this basic point; ’ N .

The representative of.Poland not only talked about the Agreed Principles; .he
talked about the question of principle too. I am sbrry if my previous statement in
reply to him was not exactly what he had wished for. He was kind enough to quote
the United Xingdom Chancellor of the Exchequer to me in this regard. But of course
what I was saying was that we should be éafeful what we elevate into principles in
this Conference. What I gently chidéd the repréSentative of Poland about before
was that he seemed to be'ﬁaking principles out of things which in fact are not prin-
ciples in the sense in which we should consider them in thiSAConfereﬁce; ‘T would
agree with my own Chancellor of the Exchequer in his definition of principles and
the fact that it is eésy to agree in principle as long as one does not have to carry
the principle into practice.

Nevertheless, in fhis whole field, the principles on which we have agreed and
which are embodied in document ENDC/5 must be our guiding light in regard to the
actions we take in this Conferenée, if we are going to succeed in maintaining through-
out the whole process of disarmament that element of security -to which I have referred.
It is because we and other westerﬁ nations feel that the Soviet Union's proposals
breach the Agreed Principles, and breach in particular this principle that security
must be held for all Sfates during the whole disarmament process, that we have felt
bound in the past to criticize the ptoposals which the Soviet Union has »ut forwaerd.

I myself have particularly criticized its proposals in relation to the first stage of
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disarmament. I realiy feel that too frequently around this table we tend to get
things out of proportion in this regard by considering the first stage of disarmamentd
as the be-all and end-all of our efforts. Of course it is not. The disarmament
process must be an orderly process, and the element of security must be maintained
throughout.

It is purely a matier of reason and commonsense that on both sides we have
thought it right to divide the disarmament process into three stages. There is
nothing éacrosanct about eny of those three stages, but they should constitute a
logical progression so that the quantity of arms available on either side —- indeed
on every side —- as one proceeds through the process will be gradually and continualiiy
reduced and so that, at whatever ilower level it may be, at any particular stage of the
disarmament process each State will feel that its relative security is the same
although its actual total ability to wage war is less. That is what has to happen
throughout the whole of the three stages. I really think that our Soviet colleagues
have not helped us in this by seeking so deliberately to overload the first stage.

In the pést I have made the point that their reference to the abolition of all foreign
bases in the first stage and their earlier reference to the abolition of all nuclear
delivery vehicles in the first stage, taken together, make a wholly unreasonable
proposal which it would be impossible to implement. %When they tell us that the west
is seeking to maintain the risk of nuclear war to the very end of the disarmament pro-
cess, 1 say in reply thet what they are doing is seeking to prevent the actual disar-
mament proéess from sterting at all, by overloading it in the first stage so that one
will fail to reach an agreement. Surely it is better to have an agreement on a more
gradual system than on some dramatic proposals relating to the first stage.

Therefore I was very happy when the Soviet Union Foreign iinister, ifir. Gromyko,
at the General Assembly in New York, made the proposal to carry on certain nuclear
delivery vehicles from the first stage to the second (A/PV.1127 (provisional) p.38;.
It seemed to me that that was a move in the right direction. However, as-

Sir Miéhael Wright pointed out in his statement to this Committee on :ionday, from the
United Xingdom point of view, although this is a step in the right direction, it does
not go far enough. e believe that it would be necessary to retain into the third

stage, rather than merely into the second, some measure such as the Soviet Union now
proposes. The reason 1s that we.do not see how one is going to have provided by thc

end of the second stage peace-keeping forces of an international character which will
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carry with them to all netions the conviction of secﬁrity which is so necessary if
nations -—“aﬁd particulerly the nations that are most powerful -- are going to agree
to throw.dwéy their basic armaments. We have not really heard enough from the
Soviet Unlon and its cllies about how they face thls problem of the international
security which is to replace the national security at present existing in the form in
which we all know it: These thinzs are inseparably linked, and we want to know a
good deal more about how they would »rovide us with international security and at
what stage the Soviet Union and its allies envisage that that should come about.
It was for this reason that the United {ingdom delegation felt and still feels that
it is logical and right that some cdegree of nucleer deterrent should remein in the
hands of both sides until the later part of the disarmameant process., 1 do put this
to our Soviet colleagues very seriously as a matter of very considerable importanceni

That nuclear weapons are a deterrent, can be a deterrent, however horrible they’
are to contemplate, is recognized, I think, and I was fortified in my views about this
when I read in The Times, of the United Xingdom, an important speech made the day
before yesterday by ir. Xhrushchev in which he is reported as saying that: "... péople
who call imperialism o paper tiger should remember thdt the paper tiger has nuclear
teeth. Since imperialism might still.use:them, it should not be treated lightly".
And he drew the conclusion that "therefore, in relations with imperialist countries,
compromises are possible®. That, I think, is a very interesting illustration of" the
realicm with which (1. Xhrushchev looks at these matters; and I would agree with him
that in so far as this balance of deterrent fear exist§ gbmpromises are possible,
should be poséibié% et tvhe present time. Our duty is t&_éee that this process con-
tinues until sucﬁ time as, resulting from our efforts hére; we are able to reduce
national weapoﬁs; bﬁt at the same time increase international capability, with
effective control -- over which we must all agree —— to such a degree that international
measures for maintaining security will take the place of national measures. This,
I think, is a basic fact which we must all keep very much in mind.

I thought the representative of Poland made an interesting point this morning,
vhen he said that in a disarmed world notions and values will be seen to change. I
am sure he is right. Throughout all recorded time'up to this moment nations have
viewed their interests in the laigh% of their own knowledge of world power, and this
has conditioned their reactions in so many cases., As we proceed towards a disarmed

world we shall have an entirely new set of circumstances, a set of circumstances to
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which none of us has been conditioned, for which none of us has been prepared, and it
would be folly to think that we will become angels overnight. That just does not
happen, and so what we have to do is to go through the various stages of this
process steadily and gradually until we reach the position at which almost imper-
ceptibly the balance changes from a balance maintained by nations to a balance main-
tained by international ability to deter. That is what we must be woriiing towards
the whole time, and I do emphasize it because I believe it to be the key to our
progress in these matvers.
I want to refer now to what is to me a somewhat disturbing aspect of the
attitude of the Soviet Union and other Eastern countries to our negotistions here.
I spoke earlier abouv this question of principle. Too often today we are being
confronted with demennds from the Soviet side that we should agree to matters in
principle before we have any serious discussion of them, Speaking on ifonday of this
week, Mr. Tsarapkin saoid:
"At present, when we are still without the agreement of the western Powers to
accept this Soviet proposal in principle, it would be premature to divert the
attention of the Committee to the consideration of the various details which

might arise in connexion with our proposal." (ENDC/PV.90, p. 26)

That attitude is repeated on various occesions. We have it from our Soviet colleagwe
in the nuclear Sub-Committee. We had it only this week in relation to the question of
"black boxes". We have it on a whole variety of topics. In all seriousness to
our colleague, I say that I do not think that this helps our negotiations forward.
I think it is imperative that we should have some means of knowing clearly what ic
in the mind of the proposer of a particular matter before we can be expected to say
that we accept it in zrinciple. ~This certainly applies to the proposal, to.which I
referred earlier ( gupra p. 26 ), put forward in relation to the retention of a
certain measure of nuclear delivery vehicles. In his statement to us on i‘onday
(ENDC/PV.90 pp. 13 et seg.) our Soviet colleague really did not help us very much in
that regard. I have read and re-read that statement with the greatest care, and
really it does not take us far enough to enable us to judge. In relation to the
kind of numbers, the strictly limited numbers, he is thinking of, we and our
United States colleagues asked him questions, and the reply we got was:
"We do not at all envisage that the Soviet Union and the United States would
retain many hundreds of intercontinental missiles capable of carrying nuclear

warheads. The gquantity -~ and I stress this —- must be strictly limited ..."

(ibid. p.25)
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With.ggéét'respect to our Soviet colleague, we had heard that before, and we do asit
him to be a little more precise.

Again, on the question of control in a matter of this sort, iir. Tsarapkin in
that same statement merely referred us to article 5, paragraph 3, of the Soviet
draf+ treaty in which it was agreed by the Soviet Union that:

"Inspecters of the International Disarmament Organization shall verify the

implementation of the measures referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2 above."

(ENDC/2/Rev. 1, p.5,;

That really does not heln us because it is knowvn to every delegation around this
table that the Soviet Unioﬁ has very definite reservations on verification and
particularly on verification of reteined armaments. ¥hen the Soviet Union proposes
the retention of a strictly limited number —- a number which it has not yet defined,
but presﬁmably will define at some stage in our negotiations —— it has still to tell
us how it proposes effective verification.

I am saying this not just in order to make debating points, but to show that it
is not really possible for us to.say that we accept something in principle unless we
Frnow or can fecel reasonably confident that it is realistic and can be useful to
Turther our negotiations.

I do therefore urge our quiét colleagues to abandon this idea that everything
must be accepted in principle before we can have serious discussion and negotiations.
I have referred on a numver of occasions in the éast to what I believe to be a
valuable method of proceeding, by means of groups of experts, working parties, on
certain matters to thrash ouf the details of particular proposals in order to
clarify fhem for us and to enable us to take clear political decisions on them. of
rourse, we have to talie those political decisions, and I certainly do not want in any
wvay to hiﬁimize the impbrtance of tboégwdeci§i9hsApging taken. But we should take
vhem with a c;eér knowledge of the facté_bn;#hich we are expected to tale them.

I:woﬁid boint out to our Soviet colleégues that we in the west do not make such
reservatidhs in régérd to the proposals which we put forward. For instance, when
the United_Sﬁates'put forward a ioﬁal inspection plan (ENDC/30, p.14) in an effort
‘o helpithé Soviet Union out of its difficuity about verification, it did not say
"The Soviet Union must accépt it in principle before we will discuss it in detail”.
Our United States colleagues and wé'have said that we would be only too glad to

discuss with the Soviet Union the elements of it and how it can be used in order to
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ascertain whether it can help us forward. I do believe that our negotiations here
are going to be seriously hampered if we continue to have this charge brought agains?®
us that we must accept things in principle before we discuss them in detail.

The same argument ‘applies, of course, in the field of nuclear tests in trelation
to the suggestion for “black boxes™. If ever there was something about which we
required detail before we could accept it in principle, it is this enigmatic "blaciz
box", which could contain anything or nothing. And so I do say that here it is very
important indeed that we should have genuine agreement to discuss matters mractically
and pragmatically so as to enable us to see to what extent any proposals will help
us forward.

I believe we must go forward with our discussion of our agreed agenda
(ENDC/1/Add. 3) in these matters relating to general and complete disarmament.

Veare at present considering items 5b and ¢, and in this context the United States
representative has now »nut forward a draft article V for incorﬁnratidn in a treaty
(ENDC/69). I thought the representative of Bulgaria, if he will forgive me, was a
little brusque this morning in regard to this draft. He did not seem at all happy
that such a draft article should have been put forward at this time. I would remind
him that in the past we have looked at draft articles, certzinly before wc have
achieved agreement, and it has been our custom, by the convenient method of using
brackets, to show points of difference. It has been our custom to seek to embody
draft treaty language in a provisional form. I see no difference between this pro-
posal put forward by the United States at this time and the proposals which have been
put forward in fegard to previous articles by others in.the past, and, if my memory
serves me'righf, even oy the'representative of Bulgarie himself. Therefore, I Hope
he will look at this a little more favourably and, if we get alternative drafts, as
no doubt we will, then we can have them édﬁsidered'together; I think this is the
way we have to proceed, &nd I would pdint'éuilto'ﬁhe representative of Bulgaria that
this sometimes helps to draw together the thougﬁts in relétion to some of these draft
articles, and it helps to give our co-Chairmen something specific to diséuss at their
meetings on these matters. Not, I am sure, that they waste their time at their
meetings, but we do think that it helps if they have some specific points to discuss.
I welcome this draft article having been put in. By all means let the co-Chairmen
discuss it and other drafts which may be subﬁitted to us. Indeed, in so many of
these matters, I think the discussions bet&een the co—-Chairmen are a very key aspect

of our work and I myself want to see as many such discussions taking place as possible.
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Before closing, I should like to refer very briefly to the peper which has been
submitted this weelk by the United States delegation in regard to the reduction. of
the risk of war through miscalculation and other misheps (ENDC/7C). This paper will
no doubt be discussed by us at future meetings at the aporopriate time, but I think
this is a valuable new move, noting the fact that, of course, our discussions on the
wide issues of general and complete disarmament are bound to take us a very considerable
megsure of time. Certain collateral measures can help us forwerd, can in themselves
help to reduce tension in the world and, what is even more, can help to improve the
climate for our discussions here round this table.

"1 hope-that this particuler proposal, when it comes to be discussed, will form
.the basis for an agreement on this very immortant matter which can lead to reductions
of tension, just as I also welcome discussion on some of the other collateral measures
which we have down on our agenda for the Qommittee of the ¥hole (ENDC/C.1/2). These
aere matters which we must certainly refer to again and again. But for the moment we
will, I:hope, go forward with our discussion on this item 5 b and ¢, finalize it, and
then move forward in our document ENDC/1/Add.3 to revert to item 5 d, which we were.
considering some time ago, and then the subsequent matters there,

. Much work lies ahead of us, but if we approach it in a constructive way, bearing
in mind all the time the relevance of the Agreed Principles, to which our attention
has been called back again this morning both by the United States renresentative and.
the representative of Poland, then I think we shall go forward realistically, and that

is the way in which I think our work should proceed.

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): I should like to limit myself now to a few brief remarks. We shall,

of course, study with the greatest care all that has been said today by the United
States representative, Mr. Dean, and the United Kingdom representative, kr. Godber,

and shall reply later to the ideas that they have. advanced and to their comments, But
the note alone which sounded in the statements of both the United States representative
and the United Kingdom representative causes us serious concern for the prospects of
our disarmament negotiations and obliges us to speak today. The picture is rather
strange. In taking a step towards meeting the position of the Western Powers, we
submitted the proposal that a limited and agreed number of missiles of certain types
should remain at the disposal of the United States and the Soviet Union until the end

of the second stage, In reply to this pronosal of ours, the object of which was to
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-avert the threat of a nuclear missile war froﬁ the very outset of disarmament, we

heard Mr, Dean criticize the Soviet Union's proposal dn the ground that it would

"deprive the United States and its Western allies of the nossibility of using nuolear
weapons, that is, of the possibility of unleashing and weging a nuclear missile war.

This is very strange logic and has a very sirange sound, especially in this hall where
disarmament negctiations are bDeing conducted, In fact, the United States representative
-announced to us that the United States wished to retain the possibility of waging a
nuclear missile war until the very end of disarmament. We reject this epproach and
shall fight resolutely against such a policy in our negotiations,

I should like to meke & second comment. In making his criticel remarks this
morning, Mr. Godber threwlout the idea that we are not angels, that we cannot become
angels overnight and shall not grow wings lilze angels, but shall long remein bellicose
people, jingoists, who Qish to impose their will by threatening to use nuclear weapons.
That is the gist of the idea so eloquently expressed here today by the United Kingdom
representative. We reject this idea as well. We cannot agree with an approach to
disarmament negotiations by which we should await a transformation of this bellicose,
rartian nature of man. We do not tie disarmament to ﬁhe regeneration of mankind. We
have to live in peace, without war,.in the society that exists at present in the world
with socialist States and éapitaliét,imperialist States, We have to live in peace,
and only disarmement will lead to this. If you raise this psychological problem,
we: shall cértaihly have to bury disarmament and repeat the inscription on the gates
of Dente's Inferno: "All hope abandon ye who enter here",

I think that we shall have to approach this matter cuite differently. We cannot
accept the.approach-proposéd to us here by Lr. Godber. That approach means that the
problem of disarmament will never be solved.

Here is what Wr. Godber said to us: "Why does the_Soviet Unicn require us first
to agree in principlé'on the basic princinles of an agreement? e cannot do so,

Let us first discuss evérYthing down to the smallest detail, including every technical
feature of the agreément.. Not until we see clearly. in all its details absolutely

what the Soviet Union waﬂfs can we assent tc 2 treaty, to an agreement." Is this a
propér:way t6 sﬁate.the problera? Does tris statement indicate that tlhie Western Powers
desire to negotiate and reach and agreement? No, your remarks dc¢ not show that they do.

After all, what is the Soviet Union proposing? Ve propose to leave a limited
number of missiles -- inter-continental missiles, anti-aircraft missiles in the ground-

to~air category, and anti-missile missiles -~ in the hands of the Soviet Union and the
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United States. We speak of a sirictly limited number of such weapons, which is
necessary in order to prevent the unleashing of a naclear missile war. In general,

the Soviet Union considers that there is no need at all to leave these means of
delivery even in the first stage. We consider that thiey should be destvroyed in the
first stege. We made this proposal solely in order to take a step towards your
position. The Western Powers had stood fast and told us categorically that they
would not agree to the destruction of all nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage.
Having come up against this wall, we decided to find some way round it and submitted
this proposal of ours in order to ﬁove the negotiations out of the iiresse. All we
ask ycu to do is to answer whether you accept this proposal of the Soviet Union that
the Soviet Union and the United States should retein a strictly limited number of
missiles. This restricted number should, of course, be & small one, so that it
would not provide a possibility of unleashing a nuclear missile war, With this
proposal we are taking a step towards meeting the demends 6f the Western Powers which
wish to have at their disposal for a certein length of time a number of missiles for

use in any emergency.

That is our way of stating the question, It does not call for the discussion
of technical details at present. HWe say: "Let us agree on this limited number; we
do not want to dictate to you.what it should be." We will reach agreement on this

question, but we can only agree on the number when we have agreed with you that we
shall leave only a stricﬂly linited number of missiles at each other's disposel. If
e agree with you on this, then we can also agree on the number, e want this to be
vhe subject of negotiations between us; we went the number of rockets on which we
shall agree to be really the result of discussion and agreement between us. But you
evade giving an answer both in principle and in fact and you start bombarding us with
technical questions regarding the number of missiles of this, that or the other
category, where these rockets should be situated, what their power should be, what
taunching installations should be used, where these installations should be situated.
That ic, yoﬁ are placing in front of us a heap of technical questions which may or
nay not arise if we first agree with ydu on the substance of our proposal,_ But you
do not need these technical details in order tb be able to reply to this proposal of
the Soviet Union. When you reply that you accept this idea, this pronosal of the
Soviet Union, we shall sit down at the table &ith'yod and start discussing the details.
You wi1ll then tell us that in your opinion a certain nurmber of missiles should be

retained; you will say that the United States rust retain so many missiles of this
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categery, so many of that, and sc on. We shall discuss these questions in a business-
like fashion, However, you reject this approach when ycu insist thet 211 the technical
details should first be clarified. That is not necessary at this stage in order to
answer the fundamental question of whether you accept this proposal of the Soviet |
Union or not.

Again, lir, Godber spoke cf "black boxes", i.e said today that the Soviet Union
suggests that we should have blacl boxes, "wnich could contain anything or nothing".

I do not even know hcw to describe this strange remark by ix. Godber. Te nropose that
we should work out with you later tire tecknical details of tiese "black boxes" and
decide how they should be equipped. We shall agree with you on the azparatus to be
installed in them, and on the pearemeters of thet instrumentetion and appératus. We
say: "Let us discuss this with you and reach agreement later'. You, however, reject
this out of hand and say: "No, you rust first tell us what you meah by "black boxes",
what their sizes and dimensions will be, what instruments they Qill.contain, how many
there will be, how and where they will be situated, and how ruch they will weigh."

For all I know, thousands of questions could be raised, but that would only be
a retreat from reel negotations. .

We are opposed to that approach. We insist that it is first necessary to reach
agreement in principle ‘and to receive your answer as to whether you are 3repared to agree
to this solution of the questicn or not. We must first agree on the basic principles.
You are proposing to us-that we should first convene a technical conference of scientific
experts —— let them meet and reach egreement. Cn what are they to agree? 'If we do
not reach agreement with you here on the fundemental principzles of a treaty, if we do
not together define the frameworx and natﬁre of the treaty, the technicalbexperts of
the United States and Soviet Union will come intc collision from the very'beginnihg and
an insurmountable obstacle will arise between them. Let us take, for example, the
cessation of nuclear weapdn tests, If we started to discuss technicel details without
having first agreed on questions of principle, the United States technicisns and
specialists would wpproach the technical requirements from the premise tixet the control
system should be international, not national, and that there should be on-site
inspection, Cur experts, on the other hand, would start out from the premise that
control over an agreemént on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests should be exercised
through the use of national detection'éystems and that there is no need for any
compulsory international inspection, about which the Western Powers kéep talking here,

It is clear that with such an approach, when we have not cne and the same pcint of
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view on the basic principles of an egreement, no technical conference or discussicn
would }?@giﬁo_anyjppsitive results, only a profound impassable deadloci. Cnly those
wiho in fact have no desire for the success of cur negotiations could try to lead them
_into that path. | |

.We shall reply in greater detzil to the statements of the United Stetes and

United Xingdom representatives at 2 later meeting, when we have studied them in the

verbetinm recoxd,

lic, DEAN (United States of America): I shall be very brief, I listened

with the greateszt of interesst to what our Soviet colleague had to say, as I always

do. I z%ill submit that it is not unreasonable to expect to know what one is
“alkirg about before one agreer to anything. That is all we are askirg.

On that general subject -~ and I do not mean to go intc any detail or
recriminstvion -— I think Vvhe recent Cuban episode'showed very clearly and graphically

50 pecple vhal the geographical location of rocizets or missiles is very irmmortant.

Az L ouanderstand b, the Soviet Union is still insisting on tie elimination of all
co—called foreign vases in the first stage. That would have a very imortant

effecy upcn whol nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would be left in the first stage ~-
5.3 would alsc affect the thrust, range and ncower of the remainihg rceiets.

- We g£1till wish to proceed according to the Joint Statement of Agreed Principies
(2WDC/5), erd I em sure that we shall, I think everyone here knows the devoiion of
the United States to the princinles of disarmament and the facet  that we want +o
achieve gensral and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. I am sure we shalii

be able to carry these negoliations forward in-a constructive manner.

Nr. CAVALLETTI (Itely){translation from French): The representative of the

Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkin, has just told us thet the imperialists wisa to consider

@ ccnilict possible as long as humen nature remeins unchenged. That is a question
which concerns the mainteneaince of neace in a world without arms. * It 'is & question

which particularly inbverestsmy delegation. I should like to assure lr, Tsaraepkin that
we do not wish to wait until human nature has chenged before undertaking disarmament, '
since we know very well that it is very difficult to change human nature.”  We do not
ceneorve of humen nature as consisting of angels who should begin sprouting wings. But
we ¢o not believe either that the world reseibles Dante!s Inferno. .And it is preciséiy
for this reason that we envisage the creation of a concrete and solid international

force o meintain peace in a world without erms.: I am sure thet the United Xingdom
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representative intended this morning to refer to the necessity —- wkich is fundamental
for all the Western delegaticns -— to envisage, at the same time as disarmament is

carried out, the creation of reliable means for the preservation of weace.

Lr, GODBER (United IZingdom): I wanted to come back for one brief moment
to the point which has just been referred tc by ocur colleague frorm Itzly, I diad

want to assure Lr. Tsarapkin that I have no doubts whatever in his own case that his
wings are sprouting naturally; there is nc feeling in my rind that ke is bellicose in
the least. But he did talk about my saying thet we would remain irmerialists; of
course, to the extent that we way remain imperialist, I meant to say that the Soviet
Union would also remain militantly cormmunist. I thinz we had better zet our phrases
right; it is a balanced thing, it is not one side which will remain more militant

than the other, Cne cannct chenge human nature overnight, it is nc good issuing an
edict in the Soviet Union saying that everybcdy shell love everybody else, because it
just does not work that way. I do say to him that we have to brinz about this process
gradually.

I would just point out that the possession of strength through arms -~ whether it
may be right or wrong —— does in Tact have an almost unconscious effect on the attitude
of nations, Indeed, sitting round this table, it is quite obvious that those in the
possession of the greatest strength in arms speak to some extent with the greatest
authority. It is for that reason that they are listened to with the most attention.
Howe?er, in a completely disarmed world, the word of one nation shculd not teke
precedence over the word of ancther nation; we have to condition ourselves to this
change and it is folly to think% that it is going to happen abruptly. Therefore, while
I shall endeavour; with our Soviet colleague here, to do all I can tc Dring about the
brotherhood of man more quickly, I would remind members of this Conference that many
other people have tried it before us and it is folly to think we are going to solve the
problem by the waving of & wand. I want tc assure bxr. Tsarapkin thet I will play my
part with him in t._s regard, bui let us be realists and do not let us delude ourselves
about the difficulties involved.

The fact that the disarmement process will be gradual and will tealze time is, as
I have said in the past, something which will help us Vo condition manzind to a happier
state of affairs, which kr. Tsarspkin considers can hanpen easily, but whieh I feel —-
even in his country as well as in others —- &y not be guite so simmle as he appears

t0 envisage in the statements wihich he has made to us at this Conference.
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of making a speech on the question of human nature whichk has just been discussed here,
If other speakers feel the need to deal with this question they are free to do so, but
I should like to answer another question which was also reised today by the United
Kingdom representative, Mr, Godber asked why the representative of Bulgaria did not
wish the draft article V presented by the United States of America to be examined
immediately and discussed by the co-Chairman (supra., p.30). "Why", he asked, "does
the representative of Bulgaria not wish us to follow the practice which the Committee
has adopted for such matters"?  If I understood him correctly, he indicated that we
had acted in this wey in dealing with other matters, including a proposal put forward
by Bulgaria, _

I agree with Mr. Godber that we have previously fcllowed this practice, and
certainly we shall continue to follow it. Allow me today simply to make the following
remark.

If we are discussing the question of the elimination of vehicles at this

particular meeting of the present session, it is not because we have not discussed

it before. We have discussed it in the past, But we were unable to accept a
document which would represent a unanimous egreement. To adopt such a document

now, just when a new Soviet proposal has been presented aznd we are just beginning

to study it, to begin a discussion now between the co-Chairmen on a document concerning
the question of delivery vehicles, would amount tc not taking that icportant proposal
into consideration. It is against these tactics that we protested, Mrﬁ Chairman, for
you will remember that the other day, when the United States representative introduced
this modification of article V, or rather of the whole of this part of the United
States draft, he suggested that"any delegation wishing to submit amendments or
suggestions should do so not later than Friday, 14 December"(ENDC/PV,90, p, 38 )

I consider that before referring these questions to the co-Chairmen, we should
first of all discuss, agree on or reject the nroposels which have been made and not
do 'so in a roundabout way. We all know that the co-Chairmen are overloaded with work,
and it is useless to submit to ther problems upon which they would not be able to
agree, It is for us first of all to discuss the importent questions of principle and
then let the co~Chaeirmen agree upon a text, no doubt with alternatives in brackets.
I know that we shell not be able to agree irmediately upon a text without

alternatives,
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Ctherwise I erx not opposed to the simmlification which the United States has
introduced into its draft and whlch 1s certalnly very useful, But should we take up
~this discussion now, and above all should we invite forthwith the remarks and
proposals which the other delegations -may wish to submlt? To do so at this stage
. of the discussion, when the Western countries have no clear attitude towards the
proposal submitted by the Soviet Union, would be tantamount to not taking into
consideration the impertant nroposals whica have been put forward Lere, That is
why we think that it would be useless to subnit these remarks and proposals while we
are still discussing important proposals which mlght cHange the wbole aspect of the

- question.

Mr, DEAN (Uhited States of America): We had suggested that proposed
amendments to our suggesticns concerning draf article V ﬁight be submitted by
Priday if —- and I emphasize if -- the gencral discussion on items 5 b and 5 ¢ in -
plenary meetings of the Eighteen-Nation Committee had been concluded. It is our
understending that it has not been:concluded; end in fact I ﬁeve suggested to the
Soviet co-Chairmen that discussion on those items should'bebepntinued on konday.

I do not know whether or not I am disillusioning the Cdﬁference, but I do not
want my colleagues to be undeér any impression that the tﬁe co-Chairmen dc any work.
When I go to see my co-Chairmen, we have meny interesting‘discussions on many

subjects; but we do not in fect do any woriz,

The CHAIRMAN (Czecroslovakla) (translation fron Ru531an) I should like

“to inform the Comnlttee that cur co-Chairmen have agreed after consultation to submit
16 us today their recomnendatlon concerning the date of our recess, I shall now
read thls recomnendat10n°
"The co-Chalrmen recormend to.the Conference, after canvassing the
views of all delegatlons, thet the Conference shall recess c¢n Friday
21 December and reconvene on Tuesday 15 January 15$62",
In iy personal opinion this recommendation reflects the consensus of our Committee.

I"hm'p?epared to call on any member of tie Committee wishing to s»eai: on it.
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Mr, CAVALLETTI (Itely) (transletion from French): I-think that.now thére

is no doubt amongst us concerning the determination of all of us to work hard and
unceasingly at the task which has been entrusted to us. By becording better
acquainted with one another and by giving one another mutual assurances we have
acquired this certainty which, to my mind, is valuable, That is why I believe

that we can now discuss freely and without suspicion on either side the question of
suspending the work of the Conference which we are sure will continue as long as its
task has not been achieved, ‘hat I mean is that the suspension of our work is now

& question without political overtones, It is a problem which concerns only the
smooth running of our work end the .choice of a timetéble which suits our wequirements,

We know quite well that we are not suspending our meetings next week on account
of religious or civil festivals or because we are tired. We shouléd all be ready %o
work every day without interruption if that were necesseary, We are suspending our
work for a brief pericd because at this stage in our discussions we consider that it
is useful to give ourselves some time for reflection, & respite in order to allow our
further deliberations tc wmeture.. We have certain irmportant new documents to study;
we have to report to our governments and our parliemenivs; our governments also
perhaps wish to have informal discussions amongst themselves on disarmament. It is
sclely.in the light of these considerations that we must decide the length of the
recess,

If we consider that an extra. week of recess would be useful because it would:
allow us to do a certain amount of homework, to undertake deeper and more conctructive
private studies, we should not hesitate to fix a more distant date thean 15 Japuary
for the resumption of our work, 21 January for example. For my part I shouié favour
21 January, Moreover, if we postpone the date for resuming our workx from 15 to
21 January we shall lose only two meetings, those on 16 and 18 January. If 21 Januezry
were accepted as a date for resumption, it would be possible to hold four meetings a
week instead of three during the following two weeks, Thus the Committee would not
slow down its work and, at the same time, we should heve more time to consider at
hone what we are going to say to all those wiho have the right to be informed and
also to prepare more rapid and more constructive wori for the resummtion of the

Conference.
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birs LALL (India): I am sorry to have to disagree with my coileague and
neighbour, the renresentative of Italy. First, I think that, politically, the
recess which has been recommended to us by the co-Chairmen and which we will accept
because we generally do so, is most untimely. The United Nations Genersl Assembly
has asked that all tests should cease from 1 January 1963 (1762A(XVII)(ENDC/63) and
it is regrettable, in my view, that we should have to suspend our discussions gome
ten days before that date, so that the continuous efforts which we should be making
to give effect to the General Assembly's resolution will be ipterrupted. I think
that is most unfortunate.

Secondly, it is not possible for anyone here to predict what will be the
correct political moment for a sudden step forward in general and complete disarmament.
If we were to do so, we might perhaps say that we should postpone our meetings
for six months. That would -be most regrettable, tco, in my view.

I think, according to my concept of the mandate given to us by the Generval
Assembly, that the very nature of this Conference is such that its continued efforts
in themselves are expected to have some effect on those high authorities in the
governments most concerned who have to take the ultimate decisions to bring abcut
disarmament. If we were to stop meeting, it is quite clear that one of the
forms of international pressure to achieve disarmement would cease, and it would
be most regrettable therefore to prolong our recess. If we have a recess at all,
it should be as short as possible, Indeed, my own feeling about the recess
recommended by the co-Chairmen is that it is far too long. However, one bows
to a2ll kinds of realities, realities of custom, tradition and so on in these matters,
and we are hapoy to be able to do so. But I think our endeavour must be to be
constantly vigilant, to be here and to see what pressures we can exercise and we
should come back to this table as early as possible in January to go shead,

I should like to say in closing that only within the last three days there has
seemed to us to have been signs of & possible desire to reach agreemend., Important
statements have been made in iioscow and in Paris about the need for agreement and
it seems to me that these show how untimely our recess is going to be. But we

accept the recommendation of the co-Chairmen as being inevitable,
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The CHAIREIAN (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Rugsian: _Appa:ently

no one else wishes to speak. We have before us the recommendation of thé co=Chairmen
that we should suspend our work on Friday 21 December and resume it on Tuesday

15 Jenuary 1963. "As far as 1 know, there are no objections in the Committee. If I
have corréctly understood the representative of Italy, he is not objecting to the
recommendation of the co-Chairmen, hut suggesting that the recess should be long.

In general, I did not understend him to object to the recommendation. Therefore,

if there are no other comments, I shall take it that the Committee édopts the
recormendation of the co—~Chairmen for the recess.

It was so decided,

iirs TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): HNow that we have, as I understand, adopted the recommendation of the
co—Chairmen for the recess, I should like in connexion with the statements of the
representative of Italy and the representative of India, and in order to remove any
misunderstanding of the position of the Soviet delegation in connexion with the
recommendation of the co—Chairmen for a recess in our work, to inform the members
of the Committee that when the two co~Chairmen discussed the recess, we on the
Soviet side stated that the Soviet delegation was prepared to continue our work
without a recess. But we were obiiged to conéider the opinion of other delegations;and
as I was informed by iir. Dean, the Western delegations and a number of the
delegations of the non-aligned countries wished for a recess. We therefore agreed
to the recess that has been proposed to us this morning by recommendation of the

co~Chairmen.

Lire CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): Iiir, Cheirmen, you have

interpreted me aright in saying that I was prepared to accept the proposal of the
two co-Chairmen, I regret that at this point in the discussion lir. Tsarankin
should again wish to intrcduce a political note, whereas the recess should be
regarded only as an opportunity for work and, as I have just said, should be

determined only by the absolute necessities of our task.



ENDC/PV.92
42

The - CHATRi:AN .(Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russien): e can now
procced to close today's meeting. With regard tothe meeting on Llionday, I wish to
inform the Committee that the co-Chairmen recommend thet at our next meeting, i.e.,
on iionday, we should continue to discuss general and complete disarmement, namely
paragraphs 5b and 5¢. I am bearing in mind that members of the Committee retain
the right to speak on other questions.

The Conference decided to issue the followinz comrunigue:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Jisarmament today held its
ninety~second plenary meeting inthe Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
chairmanship of ilr. Xurka, Vice-ifinister for Foreign Affairs and representative
of Czechoslovakia.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Bulgaria, the United States
of hmerica, Poland, the United Xingdom, the Soviet Union, Italy and Iadia.

"The Conference decided to recess on Fridey, 21 December 1962 and to
reconvene on Tuesday, 15 January 1963.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on iionday, 17 December 1962,

at 13,30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m.





