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The CHAIR:l\lil.N (Nigeria): I declare open the one hundred and forty-sixth plenary 

. meeting of the Conference of the Eighte-en-Nation Committee on Disarmament. 

f!.r. BURNS (Canada): In the debate on item 5(d) of our agenda (ENDC/1/Jidd.3) 

the representative of the Soviet Union has severely criticized the United States proposals 

for first stage measures for beginning the reduction of nuclear we.apons. He and his 

Eastern European colleagues have argued repeatedly that two provisions in stage I of the 

United States draft outline (ENDC/3C, pp.8, 9) which we consider important are inadequate 

in their view, and hence unacceptable; I am referring to the cessation of the production 

of weapons-grade fissile material and the transfer of significant agreed quantities of 

such material to non-weapons uses. 

If I underst~nd our Soviet colleague correctly, he does not quarrel with the concept 

of those measures. I say this because the cut-off of p~oduction . and the transfer of 

fissile material to peaceful purposes both appear among the provisions aiming at the 

total elimination of nuclear weapons proposed in article 22 of the Soviet draft treaty 

(ENDC/2/Rev.l). But IfJX· Tsarapkin 1 s criticism is that these measures in the United States 

draft outline will not put a complete stop to the nuclear arms race and abolish the tr...reat 
, . - · . . 
of nuclear war. Since .they will not do all this, he denounces the Western approach and 

goes so far as to accuse us of lack of sincerity on our commitment to total nuclear 

disarmament. 

To take up the last point first, I am obliged by what the representative of the 

Soviet Union said at the end of our meeting of 12 June (ENDQ/PV .143, p.42) to repeat what 

I thought I had already made clear at that same meeting (ibid, p.29): the ita stern Powers 

are resolved that nuclear weapons shall be completely eliminated from the arsenals· of 

States by the end of stage III of the programme of general and C;omplete disarmament. We 

have accepted this goal unconditionally by subscribing to the relevant paragraph of the 

statement of agreed principles (ENDC/5). i'le have also comoitted ourselves in this 

respect in Section C of stage III of the United States draft outline of basic pr ovi si ons 

(ENDC/3C) which is before this Committee. 

l11J:'. Tsarapkin and other _ socialist representatives argue that our commitment to this 

goal is in some way qualified or vitiated because we have proposed that expert studies be 

undertaken of the means by which the goal is to -be attained. That arguQent will not 

stand analysis. To recognize frankly, as we have done, that the verified reduction and 

final elimination of nuclear weapons pose problems of the greatest difficulty; to propose, 
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as we have done, to pool our technical ingenuity and to work in a joint effort to solve 

these problems that surely cannot be reasonably interpreted as an attempt to avoid the 

responsibility to fulfil the commitment to achieve total nuclear disarmament. I suggest 
that tbo§e who confess that there are difficulties to be overcome before tbe goal can be 

reached, and who are prepared to undertwce at once a careful study of how those obstacles 

are to be surQounted, thereby prove they are more serious in their intention to get rid of 

nuclear weapons than those who seek to ignore or belittle the problems and who refuse to 
participate in the search for their solution. 

Returning to the argument of the representative of the Soviet Union that the measures 

in the first stage of the United States outline are unacceptable because they would not 

abolish the threat of nuclear war, we answer that by saying that no single measure in any 

one stage can eliminate that threat; it must be done by appropriate measures through the 
whole programme of disarmament. On the basis of a thorough examination of what 
elimination of nuclear weapons involves, we have reached the conclu~ion that there are 

problems from the standpoint of verification, tcchnnlnr:tY nnn. R<' •·•rrii.,,.· whi"h impn ,.,•· <-Prt.ain 

limits on the reduction of nuclear weapons which can be carried out in the first ~l;nr;" •·.t· 

the disarmament programme, il.nd those are limits imposed not by us, but by hard facts. 

Some of those ha1.·d facts have been explA.inf'il very clea.rls by the United Kingdom 

delegation in its working paper (F;NDC/60) -- and I might add that the Canadian delegation 

would hope to hear, in due course, the considered response of the Soviet representative to 

at least some of the very pertinent que stions asked· by Sir Paul Ma son at our meeting of 

12 June (ENDC/PV.l43, pp.33, 34 ). liieanwhile, I wish to emphasi ze that the :?{est ern Powers, 

after scientific analysis of the problems which cust be overcome, have been led to propose 

that the process of nuclear disarmament be begun at the earli e st moment in the disarmament 

programme by the cessation of production of weapons-grade fissile material and the transfer 

of quantities ther eof to peaceful uses •· 

Perhaps the representative of the Soviet Union will r eply to what I have said by 

claiming once more that if the provisions of article 22 of the SoYiet Union draft tre aty 

(ENDC/2/Rev.l) were implemented nuclear weapons would vanish entirely and there would be 

no need for partial and staged measures. The point here is that ther e is a big 11 if ": 

if all parties could be assured that all nuclear weapons could be eliminated, But the 

Soviet Union has told us nothing about how this unconditional assurance -- unconditional 
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verification -- could be achieved. In fact, I believe it knows that it cannot, as its 
frequently quoted statement of May 1955 witnesses (DC/71 1 Annex 15). So it is wrong to 

suggest that the Soviet Union article 22, or any other single measure, could eliminate 
the danger of nuclear war at one stroke and practically instantaneously. I submit that 

enough data h~ve already been produced by the \Vestern ?ewers in this Committee to 
substantiate fully our view that the provisions of that article 22 of the Soviet draf.t 

are more like wishful thinking than serious proposals capable of practical implementation. 

'h'hat changes would be required in the Soviet plan to malr.:e the present :provisions of 

its article 22 more realistic and more in accord with the hard facts? In the past . 

w~. Tsarapkin has been good enough on occasion to invite suggestions for amendments to 
Soviet proposals; that encourages me to offer a few comments on ways in which the 
provisions which now make up article 22 could be altered and distributed so as to 
constitute a more practicable approach to nuclear disar~ament -- or, more specifically, 

the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons. 
Yzy first suggestion is that article 22 is deficient in not providing for joint expert 

studies of ' the means to achieve nuclear disarmament. As I recalled at our meeting of 

12 June (ENDC/PV.l43, p.26), the Soviet Union did include a provision for such studies in 
' . 

its plan submitted to the General Assembly in 196C (A/4505, Ch.III, .Art.9). Since we see 

no reason why the Soviet Union should not still believe such studies are necessary, I 

suggest that it consider including a provision similar to that which appeared in its 1960 
plan in the first stage of its present draft. 

Hy second suggestion relates to paragraph l(a) of article 22. Instead of calling 
for the complet'e elimination of "all nuclear weapons of all kinds, types and capacities" 

in stage II (ENDC/2/Rev.l, p.l6), as is now the case, I would suggest that the Soviet 
Union amend its position by proposing that nuclear weapons capability be reduced in each 

of several stages by a definite amount. If it would do that, it seems to me tha~ a 
realistic prop'osal for a specified reduction in nuclear weapons capability could then 

figure appropriately in stage I of the Soviet draft. Further proportioned r .eductions 

could be included in subsequent stages so that at the end of stage III total elimination 
would be achie.ved. 

Thirdly, I would suggest that paragraph 2 (a) of article 22, providing for the 

cessation of production of nuclear weapons and fissile materials, and the destruction of 

production facilities, could be oodified. The provisions of this paragraph, with certain 
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changes, should in r~ view be split between the several stages. The Western Powers have 

pointed out that the cessation of production of fissile materials is a measure which does 

not pose very difficult problems fro~ the standpoint of verification, nor would it require 

the ioposition of c ontrol measures which "·ould be unduly extensive in an early stage of 

the disarwament process; hence this measure could go into stage I. The provisions for 

the elirainaticn of 11all plants, installations and laboratories specially designed for 

the production of nuclear weapons or their components11 contained in paragraph 2(a) could 

remain, provided that an exception were made f or such agreed facilities as oight be 

necessary for replacements of those nuclear we ap ons which would be required for the 

deterrent forces on both sides. 

Towards the end of the disarmament programme, when international confide nce is such 

that the mutual deterrent forces can be abolished, the ren~ining nuclear weapons should 

bf course be e liminated. My f ourth point, t heref ore, is that t he provision for the 

prohibition of nuclear weapons, which now appears in paragraph 3 of article 22 as a 

second stage ueasure, should be transferred t o stage III of the Soviet draft. 

I hope that the Soviet representative will consider carefully the merits of the 

sugge stions I have made r egarding article 22. I believe that the discns~ion of i h<=>m "i(n ) 

in ·this Committee, when placed in the context of our earlier examination of items 5(b) 

and (c), has sh own clearly that alterati ons along the lines I have sugge st ed would 
repre sent, at any rate , minj_mura steps in the direction of c cmpr omise which the Soviet 

Union sh ould undertake before it can justify a claiw. that its approach to nuclear 

disarmament takes into account the basic problems involved in this field. If the Soviet 

Union were to revi se artic l e 22 by re-distributing its provisions progre ssively 

throughout the various stage s of the disarmament prograB.ll•:e , it would show us that i t is 

prepared to acknowledge the existe nce of the hard facts of nuclear disarfilament. Until 

the Soviet Union ackn owledge s th ose facts and alters its plan accordingly, progre ss in 

this field of our ne g otiati ons will be difficult, i f not i mp ossible . My hope in making 

the se r emarks this morning is t hat the Soviet Union authorities will soon take thi s step 

toward reality, a step wh ich is indispensable i f we are to achieve our COillillon g oal of 

r eooving the danger of nuclear war. 

I shaJl_ conclude this morning with a fe w brie f con1r:1ents on our f uture work as ther e is 

only one more meeting befor e the rec e s s , and a s we doubtle ss a ll have been turning over 

in our ru.inds what we should d o on r eturn here . The Canadian de l egation believe s that 
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the next five weeks will give all ceillbers of this Committee, particularly the cajor 

Powers; a very useful opportunity to review their positions in the light of our past 

debates and, where appropriate, to work out frc sh approaches to the problems before us. 

17e believe that everything possible should be done to ensure that when we reconvene on 

30 July the major Powers in this Comrnttee will be able to discuss outstanding problems 

in a way which will permit definitive progress here before the eighteenth session of the 

United Nations General Assembly convenes. 

7fe naturally look forward eag,;rly to progress on the test ban issue and fervently 

hope the forthcoming talks in Mos::ow will bring this about. But apart from the cessation 

of nuclear tests, there is obviously much work to be done in preparation for the resumption 

of our debate both en general and complete disarmament and on collateral measures. 

Looking forward to the time wl!en we reassemble here, I should like to mention now a 

number of the items listed in document ENDC/l/Add.3 whicb this Committee will no doubt 

want to discuss. I think some development of the positions of the two sides on those 

items could be reasonab~y expected tc result in broadening the area of agreement. 

First, as regards item 5(e), which is concerned with military bases, I would hope 

that the Soviet Union will have concluded from our recent discussion., that the West will 

not agre.e to unilateral propcsalf which would result in breaking up the Western alliance 

at the outset of the disarmaQent process and before a degree of confidence is established 

which renders military alliances unnecessary. Our discussion of what the Soviet Union 

chooses to call "bases on foreign territory" -- really bases on territory of all:les 

will onlybe fruitful if it is clearly recognized that this question can only be 

effectively dealt with within the context of a disarmament programme providing for the 

gradual and balanced reduction of the military establishments on both sides. 

With respect to item 5(f}, tte reduction of armed forces, the proposals of both sides 

for first stage reductions are very close together. The Canadian delegation believes 

that a further effort at ccnpromise should be possible to bridge the remaining gap and 

that real progress en this issue could be registered before next autumn. Similarly, 

the question of military expenditures, which is item 5(g} en our agenda, does not seem to 

raise grave difficulties and we would hope that, given suitable preparation, progress 

could be achieved here in our next session, 
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];.:;, for measures whicl:. would reserve outer .space for peaceful purposes only, item 5(h), 

J.;b e neasure s proposed in the · t,·ro draft plans before the Conference are very similar in 

: : ~: ope. The Canadian delegation has ref erred to this question on seYeral occasions in 

-l;he :pe,st and continue: ::; to believe that early a~tion which would prohibit the placing of 

·w·o::,p on::; of mass destruction in orbit shouJd be agreed upon quickly and that such a 

.!JT ch i b . i .ion could be put into effect even before agreement on a programme of general 

a.n(·;. ·.::o:ap1ete disarmament. This is an area which we are convinced should be studied 

. ; ;v~ ef·,l ~. ly during the r ec e sn wi t.h a vi eN t o exploring the possibility of tangible pr Og:t'e ss 

-. ,-?:.: ;:;1. ·Y'- reconvene. 

T~:e l ast group of mea sures to which we hope the major Powers would devote attention 

d l~:r i ~1i:S -~he recess are those covered by item 5 (j) 1 name ly, measures to reduce the risk of 

\E:r. Here again there is a close similarity between the proposals of the two sides as 

Lb':::.r :~:ppear in their respectiYe drafts. For that reeson, we ~vould hope that further-

··:-~u:: :y would permit this Committee to report real progress in this area to the eightee:"J.th 

:: e:: :~: '. on .Jf ·t.he United Nations General As:::embly. Since both sides recognize the nece cnity 

f r;r r~~tr ly agreement on oeasures in this field 1 it would also be our hope that they could 

:!: ern t h e subject of collateral agreements which could come into effect prior to the 

i;"<JP~" r:Je ntation of general and complete disarmament, that is, agreements in addition tc 

J_.r-.e<; whi.!h we ho:pe will be concluded on the quick means of cor;mmnicating between Heads of 

'~ '-' }?re centative s will have noted that several of the it,ems which I have mentione d on 

~·nd w.ge :r:d~ for ge:1eral and coraplete di~armament have been proposed also as collateral 

This has given me the ide~t -- wl'-ich I .1m ::;ure has occurred to other 

I 2 lJ:..· c:-~ sP:,_ta-0ives -- that perhaps the time is ripe for our co-Chairmen to consider a 

:--(:v5. Jicn of document ENDC/C.l/2 of 2 April 1962, which lists the collateral measureD 

_TF :) ~.,r:e d for discussion, and document ENDC/l/"ldd o3 of 24 July 1962, which lists the 

i7:'- :.:>.:::e s e.nd to:pi!'!s relating to the first stage of gene::-.s.l and complete disarraament. 

., ;·- :i.cl : s ome topics appear on both lists. The Can:.~.dian deJ.egation feels that whe n we 

:.. ! - -:-. . J:> emb le the co-chairmen might :produce revised versions of those procedural 

:roc: cr ~"1 :~ nda-~icns concentrating the genera l and complete disarmament discussions on t h e 

ra·,;·':; :;_mp crtant items, and. the discussio:r1 of c ollate rc:.l B':lasure s en those 'Y'here early 

In developing those cgendas,. we think the c o-cha ir '.nen 

wc1'.:u1 Iike to have suggestions f:;:om all other dele c 2.tions which have views on how our wcrk 

WO'l]·l be more effectively organized L' t.he resumed session. 
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Mr. LACHS (?oland): As we are about to part: it may be useful to give my 

delegation's estimate of the situation in which we find ourselves after these months 
of negotiation. 

It is most regrettable -- and I believe no one at this table will question this --

that we have not oade much progress and that we part without being able to report any 

substantial contribution to the solution of the probleus placed before u·s. The 

Comrrdttee can therefore take little credit for the hours spent at this table. 

The key issue of our deliberations -- particularly that to which this day of the 

week has been devoted, general and complete disarmament -- has been and remains nuclear 

disarmament. I do not propose t o deal now with details of the questions involved. 

rf;r .• Burns, who preceded me 1 dwelt on some of the problems and stressed the difficulties. 

He implied that the socialist delegations round this table refused to join in an effort 

tc overcome those difficulties. l:!Iay I most respectfully submit that it is difficult to 

substantiate that claim if one bears in uind the various _:t)roposals made by the Soviet 

Union at an earlier stage during our discussions and those made by it in the last few 

months. Those :proposals indicate a very serious approach to the problem. They are 

also significant because of the flexibility shown by the Soviet Union on this issue. 

Therefore, I cannot share the view presented by Er. Burns this morning. On the contrary, 

I would say that in realizing the difficulties involved, the Soviet proposals were 

submitted in a spirit of conciliati on and compromise and should be treated as such. 

But this does not remove fron our agenda and does not release us froo the obligation 

to dwell on the essential issue involved, that is, the :probler.J. of a basic decision on 
nuclear disarcament. Our view, submitted here over and ever again, has been clearly 
manifested and should not leave rocr:J. for doubt. \Te d e not want to live in the sho.dow of 
nuclear weapons for even one oinute l onger than is necessary. Tre have cade. this clear 
tioe after tioe. The ref ore, we are prepared to do away with nuclear weapons at the 

second or -- if other potential signatories of the disarmament agreement should be ready 

to do so -- even at the first stage of the disaroament process. On the other hand, the 

~estern Powers approach the issue from a somewhat different point of view. .At our 
meeting on 5 June 1963, ,. H.r. Stelle outlined t r.is appr oach again when he referred to: 
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11 a gradual and :progressiYe :.:eduction of ~Ghe military capability 
of States in all areas cf existing aroaments, that is, !:lore or less 
11..cross the board, with such progressive reduction extending over 
the whole process of disaruament." (ENDCL~G-.12..:.1-]J 

itnat is behind this approach, as reflected ia the e"bove quotation from Iv.:r. Stelle 1 s 

statenent, is apparently what is de scribed as the need fer adequate means for na.ticm•,l 

se;;uri ty, and what sooe call "the growing risk". The first of those reasons is built 

en tb.9 assumption that feex is er. effective means to prevent the world from being :plunged 

into a nuclear war, the assur.J.ptic:-J. that fear maJ:-.es vrar lesn likely. Hence the 

ccnel-;J.:;;ion that States should r0J.ain [uch weapons as w-culd act as a deterrent and thucj 

maintain what is called "the balance of the deJ.;errent", May I add parethentically ---

if F.1 balance of deterrence is possible and could be a reality, whicb. I seriously daubs. 

Hence also the specific propo:::als tha+, the g:;.·eater the potential destructive power of 

the ,.,·eapon the smaller the dis~.rDc"men·i:; met1sure in the earlier stages of the disarmanen-l,; 

lJr ace ss. 

'I'hat is obviously reflected il:. the pro:pom:~.ls concerning nuclear weapon vehicles, 

bac·i:ieriolcgical and chemical warfare and n-;J.clear weapons themselves. Vir. Stelle: in 

a:idressing this Coi:1mittee on 5 June, explaining the United States :proposals on the 

subjoct and opposing the SoYiet apprcr.~h, found that there was no inherent logic in the 

lattEr:.·~ that it was "haphazard, helter..:.skelter end inoonsistent" (E~C[PV.l4C, p.l5). 

Ee sz.id that he failed to underst£md the "diverse c:;.·iteria concerning the tiw.e periods 

of reduction which", as he put it, "the Soviet Union has o onjured up for its va.ri ous 

d.is8.rr.:J.a4lent oeasure s". (j.bid.) 

In another ple,ce ~ the representative of -the United States even drew an analogy w·ith 

wh'l.t he called a "wrecking busine:::s 11 (jb~_d, p.l4). This morning, Mr. Burns refer:>:"ecl -7,c 

what he called the intention of br8aking up the Western alliance (..§.1!J2!:!1, p .. 9). 
At first sight all those references r.re very serious, a:b.d the accusations are 

serious. But are they ::- eally? I,et :1::; have a lock o.t theo. Is tb.ere any substance in 

the claims thus advanced? Soc.e mo:'lth:::: 2,{;8, when addressing this Cooruittee, I tried to 

shew the clear and unois·bakable trenc1 reflected in h-Lc'_ -:-y of uankind 1 s endeavours to 

di"':PCE2 of and to ban, first cf all, thos>J weapons v~hich are the ::::ost dangerous and tloe 

l!lost destructive, fror:1 :poison to biologic2.l and chemica::. weapons. Mankind has lived 

wi~h rifles and guns for some time now but its conscience has revolted and does revolt 

vrh2:1 faced with the crt:el and ;a:·J.;iculf'.:rly destructive weapons that technological :progress 

has b]•ought about; and obviously it also revolts against nuclear weapons. 
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However, let us not limit the issue to the se considerations. Is it not true that 

with every day that goes by it becooes ever more clear that the existence, maintenance 

and growth in both nutiber and capacity of nuclear weapons do not increase security? 0~ 

the contrary, they increase the danger of a nuclear conflict. Let me recall that, on 

the threshold of the atomic age, the General Assembly of the United Nations resolved on 

"••• an essential step towards the urgent objective of prohibiting 
and eliminating froo national armaments atomic and all other major 
weapons adaptable now and in the future to mass destruction ••• 11 (A/RES/41(1)) 

I was quoting froo a resolution of the General ASsembly adopted in 1946. 'f'.ihat was 

urgent seventeen years ago has by no neans become less urgent today. I submit it is 
even more urgent. 

again: 

That was, indeed, confiroed by a very high authority, and I quote 

''For men know that a rJassing of destructive :p ower does not 
beget security." 

Those words were pronounced by 2resident Kennedy in 1962. How can those two pronounceraents 

which I have just quoted find their proper reflection in the United States plan on nuclear 

disarmament (ENDC/30) as it stands now? I most huobly subc.it that there is an obvious 

contradiction. How can that incontr overtible truth be l'econciled with concrete proposals 

which provide for the maintenance of huge stockpiles of nuclear weapons during a long 

period after we should have eobarlted up on an effective disarrJaoent process? 

I humbly subuit that precisely because we are not in the wrecking business but, on 

the contrary, want to prevent the boat in which all of us are froo being wrecked, 1ve 

should do sooething about the atomic weapon; otherwise, we shall be wrecked. That is 

why we insist that nuclear weapons should be ir~obilized and removed as soon as p ossible, 

because it is clear that otherwise any local conflict might easily be transformed into 

a nuclear war, that a sudden attack will rena.in a continuous possibility, that nuclear 

weapons oay be further improved and perfected and that the retention of nuclear weapons 

delivery vehicles to the end of the disarmament process will leave open the possibility 

of an all-out nuclear attack with all its implications. Those are only some of the risks 

which remain, but I submit they are sufficient to prove that the situation which will thus 
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be created, will be far from safeguarding the national interests cf illany nati ons -- of 

the very nations on bepalf of which those plans are suboitted -- and will be very far 

froo safeguarding the peace of the world. 

I f we are really sincerely determined t o eobark up on general and ccoplete 

dis:o,r w.3.raent 1 steps ought t o be taken which would r.m.ke that pr ocess an irreversible 

cne ··- a process which would have entered into a stage froii1 which there would be n c 
retu~~ n. Once those steps are taken, they are bound to produce effects in wany fields 

far bey ond their technical and strategic importance. Tension will obviously decrease , 

c onfide nce will obviously increase. A better international atmosphere will be creaJ.:;ed 

anC:., what is o cst in:p crta.nt ~ we shall set in notion a chain reaction, and in the wake 

of th~t reaction all the other elements leading to a general detente in international 

rel~ticns will be bound to follow. 

'l'hat result can only be achieved by adopting a proposal which leaves no nuclear 

weap ons at the disposal of the :Powers concerned. Hr. Burns, this morning, indicated 

(supr~, p .6) that nc single oeasure can remove this existing threat. I agree; but we 

~l:.oulcl try to do our UtLcst to achieve such a measure 1 which WOUld reduce the threat to 
~ rni n i wur.:l . If one leaves the nuclear potential untouched and limits one self to t he 
r,llocati on of an extreraely small a.wount of what I might call nuclear raw oaterials for 

:pe~:c eful :purposes, can that be regarded as a step which, even to a certain degree, would 
('O:::ltribute to the lessening of tension? I agree with Mr. Burns that we cannot produce 

definiie disarmament r e sults by achieving one step, but t he ste~s we tcl~e must be 
e ssential and they Qllst be irreversible~ That is the agendment I would oake t c 

li~ . Surns 1 speech in this field. 
By the removal of nuclear weapons, as suggested in the Soviet proposal (ENDC/2/Rev.l), 

tl:.e c onditions for the oost ~.n.ngerous armal!lents race history has known would disappear. 

Tl-"e d£mger of their being used would cease to haunt man on every continent. That, I 

f:',gre e , would be a bold decision to take. But with out bold decisions there can be no 

disarLlament; without b old decisions there can be no progress in any field, and no gre at 

achievement in any sphere of life can be registered without bold and clear-cut decisi ons. 

There is another issue involve d in this field, with which I shall deal now: we sh ould 

n ot approach the problem before us -- nor could we solve it -- by taking subjective 
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attitudes and sticking to c onsideratio~s built on certain phil osophies, clearly linr~d 

with the strategic and military plans of one alliance. Those plans, from which certain 

concepts on disarmament spring -- are built upon armaments ideas and not upon 

disarmament ideas. They are built upon the structure of one alliance with all its 

implications. They are built upon what is the result of p lanning in armanents and 

planning in the course of an arQaQents race • But we cannot reflect -- nor would it 

. serve any useful purpose if we did reflect -- in our discrnaoent plans the philosophies, 

structure, policy and plans cf one alliance. Once we o.gr ee upon disarmainent, vre oust 

suboit the interests and t he pr oce ss cf our work to tLe coQOcn goal which is t o be 

achieved. 

There is a further issue tc which I should like tu draw t he attention of oe:;:.bers 

of this Comoi ttee. We have been engaged here in seri ous disarmaoent discussions whilst 

elsewhere certain new plans were being iuple~ented, and new ideas on arnaments wer e 

being put into operation. I submit that unilateral neasure s of that sort do not help 
us at all. They complicate our task raore e£:.ch day; they accumulate new faits accomplis; 

they create new arguments in additi on t o t ?ose already ex i sting, wh ich ai~ at pr oving 

that certain things are impossible b ecause t hey would bre ak u::_::; t he alliance. Tho.t may 

bee orne 1 I suggest 1 an endless proces s -- we negotiate her e and certain new ideas on 
armaments are being irJplenented elsewher e . That nay n ot only prevent us fr oo moving . 

forward but make our goal ever oore distant. Cne of th ose oeasure s -- which I have 

specifically in nind is the creati on 0f multilateral or, as some call it, multinati onal 
nuclear forces of Ni'.TC. As we have already said, that is bound t o create a serious 

preoccupation in our ninds. 1te have already indicated our views .on that ~atter and we 
see it as a step -- which it obviously is -- towards nuclear p olycentrism, towards the 

proliferation of nucle .ar weapons. As I have said, t hat cannot leave us indifferent. 

The multiplication of at onic triggers, which is the obvious consequence of such a oeasure, 

is fraught with danger and BUst have an inpact on all disarmament discussions today and 

t or;:; orrow. 

That is why, since we are going to part on Friday this week, all these things should 

be exaoined and re-exaoined. Th ose ar e the words ?resident iCennedy used in another --
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but perhaps not altogether different -- context, and we trust ~hat the delegations of the 
\lestern ?owers will use the recess for this purpose. Speaking the other day at the 
J:..oerican University, ?resident Kennedy said: "Cur problems are man-Clade. Therefore, 
they can be solved by nan." (ENDC/95, p.2) So, I submit, is the nuclear dileL.JOa of 
our age. It should be realized at last that there can be no real peace in the shadow 
of nuclear weapons; that deterrents, no I!latter how powerful, the threat of massive 

retaliation, and aruouries --no matter what types of weapons they may store, selective 
or non-selective -- can never establish true peace. They cannot be the bases of security. 

It should be clear that no safeguards could, under those circumstances, establish an 
effective guarantee against the outbreak of a conflict. Even the best "Fail-Safe" 
system is anything but safe, and we cannot see in any of these systeos a safe guarantee 
against the outbre~~ of a conflict. I believe that we should finally do away with the 
fallacy of strategic thought, seeking security where security cannot be found; for, 
contrary to what a prominent politician of our age has said, security and safety cannot 
be the sturdy child of terror; survival cannot be the tvrin brother of annihilation. 

Let me conclude by saying that all of us face this question: either we approve 
of nuclear weapons or we do not. If we do not, we do not want theill. If we do not 
intend to use them, we do not need them and we should therefore dispose of then at 
the earliest possible stage in the disarrnaoent :process. If we can agr·ee upon that, 
ways and means will be found to pave our road to disarmament. \1e, the socialist States 
represented here, will do our utoost to achieve the goal which has been set for us. 
However, that requires a new approach on the part of the Western Powers and I do not 
abandon hope that that approach will come about. 

1k. Burns this rJ.orning appealed to the Soviet Union to change sooe of the 
provisions contained in our proposals (supra, p. 7 ). I am not =eplying for the Soviet 
Union of course, but since Mr. Burns has adopted a point of departure which I find, as I 
tried to explain earlier, could not lead to progress, the premise on which his appeal is 
made seeos to me to be hardly justifiable. I hope and trust that the Canadian delegation 
will reflect on this and thus help us to make substantial progress on the issues involved 
when we meet again after ·the recess which vras decided upon the other day. 
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Mr. STELU: (United States ol America): ~ delegation listened with great 
. . 

interest to the ' careful a.nd though'bful statement made this morning by the representative 
of Canada with rega.rd to measures of nuclear disarmament. loW' delegation would like to 
discuss this topic furu.her and in particular to dwell on some statements that have been 
made on this subject by the representative of the Soviet Union. 

At our meeting of 12 June the Soviet representative asserted that the United States 
treaty outline contained no agreed formula and no clear-cut obligations for the 
destruction of all stockpiles of nuclear weaponso ~e went on to say: 

"In the preamble io the United States outline only its purpose is proclaimed, 
but throughout the whole draft treaty, however scrupulously you may stu~ it, 
nowhere will you find any concrete indications of how this purpose is to be 
achieved. Fuxthermore, it follows from the UDited States outline of a. 
disarmament ·!ireaty that fue ques-tion of the destruction of nuclear weapon 
stockpiles is not solved in a definite and unconditional way by the treaty 
itself." (ENOO/PV.l4~7) . 

At the same meeting ley' delegation pointed out (ibid.) that the United States 
proposals in stage III do provide for the elimination by all parties toibe treaty of all 
nuc:er.T weapons remaining a.t their disposal. We think this point is clear and requirP.s 
no further elaboration. What does call for further comment is that the Soviet 
rep~esentative accused the United States of not including in its proposals (ENDC/30) ~ 
indica·iiions of "the concre-te manner of achieving that goal. While we admit that we do 
not know a,ll the answers ·l;o the problems connected with lihe elimination of nuclear 
weapons, we for our part have come forward with what we submit is an imflginative approach 
to the solution of these problems. 

HowP-vex, the Soviet draft ~reaty {ENDC/2/Rav.l) contains neither the means of 
solving this problem nor a way of approaching the solution. All it says is that in 
stage II all nuclear stoclqliles would be dest.royed. There is not a single word there 
about how this would be accc~~lished and effectively verified -- that is, how it would be 
ensured that no such weapons have been retained clandestinely. The difficulties of 

this problem have been described to us in a very clear manner by the united Kingdom 
delegation, a~d it is preci sely because of our awareness of those difficulties that we 
have proposed that a study of this problem be undertaken. 

Th~ S~vi~t representative has chosen to interpret our proposal for such a study as a 
sign of our unwillingness to ac~ieve the total elimination of nuclear weapons from the 
arsenals of S~ates9 The fact is, howeve~ 1 that unless we find a way of implementing an 
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adequately verified total elimination of nuclear weapons from arsenals of States, and 

unl'3ss we join our effor-lis in searching for such a way 1 the goal we are seeking to 

~.crric"'e will remain just a. goal o W'e a.r& not engageci in a contest to see which side can 

best :;:eli down our gual -· l'l'e a:ce agreed on Jhat. Where honest and energetic work is 

reg_td::crad is in the setting dmm of the means of reaching that goal. 

i~o m::tion ·today possensing nuclear weapons would. be in a position to commit itself 

to a:.1d implement the -~o-tal <ies-\:.ruc·bion of its own nuclear weapon stockpiles in the 

absence of adequate assuran.::es .z~>i'ls.t ot.her Sta.-l;es possessing such weapons would have done 

i'!e all know tb9..t a St.e:te :ra{;aining just a few nuclear weapons in violation 

of an agreem9n·C. would. acquire t~emendous military and political advantages over those 

S·ce.:~as which fulfil their cbl:i.ge.tions in g·:lod faith .. 

Thu,:; ~ we believe, the So·viet U11ion has two choices., Either it ought to stop 

accusing the West of not really wanting nuclear disarmament because of the Western 

prol_)oz~.l f0r a s·bw!y of t.:'le :p:rolllems i nvolved in such disarmament or else, if the Sov-let 

l.fu.~.on "'-lready posnesses sufficient lmcmledge in this field, it ought to share that 

iniormation with the re;:;-~ of the UJembe:.:s of ·i.;:Uc:: Coliference., 

In -\:.his connexion, as has been mentioned by the representative of Canada: in the 

Sov-:l.e-t proposals on ·!;he basic provh;ions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 

sui:;m::t -be>d to ·C.he General Ascemb!y of th~ United Nations on 23 September 1960, paragraph 9 

of ::rk.:.gc I provid.ed as follows: 

;1 ~<:n the fh·s·t s·t;age, joint stuclie.:; will be undertaken of the measures to be 
:i.r,~~:teu3n-teu :b the second stage relati ng to the discontinuance of the 
r.ia:nufc..~·~urc of m1~J.ee.:c·~ c:l.lemical and biological \'Tes.pons and t .o tl1e destruction 
of stockpiles -f such wea:pons.," (!L1:'"~2J. 

Th:~s p~ovision seems t o indi ca·t.e v .i1b.i.i l:l.t least in September 1960 the Sovie·C. Union 

bE: l~ .. eved th?; ~ joint. effc:L'ts ·woul d be required to wo:rk out a way to implement safegu~ded 

nucloar disai~ma.men-t " O·iiherwis e ·t;here woul d have been no need for such a Soviet 

proposal a 

However s the Sovie·b d:r.aft -Gr eaty submi tted to our Conference omits the provision 

for '3. study of the clisco:c. iiinua.nce of -'uhe manufacture of nuclear, chemical and biological 

weap ons a..Jd of the destruc-~io!l of stoclq>iles of such weap ons., If this omission means 

-tha-t in the period. be-tween 1960 and 1962 the Soviet Union has conduc-~ed a study of this 

J?l'rJbl em 2.11d has arrived at cer tain conc lusions which, in its view 1 vrould make it possi ble 

to ach:i_eve and to ensure total nucle a:,:_• disarmament under a.dequate safeguards, we should 

ba pleased ·bo have those conclusion~ presentl:ld to our Conference, and naturally we ,o;hould 

be i,;~ ;.;.d. to study them most carefully ~ 
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·. The Soviet repre::;ente.t;i.ye charged at our meeting of 12 Jun~ . (ENDC/PV•l43) that ·the 

United States proposal . for-· a study of nuclear disarmament measures and the problem of 

verification was made to absolve the partiec from a clear-cut obligation to prohibit 

nuclear weapons an-i to eliu;:inc>.+,e them completely, since such an obli~ation woula d~pi:md 

on the outcome of such a study .. He went on to ask ''That the situation would be if "iihe 

experts at the end of stage I failed to reach QUanimous conelusionso (~. p.38) 

In reply to this, we can only wonder how the Soviet representative envisages nuclear 

disarmament being ~.r.qplemnnt0d in the absence of ag:r.·eement among all those ·eoncerned that 

such d:i.se.Tma.ment can be safely ca::ried ou-(. without, undue :dslt:: to any partye The 

Soviet Union surely wouJJ. net wieh ·t;o divn; f:, itself of what Soviet spokesmen of highest 

autho::r.-.hy ·bave describeC:. as -~t:·e main <;omponent of their defence sys-tem, if the Soviet 

Un5.on ;~eire not satisfied t 'hat all other States had done the same. In our view, the best 

way to l:•,chie-ve consensus rege::-d:i.ng -t.he me·t;hods of carrying cut eff~ctive nuclea.'t." 

disarma.mfmt would be for all :;: arlies concerned to joiv. thei:r efforts to work out those 

meth0cls., 

~~re believe also that we should have , dispelled the Soviet representative 1 s concern 

about ;;;uch a. stud~ ::;n£' being undertal;en un.til stage I whc:r.. we stated on 15 May, and again 

on 12 ~~e: (ENDc/FV.l43 1 ppe40,41) 

"Such an approach, we ~elieve, need not necessra,rily await the signature of 
o. t1:aaty. I-1; could begi:u. as o3oon ·a;,; delegations felt themselves clearly 
prepar.ea. to undertake tl.e necessa:.:y stud:tes." (~~LfY'-·.ill.&.Edt) 

We should like to emphasize that my delegation does no-1; believe that all nuclear 

disarma.men-'li mea5UJ.'es hcve to be left in abeyance .pending ~uch a f;~u~y, Contrary to 

the Soviei proposals, which lump together all meesures in the field of nuclear disarmament 

in one single stage :' the Uni-ted. S-li~;~!}S .::.n-opo:::als p:;:ovide fo-r meanures which could b~ 

agreed upon and iu..ple:I:ented with.out 6 s·~udy., I refe:•:, of course, t.o our proposals 

contained in 3ta.gc I of ·the UnHed Stt::f.c;:; treaty ou·~lino wh:i.c:'J. pr.oviclc for a cut-off of 

the p:::oduction of fiss~c0nable moteri,.,.ls for: weapon uses 9,1\d .for the: t.re..n.sfer of 

significant quanti~ics of such mc.te:riaJ~ to purposes ct.her than for use in nuclear 

weapons. (ENDC/30, pp~ 8, 9) 

The Soviet representa-tive claimed that at o~ meeting on 15 1hy ~ delegation had 

pointed out (ENOC/PV<>132, p.35 ) -that the fissionable 1~ate1ialc ·ivould not be taken out of 

existing nuclear weapons., We :w.bmit that that was a C.ist·:J:rtion of our statement. W'.o.at 

vre did say at that meeting, a.ru! we r '=l .J?..:G.t it again today 1 was that S·hates should have 
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discretion concerning whether the materials to be transferred would come from weapons 
elready produced or from materials stockpiled for aventual production of weapons. (ibi~) 

We pointed nut that at this early stage of disarmament such a discretionary arrangement 
would facilitate the implementation and ver: (ication of this measure, while a specific 
provision that materials must come from already existing weapons would complicate the 
matter by raising, among other things, the difficult problem of revealing weapon designs 
in the process of verifying the measure. The tnited States proposal avoids such 
arrangements as would necessitate revelation at the very outset of the disarmament 
process of what are closely guarded state secrets which vitally concern national security. 
However, at the same time, the tnited States proposals would mean important reducti~ns 

in the total nuclear-war-making capability of the nuclear Powers. All fissionable 
material forms part of a State's nuclear potential, and nuclear material is the important 
stuff of which weapons are made. Our proposals approach the problem directly through the 
reduc·bion of stocks of fissionable materials from whatever source they may come,. 

The cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapon uses, combined with ·~he 

transfer of significant quantities of such ma:-~erb,l~ to uses other than in weapons, 
would halt the spiralling nuclear arms ~ace. These two measures, taken together with 
an a~rangement to prevent the spreading of independent nuclear capabilities to any nation 
no~ possessing such capabilities, and with a test ban agreement, would mark a 
s i gnificant step laying the foundation for further, more far- reaching nuclear disarmament 
measureso They would curb the development of both ~he qualitative and quantitative 
aspects ~f the nuclear capabilities of the nuclear Powers and would prevent States not 
possessing independent nuclear capabilities -f:.oday from acquiring them .. 
threat would be contained and reduced. 

Thus the nuclear 

As in other fields of disarmament, in the area of nuclear disarmament also, we feel 
that the "all or nothing11 approach adopted by the Soviet Union poses dangers to the 

cause of disarmament; for we must not forgo those steps we can make with relative ease 
a·b the beginning of the disarmament process in the name of our desire to achieve more 
far-reaching objectives. Rather we must move gradually to our ultimate objectives, using 
whate~er paths appear to be safe for passage and avoiding dangerous short-cuts leading 

into unknown difficulties. We cannot forget that what is at stake here is the security 

of Statns and indeed world peace itself. 
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1fe····a.re convinced that the reasons for spreading the implementatioq .of nuclear 

disa.rma.me:o:t; over three stages are ·no less ~oge,nt and coiil.Pelling than is the case in 

regard.; ,to .. nuclear · delivery vehicles. In fact the two probia'ms go ha.rid in lla,nd. 

The difficulties elaborated by the United Kingdom delegation with regard to 

verif,ying ~tpcks· of fissionable materials originating from past production' ~rise precisely 

from the app~ent f~ct that up to 20 per. cent of such past producti'on; of some fissionable 

materials ~y es_9ape detec·a.on even after applying the best possible accoun~~~ ·:methods. 

If a porti~n of . such stocks were hidden. in the form of al~eady fabricnted we~pons or 

of Weapon-grade materials, O:l.~.Y the most intensive and thortiugh search and inspection 

would be l_ikely to haYe aome chance of turning up such illegally-h~dd stocks o 

We l01ow that the Soviet Government feels grea"'li concern about o:pening up the Soviet 

Uhion to 'ride and free-ranging international indpection before the end of the third stage. 

The Uriited States approach to nuclear disarma~ent measures tends to reduce the need for 

such int-ensive a.nd exteliEive typo of insJ?ectipn in th~ early stages of disarmament. 

That is t>ecause hidden stocks of fissionable mate1.·ials would. represent a less serious 

ri~k ~t the time when Staies would still legally possess some nuclear weapons. 

In late:r.- s·~ages, when the question of hidden stocks would become crucial, inspection 

procedures ~vould have become broadex in scope., In the atmosphe~e of greatly increased 
. -

in·i;er:ln:t:tonal confidence brougb,:f; about by the successful ix:::-.t?lercen·l;ation of stage I and 

beyorid of the disarmament programme, we believe the Soviet Uhion would undoubtedly feel 

much 1ess ~en~itive abou·l; wide-ranging inspection IT!easures to ensure that all stock:: of 

nucleal' ''we~pons and of nuclear deliverJ vehicle s have been liquidated .. 

r • ·The Soviet Union seems io hn.ve adopted the three-st.age liqnidation approach with 

regard to convent:l.onal axm.:~.rr.enta c.nd. a':'med forcec, and we b~J.ieve it is only reasonable to 

hope that it wi:a eventually eXP,9J!d acceptance of t .ba:li n.pprqach to all areas of 
;· 

di3arniam::i:c.t,. For othenri.se the. whole cq;n.ceifu .of stagi;ng the disarmament pro.cess would 

lose its meanina. 1f ·l;b.e Sov~.et Ub.ion believes it feasible to effect within the span 

of one single stage mos-'j radical mea.."P:tres as . rego.rds nucJ.ea::: delivery vehicles D.na 
nuclear weapons, 5.t would se ~~m log~-?al tho.t the h ·ns difficult ar~as ot' conve.ational 

armaments and armed fo1·ces could be s~bject to an equally radical treatment. But while 

th~.s might be superficially appealing, . it 1::ould, clearly mcke no sense, and indeed would 

be c~n·bra.x'y t .o the. joint statement 'of agreed. principles (E~/5) which provides that 
• • ~ ' • • • • L • • 

the disarmament process sh6'ulq ~ _ car~ied. •out ~ st.aees. 
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At our meeting on 12 June, the Soviet representative concluded his remarks by 
making the following conclusions with respect to the Western position on nuclear 
disarmament. He said: 

"First, the Western Powers have already decided beforehand for themselves 
that nuclear weapons should be kept, as before, in the armaments of States". 
(ENDC/1-V ;W, u•40) 

This first conclusion of the Soviet representative is entirely groundless. For had we 
prejudged the issue, as he claims we have, we would not have sat in our proposals the goal 
of the total elimination of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of States, and we would 
not have suggested that an active search be conducted for the ways and means of 
achieving that goalo 

The Soviet representative went on to say: 
"The second conclusion is that from the hands of the armed forces of 
individual States or groups of States, nuclear weapons will, perhaps, 
pass into the hands of a so-called international armed force and, 
moreover, in such quantities as to enable this international armed force 
to use them against the ~hical danger of nuclear weapons secretly 
retained by a State or several StateE' 11 . (ibid. p.40) 

Here again the Soviet representative seems to read into the United states position 
something that is not there. He appears to imply that the United States has taken a 
positive position in favour of equippin~ an international peace force with nuclear 
weapons.. However, as we said (ibid. p.41) at the same meeting, the position of the 
United States on this most important question of whether or not -- and if so, when --
nuclear weapons sho.uld be made available to the internationg.l peace force is well known. 
We should like to state once again that we do not prejudge or take a firm position on 
whether or not the international peace force should be equipped with nuclear weapons; 
nor do we take a firm position on the time when such weapons should be made available 
if they are., What we do say is that this vital and important question is one which 
should be decided only after the most careful study of all relevant facts and in light 
of the negotiations on the major areas of a general and complete disarmament programme. 

The final conclusion the Soviet representative asserted could be drawn from the 
Western position in the area of nuclear disarmament was: 

11 •• ., the ',Y'estern Powers assume that the international armed forces will have 
the right to use nuclear weapons in their police operations and, consequently, 
in the plan of the Western Powers there is no question at all of any real 
prohibition of nuclear weapons or of their complete destruction and 
prohibition. 11 (ibid, p .40) 
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We believe that the first part of the final conclusion bY the Soviet representative 

is effectively refuted by what we have juSt said regardiDg o'ur position on whether the 
international peace force shoUld or should not have nuclear weapons. As to the question 

of the prohibition of nuclear weapons and their destruction, the Soviet representative 

knows very well that the United states propo~als provide -in stage III for the elimination 

of nuclear weapons stockpiles from the arsenals of states. We do not believe it 

necessary to quote again the relevant provision from the United States treaty outline 

$:N00/30/pp.29,30 )~ 

True 1 the United states proposals for stage III do not use the words "prohibition 

of nuclear weapons". It is self-evident that in a situation where all States possessing 

nuclear weapons will have eliminated all such weapons from their arsenals in accordance 

with the provisions of a tre~ty on general and complete disarmament, possession of such 
weapons by states ~o~d . b~ illegei' uy all accepted norms of international law aDd thus 

prohibited. 

However, if the Soviet delegation is particularly concerned about this omission, . :· . . 
. !. 

the United states is quite prepared · to include in article I of the Working Draft of 

Part I of the Treaty on General &nd Complete Disarmament (in a Peaceful World) 
. I • 

(EN00/40/Rev.l ), submitted by the United states and the USSR on 31 llay 1962, 

appropriate language providing for the prohibition of nuclear weapons. Specifically' -:we 

are prepared to have subpar~raph (b) of paragraph 2 of that article 1 which' set's forth . 

the obligations by states parties to the Treaty with respect t .o the illilitary 

establishments of states, read as follows: 

"Prohibition 8.nd elimination of all nuclear, chemical, biological 
and other weapons of mass destr'I.Jction; cessation o:Z the production and 
pr~hibi tion of the manufacture of such weapons; 11 • 

Inclusion of such languag~ would eliminate the brackets in subparagraph (b) as it stands 

now, and should, in Ol.Jl" view, dispel whatever doubts -- real or imaginary -- the Soviet 

Union might have had as to the real _ ~tentions of the United states concerning nuclear 

disarmament. 

Mr. TSARAFKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russiaq)~ 

Before I begin DtY' main statement for today,' I should like to reply to the representetivas 

of Canada and the United states. 
This morning the Can~ian representative, Mr. Burns·, put forward certain views 

regarding the way in which the Western Powers would like to amend article 22 of the Sovil'!f. 
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draft ·&rea.ty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/2/Rev.l). He warned us that if 
the Soviet Union did not change its plan for nuclear disarmament, it would be difficult, 
and :?~rhaps even impossible, to reach agreement. Having expressed that thought, 
Mru Burns set forth certain considerations which were actually aimed at fitting the 

Sovie·ii propos11ls on nuclear disarmament to the Procrustean bed of the Western Powers 1 

app~oach to this problemo 

I should like to reply to ~~~ Burns immediately. We are prepared to consider with 
exeat attention and in the most well-disposed manner any amendments or additions by the 

~estern Powers to the Soviet proposals on questions of nuclear disarmament. But one 
:poin·(, should be kept in mind by the representatives of the Western Powers, namely, that 

any amendments, additicns or changes to article 22 of the Soviet draft must be aimed at 
nuclear disarmamen·h and not at blocking nuclear disarmament or replacing it with measures 
which would have no effect in regard to eliminating the existing possibilities of waging 

'· 

a n~clea~ missile war, and which neither eliminate the threat of such a war nor even 

~educe it to any extento 

The representatives of the Western Powers should bear in mind that we shall not 
allow the Soviet proposals on nuclear disarmament to be reduced to nought. We shall 
oppose in the most resolute manner any attempt to fit the Soviet nuclear disarmament 
proposals to the present Western plan. That plan in unacceptable to us because it does 
not :provide for any effective measures of disarmament and preserves the danger of a 
nuclea.r war not on!.yduring stage I of disarmament but also during stage II and stage III. 

~xthermore~ even after the completion of t~e disarmament programme, as directly 
follows from the s·liatements of the tJnited States representatives, nuclear_ weapons will 
il.OJti he destroyed, They will remain in the stockpiles, but some sort of international 
labeJ. wi.ll be attached to them. Of course, such an approach cannot serve as a basis 
for ni~clea,r disarmament. 

The Western Powers refuse to agree to the elimination of military bases on foreign 

Jiierritorieso This ques·aon was touched upon again today by Mr. Burns. They even refuse 

to a~sume an obligation to renounce the use of foreign territories for stationing 
::;trategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons. The Western representatives justify 

this negative · :Pos:ition '"by pointing out that such an obligation on their· part would be 

d.evo:.d of "reciprocity"o They indicated quite frankly that the Western Powers would not 
receive any 11 adeq11ate compensation11 for this. Such an attitude of the Western Powers 
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towards this question - their demand for "adequate compensation" - ca.rinot fail to ' evoke 

cert;a.in associations with the figure of 5eylock in Shakespeare 1 s well-lmown play. 

The renunciation of militar,y bases on foreign territories or the use of such 

territories for the stationing of strategical means of deliver,y of nuclear weapons is 

not a unilateral measure, When the Western Powers argue about the one-sidedness of this 

measure they overlook the main point of the question, namely, that militar,y bases on 

foreign territories are a means. of nuclear aggression. Of course, such means of 

aggression are a target for necessar,y neutralisation in the ver,y first hours or even 

minutes of an exchange of nuclear strikes, If you eliminate these bases, you will 

thereby save the territories on which they are located from the terrible threat of 

annihilating nuclear strikes, 

As "compensation" for the elimination of these foreign military bases, those who 

have made their territor,y available for such bases will acquire security and save 

themselves from nuclear annihilation. It must be assumed that thi"s would be ver,y valuable 

compensation for the elimination of the bases., to use the term applied to this case by 

the representatives of the Western Powers. ·. Fu:riJlermore, I would remind you of' the 

resolution adopted at the recent Conference of Heads of African states,(ENDC/93/Rev,l) 

which frankly speaks of the elimination of all foreign military' bases in Africa. and the 

withdrawal of all nuclear bombs therefrom, What sort of "adequate compensation" do 

you want for carr,ying out this resolution? From whom? 

I now pass to 11\Y prepared statement. 

Today' is our last meeting devoted to general and complete diaarmamei:rt before the 

recess. Therefore, following what has already become a tradition, before the recess we 

should like to sum up some of the results of nearly five montha of constant discussion, 

assess the situation that has come about in the Committee and express some views about 

the future, 

In the first place, I should like to note the characteristic feature of the present 

time, which is that ever,y day all over the world the struggle of the peoples against the 

threat of a nuclear war, against the armaments race and on behalf of general and complete 

disarmament is growing and extending. The striving of the peoples to save themselves 

from the nuclear threat is assuming increasingly active forms, Maqy statesmen and 

:public leaders of Western Europe, Asia, Africa and Latin .America are beginning to support 

disarmament not only in words but ir:. cJ.eeds • They insist on the implementation of measures 

which would contribute towards eliminating the threat of a nuclear missile war. The 
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leaders of African States who met in Addis Ababa towards the end of ~ey spoke 
decisively in favour of the immediate implementation of general and complete disarmament, 
the cessation of all nuclear weapons tests, the turning of the African continent into a 
denuclearized zone and the elimination of foreign military bases in Africa. A 
proposal for the creetion of a denuclearized zone in Northern Europe was recently put 
forwaJ:d by the President of Finland, Mro Kekk.onen (ENDC/PV .141, p.20 ). We have already 
noted tha.t the Ililinister of Foreign Affairs of Belgium~ IVfr. Spaak, who for a long time 
occupied a very important post. in the NATO military bloc, has now spoken in favour of 
the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty States. 
These few examples alone confirm quite clearly that the conviction is firmly established 
in the minds of the ~eoples that measures to bar the path to war should be taY~n 
without ~sting time., 

These very characteristic features of the international life of these days provide 
eloquent confirmation of the correctness of the general foreign policy line of the 
Soviet Union aimed at ensuring lasting ·peace on earth and peaceful co-existence. The 
question of war and peace was the central theme of the statement made by President Kenned; 
on 10 June this year. (ENIJC/95) No one can really have any doubt that the views 
expressed by the President 'about the need to improve the relationR between the peoples 
of the Soviet Union and the lliited states and the elimination of the "cold war" will 
meet with the support of the absolute majority of the American people and of the peoples 
all over the world. 

As for the Soviet Uhion, it has advocated, and always will advocate, la.sting peace 
and go~d neighbourly relations with all countriesc 
Mini::.ters of the Soviet Union, Mr .. Khrushchev¥ said:-

As the Chairman of the Council of 

11We desire that good relations between the countries should be brought about 
in practice~ and to achieve this we must spare no efforts in the struggle 
against those forces which take the stand of carrying on the ."cold .war" and 
settling controversial issues by unleashing war'•,. · 
In. what direction events in the world and the relations between States . will develop 

depends . on whether this statement by the President of the United States is followed by 
concrete deeds which would enable us, by our joint efforts, to consolidate peace and 
eliminate war from the life of man. Up to now our Committee has been, in fact, inactive 

and its nearly 150 meetings have produced no positive results. This, of course, cannot 
fail to be a matter of profound regret to those who s)~eerely strive for peace and 
disarmament. 
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In eva).uating our past negotiations, we are compelled to note that all the efforts ...... 
of t~ Sovi;et UJ1~on and of the other Socialist states aimed at ' an early solution of the 
problem of gen~J;'~l and complete disarmament and at ensuring peace' 'have met with the 
stubborn opposition of the opponents of disarmament. We all ·know which are the 
powerful forces in the Uidted states hiding behind the label 'ot the ·"military - industrial 
complex." Those forces prefer the armaments race to disarmament; war to peace 1 and 

tension in international relations to p~aceful ; co-existence, Those forces have done 
their utmost to prevent agreement and have condemned our Committee to a sterile marking 
of time. 

In order to direct our work from the very outset into the channel of business-like 
and effective negotiations and to achieve a spee~ solution of the disarmament problem, . 
the Soviet Uhion prepared and submitted a draft treaty on general and complete 
disarmament (ENDC/2) for the consideration of the participants in these Ii.e'gotiations. 
But the Soviet Uhion did not stop there. Having assessed tiie 'work of -the Conference, 
the positions of the sides and the wishes expressed b.Y the various delegations, the 
Soviet Uhion took a number of important steps to meet the position of the Western Powers 
and made corresponding changes in its original proposals. We hoped that this 
constructive attitude of the Soviet Union would help to eliminate the obstacles and 

facilitate the achievement of agreement. We were entitled to expect that the Western 
Powers would take corresponding steps so that it would be possible to reach agreement. 

But what was the reply of the We stern Powers 1 What did they bring to the 
negotiations? They came with empty hands. There were no constructive ~roposals in 
their briefcases and in all their statements there was oril.y one theme - accept our 
proposals - add that was all. Since we are summing up ~ertain results, it will not do 
aqy harm to remind the Committee of what has been done b,y the Soviet Government to 
facilitate the success of the disarmament negotiations. 

We should like this to be taken into account by the other delegations in preparing 
their positions for the next round of negotiations at the end of the recess. 

I. An important step, far-reaching in its consequences, was our proposal that the 
Soviet union and the Uhited states should retain a strictly limited, agreed number of 
certain types of missiles until the end of stage II of disarmament. (ENDC/2/Rev.l, Art.5) 
We must say quite frankly - and this can be seen clearly enough from our original draft 
treaty -- that the Soviet Uhion deems it necessary to destroy completely all means of 
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delivery in stage I of disarmament., And if we propose this measure, that is, the 
retention of a certain number of· missiles by the United States and the Soviet Union 1 it 
is prompted exclusively by our desire to move forward the negotiations on the most 
important and urgent question of our time, namely, the problem of the elimination of 
the threat of a nuclear missile war. 

2. I believe that we all remember how in the course of past negotiations between 
ourselves and the Western Powers differences arose regarding the level of the armed forces 
of the Soviet Union and the United States in stage I of disarmament. We were, and still 
are, of the opinion that the lower this level and the smaller the armed forces at ·the 
disposal of states, the better it will be for disarmament and for ensuring peace on 
earth. However, in order to bring the positions of the two sides closer together, on 
this question also we made a move to meet the position of the Western Powers and agreed 
to increase the previously proposed lev~l of armed forces of the Soviet Union and of the 
United States in ' stage I of disarmament to 1,900 1 000 men. In doing so, the Soviet 
Union made a gi-eat step towards meeting the position of the Western Powers. However, on 
this question· also J the Western Powers continue to adhere to their old position. If 
the United states had taken exactly the same step forward as was taken by the Soviet 
Union, we should have already been able to put on record a mutually acceptable solution 
of this problem. 

J. The Soviet Union also made a move towards the position of the Western Powers on 
the question of the periods for the implementation of stage 1 of disarmament and of the 
disarmament programme as a whole .. But this step forward on our part has also remained 
without ·a response from the Western Powers. 

4. It is well known that both in regard to the levels· of armed forces and in regard 
to conventional armaments, the Soviet Union is an advocate of radical measures leading to 
substantial reductions. That was at the base of our briginal draft treaty when we 
proposed that by the end of stage I States should retain only such quantities of 
armaments as would be needed to equip the agreed levels of armed forces of the respective 

States. Howeverr in the hope of facilitating by this step of ours the achievement of 
agreement on more important issues s we made a move towards the position of the Western 
Powers on the question of the reduction of conventional armaments and agreed with their 
proposal that in the course of stage I conventional armaments should be reduced by 30 

per cent. 
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5. ··The Soviet lhion made a m<>ve toWa.rds the position of the Western Powers on 

other questions as well. Whe~ the United ' states propo-sed certain measures foi- stage I 

in order, as it stated, to reduce th~ riisk. oi wa.i- .by accident, (ENDC/70) t-he So'riot Union, 

for its part, propo~ed such me'asilre~ · i(ENDC/75 ·~ ENDC/77) in this respect as would be 

of real significance for reducwg such a r'isk;.- The United States did not respond to 
these proposa.l.s of ours either. 

6. The Soviet Goveniment paid great attention to the wishes expr~ssed by some of 

the non-aligned Stc.tes regarding the desirability of implementing measures for the 

elimination of nuclear weapons ill ·the earlieSt- phases of disarmament. The Soviet Union 

declared its readin~ss to uiake corresponding chang~s in its draft treaty. We are 
prePared to explor~' pos~ibilities of elimi.hating the nuclear threat in this way, providetl 

of course, that the We-stern Powers, whose turn it is now to speak agree t'o this. 
. . . . 

We attach great importance to nuclear disarmament. · As Mr. Khruschev said: 

"The mo.:iri pivot, the c'ore of disarmament lies in the prohibition and c·omplete destruction 

It would be no eXa.ggeration to say that it depends precisa'Iy on 
, ,. r · . ,; . . 

the sollit'ion of these questions whether the danger of nuclear annihilation rill be 

eli.rniio.t~d for ever, 0~ whether it will hang perpetually over mankind. 

Artier'~' 22 of the Soviet draft treaty provides for 'a complex of radical measures, 

the i~l~~ntati~n of which would afford a complete solut-ion of tlie problem of nuclear 

disarmament • This article provid~s for the liqUidation · of all nuclear weapon stockpiles~ 

the cessation of their production and the enactment of specinl legislation,· in nccorda.nce 

with the constitutional pro~edures of ench Stri.te, completelY prohibiting .huci:ear wenponE! 

nnd. moki~ llDY ~tte'mpt by organizntions or individuals to reconstitUte such weapons a 

criminal often~~~ - These three measur~s constitute the ·substance of nuclear disa.rma.menij,. 

If a single one of. -ihem were to _be di~rego.rded, real nuclenr disarmament would in fo.ct, 
,· r . . ' . . ~- • . . . . . .. . . . 

no longer exist and nuclea.r .weaPonS in one - form or another could again be mode USe of at 

a.n,y moment. Thnt is wizy' the Soviet Union fi.rmly insists on the implementO:tion of o.ll 

these three measures ond resolutely objects to attempts to emasculate the very substance 

of disa.rma.ment. 

By t~o.n~ferring the whole complex of these measures from stage II to stage !~ we 

will ·S~C~e the result that the p~oblem of eitmtnnting the dnnger of a nuClear WO.~ will 
. "~ ~.I ' _]· i , ' ;, • 

be solved at .the very begimrlng of the disariname:rit process, and this is a very im:porla.n~:. 

point, a. .;ery serious measure, which is necess~ in the eO.rliest stage of diso.rmo.ment., 
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.A:re the Western Powers willing to agree to this? ·Do they intend to meet the 
innermost aspirations of the peoples? The peoples of the whole· world are impatiently 
awaiting a rei>lY to this question from the Western Powers. 

unfortunately, we have to note that the Western Powers' position in this regard 
envisages no realistic disarmament measures. The position of the United states on 
the nuclear question has been frozen at the stage where the ~hited States possessed the 
atomic monopoly. Responsible peop~e in the United States cannot reconcile themselves 
to the idea that in these days nuclear weapops are for them not nn advantage, but a 
source of serious danger, and. the sooner this danger is eliminated, the easier will the 
peoples breathe, including the people of the United States. The true security of States 
is not in nuclear weapons, but in disarmament 1 in the destruction of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, the present position of the United States in regard to nuclear disarmament 
provides in stage I merely for the cessation of the manufacture of fissionable materials 
and the transfer of 50 tons of uranium-235 to peaceful purposes. In other words, it 
provides for measures which would leave the main problem completely untouched,~ namely, 

. . . .. . ' . 
the elimination o.f :the threat of a nuclear war, because even after the measUres proposed 
by the United Stat;es for stage I have been implemented, States · would retain intact -
and I emphasize this aspect -- immense stockpiles of accumulated fissionable materials 
and nuclear weapons. Therein lies the main weakness, the main defectl of the . United 
States proposals, which makes them absolutely unacceptable to us. To this shouldalso 
be added the fact that the in~lementation of the United States proposal for the cessation 
of the production of fissionable materials (ENDC/30, pp.8,9) would lead to the 
establishment of foreign control of the nuclear indust~, and this, without nuclear 
disarmament measures, that is, without the destruction of all stockpiles of accumulated 
nuclear weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of States, without the complete . . . . 
prohibition of these weap?ns of mass destruction, would simply amount to milita~ 

intelligence, which .wou.ld be very dangerous to the. security of States. 

The establishment of such control whel;l 100 per cent of the nuclear weapons is 
retained, when States retain 70 per cent of the means of delivery of tb.ese weapons, 
would be a ve~ serious threat to the security of _all :I>ea.celoving States. We co.nnot 
ignore this. The United states p~oposals would merely spread dangerous illusions in 

• • • ' 1 ~ • 

the world, giving people the impression tha'fj something was being done to eliminate or 
at least to reduce the threat of a nucle&! war,_;whereas in actual f act, this danger 
would continue to hang over mankind like the sword of Damocles. 
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It is clear from the United ~a1ies .Qutline of Basic Provisions for a. Treaty on 

General a.nd Complete Disarmament (ENDC/30) that it provides for no real measures in 

the fie ld of nuclear disa.rm~:tl~ ~!~~~e~ }p , stage I or in sub~equent stages of disarmament. 
The main thing is missing ; in '-this~ Outline. There is no prohibition of nuclear weapons, 

no liquidation of all their stockpiles. This means that, uride~ the United States 
Outline, eve~.; ~te; ' ~e~~r~l: .~ . . complete disarmament is completed I nuclear weapons 

' - ~, "t..i . ' 1 :_,_:'-~ .• -- '.: ; I" • 

would remain in the · a.~maments of states or, as an alternative, th~- possession of 

nuclear weapon,s might be coYered by the label of "international armed forces"• · This 

means that the. possibility of using weapons against peoples and the threat of nuclear 
.- j .· ~,: c .· 

annihilation would ·remain. 

In Ou~. approach _ to the measures which should constitute the main content of stage I 
•.: -· ; 

of disarmame!lt 1 we have invariably been guided by onP. desire, namely, that these 

measures , shoui~ be aimed at accomplishing the key task of disarma.aent - the elimination 

of the thr~at ~f a thermonuclear wa.~. In the circumstances in which our Western 
... , . -~ . ; ' . . 

p_a.rtner_s stubboz:n1y refuse without any justification to agree to 'the elilliination of 

nuclear weapons in stage I, which would be a final solution of the · problem · of ··ave·rting 

the d~er ()f,a .nuclea.r conflict, we propose another way. 
• . . ~ • • I • :' 

It is well laio-wn :tha.t in 

the course _of _our previous negotiations the Western Powers ca.tegoricali.Y opposed ·the 

Soviet Uni9n 1s proposal for the destruction of all nuclear ltea.pon delivery vehicles at 

the begi~ing ~£ d.i.~~ma.ment (ENDC/2/Rev.l, Art.5) In doing so, th~y said that · after 

starting disaruu;tment states would need for a certain period of time what 1hey called . a. 
11pr,otective umbrella". Although it was impossible to regard thos~ · a.rguments ' of the 

Western Po,rers as well-founded, the Soviet Government, in order to move the question of 

disarmament out of the impasse and to start a. real movement forward, agreed in 

September 1962 (A/PV .1127 1prov.pp.38-40) that, when the mea.Iis of deli'\rery of nuclear 

weapons were destroy~d in stage I ,, an e.Ji~ePtiori. sho,uld be made for ·a. strictly limited 

agreed number cf certain typ~~- of missiles·~ · '<' '-Th4:ise ' missiles to be retained could serve 

as an additional safeguard of the ~~ctil-ity of State's during 'the fi-rst two stages of 

disa.rma.men~. In this matter vie ~e an :i.mporttUit e:oncession to ·our Western partners 

in 1the disarmament negotiations. 

runnin.g counter to the task of averting the threat of a nuclear missile war, at the same 
" .· ,., .· 

time took into account the views of the West~rh Powers and opened up prospects for an 

agreed solution. 
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As the representative of India, :Mr • . Lall, said at our meeting of 9 :May when 
evaluating our proposal: 

"••• it contains possibilities, perhaps through variations, to move us 
further forward in the solution of the problem of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles. tt (ENDC/PV .129, p.l8) .. 

In addition to all the socialist States, the representatives of the United Arab 
Republic, Brazil, Ethiopia and Nigeria welcomed the Soviet Uhion 1s proposal in our 

Committee. 
The Soviet Union proposes that, in stage I of disar~ment, all means of delivery 

of nuclear weapons should be destroyed, with the exception of an agreed strictly limited 
number of inter-continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and missiles in the ground-
to-air cate:gory which would be retained by the Soviet Union and the United states until 
the end of stage II of disarmament. In the course of the negotiations we have 
repeatedly explained in detail and from every angle the substance of our proposal which 
would enable us right from the start of disarmament to reduce to nought the threat of 
a nuclear missile war and thereby to respond, not in words but in deeds, to the most ardent 
desire of .all peoples. 

Everyone realizes that if all nuclear-weapon delivery vehicles were destroyed, as 
provided for in stage I of the Soviet draft treaty, the nuclear weapons would in fact be, 
as it were, riveted to their storage places and, consequently, immobilized. 
threct of a nuclear missile war would be practically eliminated. 

Thus the 

Everything has been done on the Soviet side to ensure the achievement of agreement 
on the question of measures relating to the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons in stage I. 

In the course of the discussions which have taken place at the Conference table, we 
have been at great pains to enable all the members of the Committee to obtain a thorough 
understanding of the substance of' the Soviet ~overnment 1 s proposal for the retention by 
the Soviet Uhion and the United States of an agreed number of certain types of missiles 

till the end of stage II. We have explained all the aspects of this proposal and we 

have given exhaustive replies to all the qqe.stions of the Western representatives, replies 
which enabled them to get a clear idea of the substance of the Soviet Union1s proposal 
and to carry on a businesslike and constructive discussion of this question. 
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We have to note with regret, however, that we have not succeeded in making any 

progress here ~ that the d~legations are leaving for the recess without being an~ 
nearer to the solution of this question, The reason .. is always the same$ .· the Western 
Powers 1 unwill;i.ngness to enter into an agreement; their refusal to make any attempt to 
achieve agreement on a mutual~-acceptable basis! 

The representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, spoke very frankly about the Western Powers' . ::· .r ' 

attitu~~· :f!o~ds nuclear disarmament. At our meeting of 12 June he said that the 
Western Powers preferred to retain nuclear weapons for at least the first two stages of 
disarmament and possibly into the third stage as a "balanced dwerrent" (ENOO/PV ,143 1 p. 25) .. 

Of course, if we approach the solution of the disarmament pr~blem in that way, we 
shall never solve it. The theory of the "balanced deterrent" ~hich the. repi'esenta.tives 
of the Western Powers have been advocating here, the concept of "balance of -forces" and 
"deterrent", is in, practice .a scrfi!en for the pre.sent armaments race. While . wi t:IP.n our 
Committee the rel,lresentatives of. the NATO_ countries reject the Soviet Union 1 s proposals 
aimed at eliminating the tbreat of a ;nuclear war, outside the Committee the . NATO 
countries are concentrating their efforts on accelerating military prepara:tions and on 
the armaments race. They have decided on the creation of a. so-called "inter-allied" 
NATO nuclear force which ensures the access of the West German militarists to nuclear 
weapons. 

The Soviet Union has pointed out r~peatedly that, in the present conditions, in the 
era of nuclear missile weapons, it is impossible to consider war with old yardsticks, or 
bo think of it in old concepts. 

President I~nnedy of the United States, speaking on 10 June at the American 
University in Washington, also said, as it is well known, that in our time "total war 
makes no sense , • ," (ENDC/95 ,p.l ). In that speech the United states President appealed to 
the United states to approach to the international situation and he 
expressed himself in favour of seeking ways which would rid mankind of the armaments race 
and of the threat of a world thermonuclear war. The main thing now is that those good 
words should be followed by appropriate deeds, that those principles should be given 
practical embodiment in the position of the United States at the disarmament negotiations. 

The Head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Khruschev, in his replies to questions put 
to him by the editors-in-chief of "Pravda" and "Izvestia" in connexion with 
1?resident Kennedy's speech said, in particular: 



ENDC /PV .146 
34 

(Mr. Tsarapldn z USSR) 

"Those words on peace must be SUpPorted by practical deeds. In those 
practical deeds and actions the United states Government will be met 
witt.h the understanding and support of the Soviet Government. We on 
our part will spare no effort to find a solut-ion to outstanding 
problems and to bring about· good relations between the great Powers." 

We believe that during the forthcoming recess all the parties concerned will 

reflect in every way upon their positions in regard to general· and complete disarmaQJent. 

We should like to hope that our Vlestern partners in these negotiations, on returning 

to Geneva in five weeks 1 time, will take up positions which will help to bring about 

the achievement of a ~peedy agreement. 

The Conference decided to issue the folloring -communique: 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 

held its one hun4red and forty-sixth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, 

Geneva, under the chairmansh;!.p of Mr. Mbu, the reJ?resentative of Nigeria. 

"Statements were made by the . r~presentatives of Canada, Poland, the 

united States and the Soviet ,Union. 

The next ~ee·~ing of the Conference . will be held on Friday, 21 June 1963 1 

at 10.30. a.m. 11 

!~9 rneetin~ rose at 12.45 p.m. 

;:: · 




