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"The CHAIRMAN (Ethiopa): I declare open the ninety-third plenary meeting of

the Conference of the Eighteen—Nation Committee on Disarmament.’

. lir. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): The Italian celegation has

followed with great interest the discussion on items 5b and 5c¢ of our agenda
(ENDC/1/4¢4d.3) which has provided us with abundant food for thought. The.Italian
delegation, although it has already stated its views on items 5b and 597at previous
meetings, wishes to speaix again on this topic in order to reply to new‘points raised
by the other delegations and to examine in particular the proposal put forward by
Mr. Gromyto in the General Assembly of the United Nations on 24 September 1962
(4/PV.1127.(provisional) ».38).

At our last meeting, the delegations of the socialist countries alluded once more
to the Soviel proposal for the total elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles
during the first stage. They repeated that they wished to remove the danger of nuclear
war completely at the very start of the disarmament process, but that, in order to
satisfy the Western delegations, they had finally agreed thet some of the nuclear
weapon delivery vehiéiés should be retained until the end of the second stage. In
putting forward these considerations, the delegations of the socialist countiries
evidenfly wished tb ﬁa&e two points: firstiy that the Western Powers favoured the
almost indefinite retention of nucleer weapons, and secondly that thevSoviet Union, by
its new oronosal, had mode an imporvant condéssion to the Western position.

In this conﬁexion, I should lilte to emphasize at once thét the Western Powers have
the firm intention of eliminating, as soon as posskble, all possibility of war, whether
nuclear or conventional. We have at least as great a horror of nuclear waxr as the
socialié%‘COﬁntries, but we do not underestimate the danger from conventional conflicts.
Thus, we favour any prdposal for ranidly reducing the danger of a conflict and later.
eliminating it completely. But we are opposed to all unrealistic proposals which, by
their'ﬂatufé;'can donstitute.only bad propagande aimed at deceiving the nations. In
this donﬁexidn; we have abundantly demonstrated how'unrealistic and utopian are the
proposals contained in chapter i of tﬁé‘Soviet draft tréaty dated 19 march 1962. .
(ENDC/2). The Soviet delegation's decision to put forward new proposals (ZNDC/2/Rev.1)
is due above all to the recognition of imperafive facts ﬁhich could not be concealed by
any dialectical argument. However, we appreciate the effort the Soviet Government
appears to have madé to takze accodntnof theselfacts, and'from the outset the Italian
delegation has shown iis interest both here and at the United Nations in the proposal made

by lir. Gromyko, and has indicated its desire to study its implications carefully.



ENDC /PV.93
6

(iixr. Cavalletti, Italy)

In reality, it seems, the Soviet delegation has raised a question of orinciple.

It has said to the Western delegations, in effect, "Tell us first of all whether you
accept our nronosal or not. Thé details of i{s a‘plication can be examined afterwards.™
I would point out in the first plece vhat it is not correct to describe questions
concerning devices which can kill millions of peonle as quesvions of detoil. Apart
from this, however, apart from the foct that the size of the stock of missiles to be
retained is not a detail, this is = ethod of negotiation which we cannot accedt and
whick in the oresent case, as in the question of nuclear tests, would prevent all
constructive cdiscussion. Our negoiiations are not to be furthered by raising

questions of »rinciple or by asking us to say yes or no in advance.

So we still find Iir. Gromyko's »nroposal rather obscure. That is why my remarks -
today can only be preliminary, although I hope to have later a more ample ond more
satisfacvory basis for judgement.

I believe that any disarmament »roposal must be judged in the light of two well-
known fundamental princinles: +the »Hrinciple that no party should obtain military
advantages curing the process of disarmaement and the princinle that every measure of
disarmamenv sikould be subjcct to sufficient control during. its application. The first
of these principles, which has been cescribed briefly as the principle of ecquilibrium,
deserves some further thought, although it has often been the subject of cdiscussion during
our Conference. To my mind, it is clear that the existing equilibrium iavolves several
factors, botﬁ military end geograpaical. These factors combine to form & whole. - We
can and we must act upon tie military factors, for that is the role of our Conference.
But we have not the power to change the geograpiaical factors which remain unalterable -
in spite oi »rogress in means of communication. That is an undoubted fact which we
must take into account if we wish Vo work constructively.

‘In order to lower the level oif armaments without disturbing the equilibrium, and
eventually to reduce it to zero, the Jestern Powers have proposed a system which is very
simple, I would say even intuitive, namely a percentage reduction of armements on both
sides. The logical force of this system, whicli vakes into account the cvident
requirements of balanced reduction, has gradually begun to impose itself, since on the
Soviet sice, the system of percentage reductions has been accepted for conventional
armaments, and we are glad of that. It must, however, be pointed out that an equal

percentage reduction in conventional armaments on both sides would give an advantage to
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the Warsaw Pact which, according to trustworthy estimates, possesses a superiority in
this field. This reduction can therefore be envisaged only within a comprehensive
system of percentages, and conventionai armaments are only one of the elements in the
present equilibrium. _

Another factor is that of the new weapons, the nuclear bomb delivery vehicles.

45 regards this factor the Soviet delegaﬁion, after first asking for the complete
elimination of these delivery vehicles from the start, now proposes the retention of some
intercontinental missiles until the end of the second stage. Although I do not know

the figures, it seems to me that the two alliences — NATO and the Warsaw Pact - — possess
different quantities of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, and it is now even thought

that the numbers maybe greater on the Western side. It therefore seems tc me quite
clear that the balance on the Western side would not be méintained if, after applying to
both>side$ a 30 per cent reduction in conventional armaments, we were to abandon the
criterioﬁ of pefcentages and establish a system of reduction by specifiq quantities.

Let us suppose for the sake of argument that the proposed quantitative reduction is
expressed as an equivalent percentage reduction. We should arrive at the obvious
conclusion thét, using the sysfem proposed by lr. (Gromyko, one side — probably the West -
wonld have to accept a greater percentage reduction than the other. Suppose, for
example, fhat one side now has 100 intercbntinental missiles and the other side has 500,
and we allow retention of only 50 missiles on each side, the reduction for the first side
would be 50 per cent; whereas fdr the second it would be 90 per cent. These different:
percentagés_would apply to atomic weapons, whereas equal percentages would be applied to
conventional armaments. Thus the organic link existing between two constituent elements
in the equilibrium having been brokén, the equilibrium of the whole would be destroyed.
In other words, according to the Soviet proposal, the picture of disarmament after the
first siage would appear thus: reduction in conventional armaments; ZEast, 30 per cent,
West, 30 per cent; reduction in nuclear weapon delivery vehicles; East x per cent,

West x { y per cent.

In addition to the factors in the equilibrium which I have already examined, there
is a third factor - military installations or, in other words, bases. llust we go once
more into this diétihction between national ancd foreign bases, which we do not accept?
We have in Europe bases which we call integrated, because the countries of Western
Europe have estabiished a very closely-knit defensive military system which includes

common military installations. This éollaboration was decided upon by parliaments
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freely elected by the peoples of North hAmericea aﬁd Western Zurope, and on both sides
of the itlantic we intend to respect those decisions uatil our security has been
ensured by general and complete disarmament. On both sides of the Atlantic we are
equally and mutually convinced that in the present state of affairs and during the
first étaée of disarmameﬁt this collaboration is absolutely essential to our defence
and security.

| as regards the situation exisfing within ths Warsaw Pact bloc, I have no details.
It is possible thatv there are no integrated military installations and that military
co—operation between the Soviet Union and the other States of the Warsaw Fact has a
different character from ours. 4% all events, the Warsaw Pact undoubtedly has its
military bases too, even if these are conceived according to different technical and
political »rinciples. I would therefore say to the delegations of the Socialist
countries: "If you like, we can call our bases foreign and yours national, but from a.
military point of view fhe dangers which these installations represent are the same on
both sices. There is just one difference: our European bases are separated by
thousands of miles of ocean from our hmerican cllies, whereas yours are situated on a
continent with immense resources in manpower and materials, which extends to the
furthest parts of Asia."

Of course the Western delegations want all these bases to be destroyed on both
sides. Ve want to abolish them.forever. That is why the Western delegations are here,
in order 4o find a method of‘eliminating these bases rapidly and by stages without
upsetting the military and geographigal equilibrium ~ those two elements being indivisible.
Indeed, the Vesbern proposals (ZN3C/30 and Corr.l and Add.l and 2) provide that during
the first sbage these bases shall 1oée.30 per cent of their military potential on both
sides and that by thevend of the second stage they shall retain only 35 per cent of
their wéapons. The socialist delegations demend the total elimination of bases in
Europe atv the beginning of the disarmament »process while retaining all the bases on
their side. Is that equilibrium?  Unfortunatcly, I understand that this proposal,
which is oBviouély unacceptable, is linked with ir. Gromyko's proposal concerning
nuclear weapons, which makes this last proposal even more difficult to accept.

In reality, accqrding to the Soviel proposals, the picture of disarmament at the
end of the first stagé would be as follows: e¢limination of conventional armaments,
East, 30 per cent, West, 30 per cent; elimination of nuclear armaments, “ast x per cent,
West, x + y per cent; elimination of bases, Zast, none, West x per cent, including

100 per cent of those in Burope.
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To conclude, the Italian delegat1on considers that lir. Gromyko s 3roposa1 in
partlcular ‘and the Soviet proposals in general do not corresnond with the criteria of
balanced disarmament. Thus it has only one advantage, namely that in it the Soviet
delegation has abandoﬁed the idea that all danger of.nuclear war can be eliminated
at the first stage of disarmament, an idea which, attractive though it is, was
tofaliy unrealistic and might apoear even to have been dictated by consicderations of
propaganda.

The Italian delegation hopes that the Soviet delegatlon will, in the light of the
views which have been stated by the Western delegations during this debate, revise its
proposals and bring them more inito line with the principle of equilibrium which we have
all accepted. _ ‘

It now remains to see whether lir. Gromyko's proposal is in conformity with the
principle of control. I do not know whether such an enquiry would now be of any
interest. Ve know that any proposal which is to constitute the basis of an agreement
must conform with the two fundamental principles of disarmament: equilibrium and control.
If it is not in conformity with both of these, it is unacceptable. But, in any case,
as regards the question whether iir. Gromyko's proposal satisfies the requirements of
control, I confess that my:délegation is not in a position to judge, for the explana~-
tions which the Soviet delegation has given in this important matter amount so far
simply to the repetition of three lines of article 5, paragraph 3, of the Soviet draft
treaty. liy delegation therefore wishes to reserve the right to speak again later when,
as I hope, the Soviet delegation will have provided us with more ample information on

its proposal.

Mr. LACHS (Poland):  “his morning I wish to raise a problem which is‘perhaps
not closely connected with the item on our agenda which we have been discussing during
our recent meetings. However, since our procedure does not bar discussion on any
subject within our terms of reference, and since these, may I remind the Committee,
include also collateral measures, I hope that in doing so I will be in order. Mr. Dean
dealt with some of these collaterasl measures last ‘Wednesday (ENDC/PV.91, »p.1l et seq.).
I propose to touch briefly on some other aspects of the problem today. 1 have, of
course, no desire to have them discussed immediately: all I wish to do this mornlng
is to remind representatives that this 1tem is on our agenda and that it may be useful —

and, I would even say, of importance —- to enter into the subject very soon.
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It has become ever more clear that, simultaneously with our work on general
and complete disarmamént, wé»have to try to reach agreement on some immeﬁiate' _
measures which wouid bring about a détente where it is most urgent, and thus pave
the way to arrangements concerning general and complete disarmament. Low anc
where is this trend reflected? First, in the refusal of most of the States not
possessing nuclear weapons to become parties to the nuclear armaments race. This
may be regarded by them as an act of self-defence against the spread of these
nuclear weapons, against being caught in the wheels of what they rightly consider
"the vehicle of suicide". Secondly, in the desire to ease tension where iv is
mbst 1ikely>to lead to a conflict on account of the heavy concentration of arms and
ﬁrmaments and their further growth.

The recent debate on disarmament held in the United Nations General ussernibly
reflected that tendency very clearly, and I would say even in & way uprecedented
by its strength and determination. By now members of the Commitvtee are »>robably

aware of what I am referring to. as I indicated in one of my earlier statements
.(ENDC/PV.SS, p;28), out of sixty—five speakers in the General sssembly, foriy-seven
supported the.idea of denuclearized zones. This figure included representatives of
all regions’of the world —_— from the Far East through Latin america to ~frica, and?
last but not 1east} Sarode. I believe I shall nov be wrong if I say that the 1aea
has thus gaiﬂed ground end has conquered the minds and imagination of authoritative
spokesmen of many governments. '

It will be recalled that its beginnings were very modest. 4t first, the idea
of denuclearized zones was limited to one or two areas, but i3 has been constantly
growing. In 1957 and 1958, suggestions were made concerning vhe establisament of
such zones in the Ballkzans and in the Adriatic. 1In 1960, it was suggested uvhat such
zones should be established in the Far Zast and in sfrica. In 1661, similar ideas
were advanced with regard to Latin America. In the same year, the then Foreign
iinister of Sweden, .ur. Unden, advanced a proposal to instituvionalize those zones
as a means against the spread of nuclear weapons. .t the same time, if I may again
refresh the memory of the Committee, the Antarciic Treaty entered into force,
cohséérating, as it were, that very idea in regard to a remote but none the less
important part of the globe. In December 1961, the General sssembly of the Jnited

_ Nations unanimously adopted resolution 1652 (RVI) concerning the recognitica of
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Africa as a denuclearized area, and 1962 saw many replies (DC/201/4dd.2 and 3, and
DC/204/Add.1) coming in to the questionnaire of the Secretary-General of the United
Nations concerning the so-called Unden plan. Out of sixty-two States, thirty-seven
approved it, while seventeen favoured the setting up of denuclearized zones, The
Brazilian proposai submitted only receatly to the General Assembly of “the United
Nations (A/C.1/L.312) is one more proof that the idea is geining ground and gaining
worldwide support.

One can therefore say without exaggeration that it has by now become a concept
recommended for almost universal application: a most important chapter in the
catelogue of partial disarmament measures. I suggest that we would be ill-advised
to ignore these developments.

The idea itself, has, of course, had many precedents in the past. It will
suffice to recall that since the year 1713 -- that is the year of the Treety of
Utrecht — hist&ry has recorded many ceses of areas or regions which were given
special military status, whether it was article 92 of the Final Act of the Congress
of Vienna or article 1 of the Convention of 1856 concerning the Aaland Islands. But
one of the most inferesting, end for our purposes perhaps one of the most instructive,
examples which can be quoted is the Anglo-American Treaty of 1817 concerning the
limitation in numbér, tonnage and armaments of men-of-war on the Great Lekes. Its
fafher, as will be known, was none otner than James wonroe, then Secretary of State
of the United States, and it is zn interesting case, for two reasons: first, that
the then conflict between Ingland and the United Stetes was first meant to be solved
by fbrce; secondly, thet finally both sides agreed to recognize the status quo.

I think those two reasons which brought about that solution are very instructive,

and could be very instructive even today. That is pow the Rush-Bagot Treaty came
into existence, Though there may from time to time have been difficulties concerning
its implementation, yet it survived them and remained in force for almost half =
century.

Another proposal on similar lines, which was made but never put into operation,
was one submifteéhby dr, Guizot in = letter written to The Times of London on
26 Jaﬁuary 1871 and addressed to Mr, Gladstone, .Mr. Guizot suggested that from

certain portions of the respective territories between France and Germany fortresses,



ENDC/PV.93
12

(ir. Lachs, Foland)

arsenals and military stores should be prohibitea, and he addea: "There can be
no doubt that if such a stipulation is to be really just and vaiuable it must be
reciprocal." For historical reasons, well known Vo us all, tuatv proposal has
never come into being.

In quoting those examples I do notv want ©o sound anachronistic, as we alil
xnow that each of those soiutions adopjted in the past was the outcome of councrete
and specific circumstances. That is why one couid not draw o Tull analogy 7ith the
situation of today. However, it may be of interest to note taat the easing of
tension has been aimed at by way of reducing arms and armaments concentrations in
specific areas. Today the Droblem iias differen? cimensions. IV concerns ncinly
nuclear weapons: hence the idea of denuclearized zones.

among the proposcls which have been presented here and eisewhere is one to
which I wish to draw attention again. Ia submitiing it, my government hed in mind
the particular denger confronting Zuarope and thus the peace of tvhe world. e were
convinced, and we stili ere, that the elimination of Central Surope, and first of
all of the two German Slates, from ithe armaments race would constitute zn imvsortant
step towards the stabilizavtion and normalization of conditions in Europe. e also
believed that the experience thus gained, both in disarmament and in convrol, would
pave the way to the establishment of similar zones in other jarts of the world, thus
bringing us nearer to the goal of general and comsiete disarmament.

It will be recalled that the Polish plan hes found wides»read suppor?’ in meny
countries, not the leas?v in those of Western Buroze. It is also xnown thav meny
objections have been raised against i%, of both a military and & political character.
It has been argued that its implemenvation would iadset the balcace; +that it would
create a situation more acdvantageous ©to the sociaiist States. That claim wes not,
in our view, substantiaved. Necither is it substaanciated by vhe force or scone of
most modern weapons, or finally, by geography, which is so freguently rerferrec to in
our debates.

It may be of interesy to come baci: once again vo the historical exam:les. ihen
James ionroe made his Droposal in 1315, Castlerceagh ooposed iV, and opposed it for
the very reasons I have mentioned: he said that it favoured thne United 3tates, on
account of that country's geographical situation; that it crecved a lac.: of balance
between the United States and dngland which was unfavourable %o ingland. In ciher
words, the argument was used that Ingliand was on one side of vhe satlantic zué the
United States on the other. Does not that sound interesting when compared with what

is said today? Castlereagh refused the proposal in 1815, but accepted it in 1817.
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Similar views have been advancec on the subject of Burojecn denucleerized zones
as I indicated earlier, bu% in reply o those ek*“e551ons of 031n10n one could quote
the view recently expressed by an uunnorlty on tae suogect-

"fe do not believe that the defence of‘our cities demancs that ballistic

missiles be locawved in their miést. Similarij, there is nc need to iocate

weapons in certain azreas of ZBurope if we have the will 4o come to their

defence." .

That is what was said. Ilor, we submii, was there cr is there eny validity in the
argument that the setting up of such & zone would disintegrave the Nal'y Aliiance,
because it becomes ever more clear that it is nighly unwise 1o concentrave mnuclear
weapons on what can be regarded as the front line, whe meeting.ground of the two
alliances. Changes in strategic thought and concees which have taken place since
we submitted our plan -~ in particular, in recent uonths --, far from dissreving,
have only confirmed the reasoning waich lay behind ib.

The same could be said of the polltlcal elementus involvec. 1t has been argued
that the adoption of the nlan would maie fhe Solqﬁiﬁh of the German problem more
difficult. But could enycne seriously claim thas She presens 51tuat10n n@s orougnt
us nearer to the soluiion of the Germen problem by one inch? Or w111 the conulnuatloa
of the present situation bring us eny nearer to the solutlon? ihe concentviravion of
arms and armaments in Testern Germany, intended by some to be z remedy for the
political difficulties, has made the issues much more compliceied.

4s I indicated the other day, the armaments race has become in itself an
additional, highly complex political problem; sc much so that we shall have to find
some remedy for this very issue prior to or simulveneously wivh our tacikliag the
substantive political problems we had been facing before., It was wr. Strauss who
claimed some time ago that one could not diéengage militerily if one did nov do it‘
politically; but do we not want to do both? ir. Sirauss dia not.

I hope the Chairman will forgive me — and I inow it is tighly unpleasant if
one criticizes:somébody else's allies -— but, regretful as it is, we cannot but be
seriously concerned with the policy so far conducted by the Federal Republic of
Germany. If members of this Conference had had 0 go through *that most terrible
experience which we had to — faced with the biological eXtermination of our wholé.

nation, with which Hitlerite Germany was determined 'to crown its rule over uurope e
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they could not feel otherwise. It is most fortunate that they had no neec to go
through this experience. But if we speal: of the need for security, who is more
entitled to claim it than a nation which has lost one-fifth of its populatiocn? Ve
do not claim, nor do we request, any special privileged treatment, nor do we ask
that it be treated in a special way; all we suggest is that our experience be taken
into account. Is it too much? I suggest that it is and should be of valuc to

2ll of us for the lessons of history are valid to 211. Can %the basic right o &
peaceful and secure life be denied to us, irrespeciive of the olitical zad economic
system we belong to? By claiming it, we do not trespass and we have no inscantion

of trespassing on the rights of others; but no one should tres;ass on our rights.
That is what I had in mind when spealing the other day on the mutual relationship of
security (ZNDC/PV.S2, o».18 et seq.) -- thet is, o spirit of co-existence os we
understand it.

What I have said mey suffice. When we submitved our plean, we did act cleim
that it was a panacea, vihe best or only solution for Zurope's ills. We submitted
it in all humility as o basis for discussion. e made it clear from the vei;
oufset that we were ready to take into account reasonable suggestions in ovaer to
modify it, and so we did. ¥e did tale into account many suggesivions made by the
West, Thus, the second and third versions of our 3ian were born.

e feel, and we are ever more convinced that the proliferation of nuclear
weapons increases tension and contributes to insvebility, because the more =uvomic
triggers there are the greater is the likelihood of one of them being pullec, the
greater the danger of & catelytic war. Recent trends among %he great majority of
nations —- not only of Zurope, but of the whole world —— have only confirmed cur
view. How right the representative of Nigeria was, in speasing on denuclearized
zones in the First Committee of the General Assembly during its current session,
when he said:

"Their justification is that they limit the area of infeciion and to vhav

extent make the basic problem more containable." (4/C.1/F7.1271, ©.3)

It is only regretivable that, as opposed to the great majority of the anatvions
of the world which refuse to take, have or produce atomic wea-ons there are still
some which claim them Zor themselives —- and, sicangely enouga, in Burope. Theyl
know that atomic war is suicidal, particularly in Europe, and yet they cicim atomic

weapons most likely to lead to war for themselves —-- allegedly, to help themselves.
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We feel that the.creation of denuclearized zones, apart from stopping the
spread of those dangerbus weapdns, would have a highly beneficial effect by
excluding an ever-growing number of States from tne armaments rece. They wiil thus
rid themselves of the ever-growing burden of armements and be able to devote their
resources to the raising of standards of living, to the fighting of hunger and
disease, 8o would we. Ve should like to do it anc to devote much more than we
do today to the ﬁelfare of our people. I am sure that many other nations would like
to do the same.

According to the report on the economic ana social consequences of disarmament
by the Secretary-General, (E/3593), the world is scending roughly 120,000 million
dollars annually on militaery expenditure. That is equal to two-thirds of <vhe entire
national income of all of the so~called economically under-developed counvries. I
wonder how much out of these resources could be s>ent for reelly productive purposes?

We suggest that the time is ripe for this Co.mittee to embari on a discussion
on the subject of denuclearized zones and, to those who may hold otherwise, I would
quote the words of a well-known fnglish writer, which I read recently:

"The.time will never be 'ripe' for disengagement —-- just as colonial

peoples are never 'ready' for political freeaom."

We trust that time and events have altered wiat has hithervo been a negative
approach of some of the great Powers to the concert of denuclearized zones, Ve
think that we have discovered an indication of this in several speeches and declara-
tions made of late, in particular during the last session of the United Nations
General Assembly; and, whatever the reasons for opposing this idea were, time and
-events may have contributed to their being changed. They were definitely rige
for review.

Students of history lnow very well that many ideas which had very mocesv
beginnings, and which at first inspired little sentiment and were met with suspicion
and mistrust, with time and experience have grown into generally accepted concebts,
finally to be generally recognized and implemented. That is how many constructive
solutions were brought into practice in international relations.

We feel that one of those ideas, which has by now found such widespread
support, is the very idea of denuclearized zones. It has the b‘acking of »ublic
opinion in many countries. Some people may call it propaganda, but public opinibn‘

is a force. May I remind representatives that no less an autuority than the
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Permareny Court of Arbitration at The Hague, in a very well lmown judgement, called
opinibh- one of th- most important sancticns of intvernational lew . That is why we
have to take public opinion into account. We have to follow it, fer there is muca

wisdom in it. The idea of denvclearized zones has today gainec wide supperd ameng

peopvles and governments, and it has thus been placcd on the jolitical agenda of

o1 day.

Within this framewori you find the prcposal submitted to the Committee of th~
Whole in a memorandum of the Polish Government of 28 arch 1362 (ENDC/C.1/1). 1Ir
cubmitting it, we acted in the spirit of the resolutions adopted by the United
Netions General Assembly and in the desire to contribute to the achievement of
general end complete disarmamcnt. It aims at the csteblishment of & denuclearized
zone in Europe, linked with the elimination of rociets and the limitation of armed
feorces and conventional armaments. Tha?’ memorandum was placed on the agenda of the
Eigkieen-Nation Commitvtee, and it awaits the Comnittee's consideration.

We firmly believe, as wr. Wiadysiaw Gomulita stated in a speech & few days ago,
wh2t thic plan:

" ... is based on a mutuzl compromise, with no detriment to either sice ...

and that it increases the possibilities of oeaceful colutions in this

neuralgic area'.

That is way we commend to the members of the Zighteen-Nation Committee the
-consideration of the idea of denuclearized zcnes in gereral, and our pronosal in

prariicilar.

iar . BUENS (Canada): The celcgavion of Caneda has listened witia particulaxr
2itention and inlerest to the ctatement which has just been made by the rezresen’ative
oy Poland, lx. Lachs. 7“ithout commenting on the »drincipal substance of what he had
to zay, we were perhaps a little gratified to hear the rRuch-Bagot Treaty quoted as
one of the few successful arms limitation treaties which can be found throughout the
hisbory of this subject. As one of the partrers, we were naturally gratified by the
refzrence which the representative of Polard made ©to this treaty; and I think that
Cenadicns who have spoien cn this subject have a record of quoting this freaty with

a cervain amount of what perhaps might be called self-satisfaction. Others who
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regard it in a more detached way might say that we have made a virtue of necessity.
But we would say, in passing, that we think that the comparison which was made
between conditions in North smerica in 1817 and those existing in Burope today, and
the relations of Powers on other continents thereto, left quite e few factors out of
account.

Pa'ssing now to the mein subject of my statement, today we wish to melze some
comments on the Soviet Union's new proposal on the elimination of nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles (ENDC/55), and in general on item 5 b of the agreed agenda.
(ENDC/1/Add.3) In doing so we shall doubtless again go over some of the arguments
and repeat some of the views which have been expressed previously by other estern
delegations, and especially what was said by the representative of Italy earlier
today. Nevertheless it seems that some of these arguments will bear repetition,
and therefore I shall repeat them.

On 7 September 1962, in plenary meeting, the Canadian delegation criticized
(ENDC/PV.SZ,'pp} 9 et _seq.) the original proposal of the Soviet Union to eliminate
all nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage (ZNDC/2). Our criticisms were, first,
that the proposal was not in accordance with the principle of bglance, -and secondly
that the Soviet Union had not been able to show how this proposal could be verified --
how it could be shown with certainty that all nuclear weapon vehicles had been
destroyed and that none remained. Those criticisms in no way meant that Canada is
not anxious to see the danger of -a nuclear war eliminated as soon as possible. They
were intended to show that the then Soviet proposals were not likely to bring about
this desirable effect. '

It has already been mentioned since we resumed our meetings here that the
Secretary of State for Zxternal Affeirs of Canada welcomed the announcement by the
Soviet Foreign Minister, at the United Nations General Assembly on 21 September,
of the Soviet Union's decision to modify its propocsals on this subject so as .to
allow the retention of agreed limited numbers of certain types of missiles until
the end of the second stage of general and complete disarmament. kir. Green said
that the new Soviet proposals could help to remove the block Vo negotiations in
Geneva which had been created by the previous incompatible positions of the two
sides on that question. He went on to point out that agreement on this ey problem
" of disarmament would inevitably require careful examination of all the related
factors. We have now been meeting for three weeks since the Conference resumed, and
I regret to say that, although I have studied the records carefully, I have been

unable to find any information, not even one single fact, about the new Soviet
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proposals which was not contained in the text of The articles themselves as tabled
in the General Assembly last September. although we have heard sincere requests
from many quarters for clarification or elucidation of those proposals, they have
so far gone unanswered.

In the circumstances, it is difficult to have a fruitful discussion on the
Soviet proposals. If real negotiestion is to come about, as all of us hope, the
Soviet proposals must be examined in the light of the two basic disarmament principles —-
and that is a point made by the representative of Italy —, vhe principle that all
measures of general and complete disermament must be balanced so that at nc stage
could any State gain milivary advantage over anovher, and the principle that all
disarmament measures shoula be implemented under such strict and effective control
as would provide firm assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations.
The application of those two principnles to the earlier Soviet »roposals was examined
at length in this Confereance and, as a result, cervain changes were made in the
Soviet Union's plan. The new approach contained in the revised proposals must be
examined in the same way, but how can this be done if we are nou told what those
proposals involve, what is their meaning or content?

The representative of the Soviet Union said:

"i#e¢ are prepared to discuss the question of the precise number of missiles with

the Jestern rowers cfter we have found & common platform with them, afver we

have received a favourable reply from the other side to our proposal.”

(ENDC/PV.90, p.25)

We hope that that is not to be a repevition of the Soviet Union stand in tiis

Conference in regard to other subjects, a stand which can be summed up as saying:
"You must agree to accent our idea in principle, before we will discuss any Getails
of it with you," because vhat, of course, is an impossible demand; it is impossible
to conduct our business in that way. Our Soviet Union colleagues frequenily say
that what they want is & "businesslike discussion". Well, to 7estern minds, at
least, it is not realistic or businesslike to accest e proposition before you know
what you are accepting. The old proverb about not buying a Dig in a poke has been
quoted here several times. We might use another metaphor. OSusvose one of us were
~about to buy a house. VWhat would we vhink if the owner said: "Before you can have
any information about this house, you must agree in principle that you are going to
buy it. Once you have agreed to that, then I will answer your questions about
whether the foundations are sound, whether the roof leaks, winether the plumving and

the heating are working »ronerly, and so on. 3it any answers will only be forthcoming
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after you hQVe‘aéfeéd;in »rinciple to buy the house". I thinizx my colleagues will
hardly dispute that thet would be a most unbusinesslike demand for the owner to
make, if he wanted to sell his house. _ |

Similarly it is not reasonable, not,businesélike, for the Soviet delegation
here to demand that, as a prior condition to detailed discussion and information
about any of its propositions, the Western Powers should acce»t them in principle.
Well, then, what could be a reasonable basis for ciscussion? I suggest thav we can
discuss any proposition about disarmament on a hypothetical basis, that is:
suppose that proposition to be  adopted, what consequences would flow from it?
What are the steps necessary to put it into effect? how is it to be verified?
Would at all stages the principle of balance be observed? dhat are its qﬁantitative
aspects ~- the numbers of *“he various kxinds of armcments affected? And so Torth.

The United States outline of basic provisions for a disermament treaty
(£3DC/30 and Corr.l and idd.l and 2) is open to negotiation in that Way, as we
have been repeatedly assured. I do not think that the United Stdteé delegétion
here pretends that all details of its proposals have been wori:ed out in full. The
position is that the deiails ought to be worked out in the Conference here between
the parties concerned.

Suppose the Conference should start to examine the Soviet proposition, which
for short I will-call tvhe Gromyko proposal, in thet way. It seems to the Canadian
delegation that some of the questions which have vo be discussed and which require
to be settled are the following.

How is the existing number of ICBis —- intercontinental ballistic missiles —-
to be reduced to whatever is dedded upon as ﬁhe strictly limited number which will
be retained until the end of the second stage? To avéid using numbers, we can
suppose that the United States has "a'" ICBMs and the'Soviet Uaion "b" ICBiis which
are to be reduced over a certain period of time to "x" and "y" ICBlis respectively.
I would point out that the number held by each sice does not nccessarily héve to -be
exactly the same. The numbers, however, should be near enocugh together that
neither side can make winal is called a pre-emptive éttack on the other ~- that is,
by a surprise attack to destroy the opponent's caopacity for retaliation, his
effective deterrence. The number chosen should nov be a particularly smeii one if
we are to have one of the advantages of that system of reduction, which is ©to enable
the parties to disregard or discount the possibility of the concealment or inedvertent
retention of & small number of nuclear weapon vehicles. Supgose it were estimated
that there was a possibility of, szy, 10 ICBiis over the agreed restricted nuuber

being somehow retained by one Power or the other, then the totezl agreed number to
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There is another question to be considered, which is: when, and under
what conditions, will the restricted numbers of "x" and "y" ICBiiS finally be
abolished? .- Here, as the represeatetive of the United Kingdom and gthers have said,
the question of peace~keeping comes in. This is because the Gromyko proposel, if
it can be worked out in detail, could solve the problem of an outlaw nuclecr force,
and, as I have already mentioned, it could solve the problem of the conceclment,
intentionnl or inadvertent, of relctively small numbers of nuclear weapon vehicles.
Miethods of inspection could probably be devised which would make it impossible to
conceal any very large number.

But, in working out the implications of the Gromyko proposal and the other
proposals for the elimination of nuclear weepon vehicles which are before the
Conference, their ultimote and extremely important significance must be kept in
mind. This is that there must be a recognition by the United States and its
allies which are nuclear Powers on the one side, and by the Soviet Union on the
other side, that neither side has any interests which would be benefited by tke
destruction by nuclear weapons of the other side, or of any considerable »nart of
its people and wealth. Ls a corollery it will require a joint resolve that they
will abandon the race for superiority in nuclear weapons. This would recally
mean teking the path to co-existence in a peaceful world, end not continuing to
drive along the broad highway to co-extermination, as we seem to be doing at the
present time. And finally, it would require the great nations to determine to
co—operate within a properly organized United Ilations in keeping peace in the world.
A1l this would be a great change, & very great change, from what we have at present.
It is only through such mutual uncderstandings ancd assurances, tacit or explicit,
that it will be possible to abolish the threat of nuclear war —-- this threat of
nuclear war sbout whick so meny peopnle have spoken here and in the United Nations
General Assembly recently. There is no magic formula, no principle propounded
by either side, which, if adopted, will banish the danger which weighs so heavily
on the world.

How can a start be made in bringing about this essential change? It seems
to me that the great nuclear Powers could start, here in this Committee, by a frank
and full examination of 2ll the elements involved in the Gromyko proposal, together

with other proposals which exist in the United Stotes and Soviet Union draft disarmament
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treaties, and with which the new proposal must be integrated. snd there should
be an end to the delays and deadlocks produced by such ultimatums as: "It is
first necessary that you accept this proposal in principle before we tell you

what it really meens."

¥r. STELLE (United States of imericz): I wish to speak very briefly
with regord ©o the intervention of the represeantative of Poland. As I uncderstood
it, the representative of Poland was not suggesting en immediate discussion in our
plenary mcetirgs of the topic which he raised, but I believe it would be useful
very briefly to remind Uie Committec of the attitude of the United States towards
the proposals of the Polish Government which contemplate the establishment of
nuclear-frec zones in central Europe.
The Committee will recall that tihc Polish delegation prosented its nroposals
on this score to the Conference on 28 lLierch last (ENDC/C.1/1).  Perhaps I
4might best refresh the memory of the Committee on the position of the United States
by quoting only two paragrophs from o statement which was made on 3 4pril last
and publisihed by the Department of State:
ixile it is recognized tzat the proposals of the Folish Government,
usually identified s the Repacki plen, hove been advenced from a desire to
contribute to the maintenance of peace, carefdl study of these suggestions
has led the United States to the conclusicn that they would not help to
resolve present difficulties.
"The principal objecticns of the United States to the Rapacki slan,
which purports to be a confidence~building measure, have been and remein:
"(1) That the measures cavisaged do not address themselves to the
nuclear weapons located in the Soviet Union, the use of which cgzinst
Jestern durcze Las been repectedly tireatened by Soviet spokesmeng
"(2} That the plan would therefore result in a sericus military imbalance;
"(3) That, consequently, while creating an illusicn of progress, it
would, in reclity, endanger the peace of the world rather than centribute
tc meintaining it.
"The dengers to peace resulting from such an imbelance, under preseat conditions,

heve been clearly and repeatedly demonstrated by eveats within memory of all."
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lir. CAVALIETTI (Itely) (translation from French): I very much

appreciated lir. Lachs' eloquent speech, to which I listened with the greatest

attention, for I have the sincerest admiration for his grest talents as historian,

orator end debater. I should like, however, tc make cne remark on the subject
of our ageﬁdé. "It is true tzat we have esteblished o procedure which allows

delegations the grectest freedom to speak on any subject tliey wish which is
relevant to general and complete disarmement.

cowever, in tiae matter of collateral measures, there heve becn guite long
negotiztions between the two co-~Chairmen during previous sessions as to which
measures should be placed on our Conference's cgenda. The two co-~Choirmen
agreed first of oll tc place on the agenda the question of war propagende, on
wihic:, unfortunately, we werc uneble to come tc an agreement.  Leter they agreed
on two other questions; accidental wars and the spread of nuclear crmcments.
de begon discussion of these collateral measures during our last session.

It coes not fcliow that the two co-Chairmen have agreed to nlace on the
agencs the question of denuclearised zones. That is vy, elthougi: I listened
with interest to lLir. Lachs' stotement, I do not want us to become invcolved in a
discussion of o collatersl measure upon which our co-Chsirmen have 2ot agreed.

1y delegation Las always fovoured the thorough Ziscussicn of collateral
measures, and in the past hos often supported the convening of our Plenory
Committee. We ore clways in favour of discussing those collaternl mensures

by our co-Cheirmen (ENDC/C.1/2).  This list, as you

contained in the list propcsed
know, was accepted on the princinle that meaosures prozosed by the Zostern and
Western delegations shculd be examined alteractely. I shiould not like this balance
to be upset by the introduction, without the consent of the two co-~Chairmen, of

a perticular measure which has not becn propesed by tie Vestern delegoticons.

s

The CH/ZIUN (Bthiocpic):  The list of speakers for today “cos now been

exlausted. Do the co-~Chairmen have any recommendaticns concerning the order of
business for our next meeting? Can we talie it that we should coantinue with the

same agendas on thot occasion?
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Lr. STTLLE (United 3tsotes of Americe): I have hsd nc discussion with
my Soviet co-Chairman with resord to a recommendation for vie agence of the
next mecting. Therefore I svea: only for my celegrticn. e believe that,
since we shall hove only two morc nlenary meetings before the agreec recess
and since the delegotions that spealk may well wish to discuss varisus topics
thev are before the Conference, ro recommencation from tie co-Chairmen on the

precise agenda for the next two meetings is reguired.

The CHil.uiid]l (Bthicnic): I take it thet the members of tie Committee

agree with this procedure.

The Conference decicded to issue tke following communigue:

"The Coaference of the Fighteen-~Hovion Committee cn Disarmanent today
neld its ninety-third plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the ohcirmenship of Ltc Haddis ilamoyehu, reosresentative of Zthiopia.

"Statenecnts were mace by the representstives of Ital Polcznd, Cenacda

% b b
cnl the United States of imerica.
"The next slenary meeting ¢f the Conference will be held on “lecnesday,

1S December 1962, ot 10.30 a.m."

i,

e meetinz rose ot 12 noon.




