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The CHAIRMAN (India): I declare open the one hundred and forty-third plenary

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

As I bappen to be in the chair at this meeting, which is the first that has been
held since a certain important statement was made, I feel the Conference would wish me to
refer to that statement before calling on the first speaker for today.,

I have in mind the most important and encouraging announcement which was med: by
the President of the United States, mr. Kennedy, in a speech which he delivered at the
American University on 10 June. I should like to read into the record a relevant part
of that announcement. It is as follows:

". s+ Chairman Khrushchev, Prime iuinister wmiacmillan and I have.ag:ggd that

high-level discussions will shortly begin in lioscow looking towards

early agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty. Our hopes must be

tempered with the caution of history -— but with our hopes go the

hopes of all mankind." (ENDC/95,p.6)

I would suggest that this ‘agreement between the President ‘of the United-states,
the Chairman of the Council of linisters of the Soviet Union, and the Frime Liinister of
the United Kingdom shows their joint determination and will to reach agreement on the
test ban issue -- an agreement which has been under consideration for five years at
Geneva and which, I am sure, we would agree the peoples of the world consider now to
be overdue. I am sure that we élllshould welcome this expression oflééfermihatidh;
faith and will to reach agreeméﬁf; énd I presume that in due course our co~Chairmen
will give us a little more inf&rﬁation officially about this development,

Mir, SIMOVIC (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): An objective

analysis of the proposals, arguments and results of the discussion of paragraphs 5(b)
and 5(c) of the agreed programme .of work (ENDC/1/idd,3), namely, the elimination of
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles .and the reduction of conventional armaments, is ovound
to raise the question why no result bas been achieved so far in the negotiations on
general and complete disarmament, It appears that the soc1allst countrles and the- States
members of NATO approach the main tasks of our Committee in altogether different ways.
We deeply regret that, despite all the efforts exerted and all the arguments put
forward during the past months of our negotiations by the delegations of the socialist
countries, we have still not succeeded in convincing our partners representing the
NATO countries that the threat of a nuclear war which is hanging so directly over mankind,
as well as the specific characteristics of nuclear missile weapons, require the adoption

of drastic, effective, and immediate disarmament measure.. As the Czechoslovak delegation
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and the delegations ol the other socialist countries have convincingly shown, the
Scviet Union!'s proposals open up a sure way to the achievement of this aim (ENDC/2/Rev.l1).

On the other hand, the way recommended to us by the delegations of the NATO
countries for the achievement of this aim is protracted, ineffective and - -considering
the nature of nucleer missile weapons - --dangerous,  and for this reason umnacceptable,
This applies to the questions we have discussed so far, and also to item 5(d), which is
now under consideration,

Tee Czechoslovak delegation listenzd with great interest to the repeated
explanations offered on 15 bay (ENDC/PV.122, pp.32 et seq.) and on 5 June (ENDC/PV.140)
by the United States ropresentative on the so-called "philosophy" of the United States
approqch to the solution of the problem of -disarmament, . Basically, ur, Stelle summed
up this so-called philosopby .of the United .States approach.in. the following words:

"<«a the United States has rrached the conclusion that the most feasible, .

egpitable and politically sound method of reaching our common objective

s thrqugh a gradual and p;pgresgiygﬁreauctionvof the military capability

~ of States in the areas of existing arraments, that is, more or less across

the board, with such p;ogpessife reduction extending over the whole process

ot disarmament." (ENDC/PV,140,p. 13 ) | o

Let us see how this principle of the United States approach tb the question of

disermement fits the solution of the problem we are dealing with, namely, nuclear
disarmament in stage 1 of general and complete disarmaméntL

As we well know; our task is t; discuss and recommend effective measures which
would Jead in the very first stage of disarmament to the elimination of the threat of a
nucl;mr.confllct. To achieve thiz aim, the United States and 1ts allles propose in
the_flrpt nlace to halt the production of fissionable materials for military purposes,
in partlcular uranlum 235 and plutonium, as well as to transfer about 50 tons of
.Lraaﬂum 235 from m111*avy o _peaceful production in. the United States and the Soviet
Unlon. ‘ ) _ _ _ e _ .
When speaking ébouf:the Wesferpﬁprgppsals;on.S:June, nr. Stelle did not hesitate to
aséert that they would‘be a practical measure to put an end to the armaments race. As
regards vhe transfer of fissionable materials, he said: _

",.. such tremsfer would reduce the copability of the respective States

of producing nuclear weepons and thus would be a real measure of disarmament,"

| (BC/EV.140, 5. 17)

A
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With the best will in the world, it is difficult to bring this assertion of the

- United States representative into line with reality, The cessation of the production of
fissionable materials by itself can in no wéy halt the armaments race, There would be
nothing to prevent the development of new types of nuclear weapons and their production
by drawing on the existing stocks of these materials, Ve find it difficult to understand
what led the United States delegation to such a categorical and unfounded assertion,

As regards the proposed transfer of 50 tons of fissionable materials to peaceful
purposes, this would likewise have no practical significance from the standpoint of
reducing the danger of a nuclear conflict, as has already been pointed out by the
delegations of the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of Bulgariae.

The representatives of the countries members of NATO know very well, for example,
that the quantities of fissionable materials already produced in the United States are
so great that further production is unnecessary and meaningless even from the military
standpoint, and that in a certain sense there has even been an "overproduction",

In the past we ourselves have already pointed out the existence of huge stockpiles
of fissionable materials which have been accumulated in the United States, Permit me to
quote again the words of the United States author, lir. R.E, Lapp, who states on page 43
of his book Kill and Overkill, in referring to stockpiles of fissionable materials:
{continued in English)

"By 1967, at the present rate, the fissionable stockpile will reach some
1,000 tons—--equal to 200,000 Hiroshima bombs! Bear in mind that this
material may be used as a trigger for H-bombs, which multiply the
explosive power many times .eo"

(continued in Russian)

We have already had the opportunity-- as the delegations of the other socialist
couniries have also had-~ to point out in this connexion that the stockpiles of nuclear
weapons existing in the world are so great that there is hardly any need from the military
standpoint to increase them still further. Instead of giving lengthy explanations, I
should like to quote the words of another Unites States writer, Mr., A,T. Hadley, who as
far back as 1961 stated with regard to the stockpiles of nuclear weapons existing in the
United States that:

(continued in English)

’f,,.‘the weapons in the United States stockpile have an explosive power
roughly equivalent to 35 kilomegatons (35 billion tons of TNT)...

eos In the form of THT this much explosive power would £ill & string of freight cars
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stretching from the earth to the moon and back 15 times ..." (The Nation's

Safety and iarms Control, nage 3)

(continued in Russian):

It is therefore obvious that the transfer of 50 or even more tons of uranium
235 to peaceful uses would not really solve anything, not to mention the one-sidedness
of this proposal, since it would not aﬁply to the United Kingdom and France,

Thus a sober evaluation of the actual situation does not support the assertions
of the United States representative in regard to the significance of the measures he has
proposed in the field of fissionable materials., These measures would not slow down the
armaments race; they are not decisive as regards the further.production of nuclear
weapons, and therefore, they are anything but an "effective disarmament measure",
(ENDC/PV,140, p.17) to use the words of Lir, Stelle,

Let us now take a look at the other aspects of the proposals of the Western Powers
in regard fo the cessation of the production of fissionable materials for military
purposes, The United States draft treaty states the following:

"The Parties to the Treaty would submit to the International Disarmament

Organization a declaration listing by name, location and production cépacity

every facility under their jurisdiction capaeble of producing and processing

fissionable materials at the agreed date." (ENDC/30, p.8)

It further states:

".es the International Disarmament Organization would verify the foregoing

measures at declared facilities™, (ibid, )

Consequently, without any real disarmament measures in tlie field of nuclear
weapons, there would be international control over facilities producing and processing
fissionable materials, In practice this would mean that the foreign inspectors would
obtain the most precise data regarding the overall production capacity of the State
concerned, not only with regard to the quantity of these weapons but also with regard
to their quality, their various possible uses, explosive power, specific characteristics
and so on, That.this would indeed be the situation is evident in a wider context from
the arguments contained in the document submitted last year by the United Kingdom
delégation on control of fissile material production (ENDC/60).

The proposals of the Western Powers are not in keeping with the principle that the
scope and nature of the control measures should be determined by the scope and nature
of the disarmament measures, They would mean control without dlsarmament with all the

dangerous consequences which would ensue for the security of States,
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The implementation of the United States proposals would not lead to reducing
the nuclear threat; on the contrary, the proposed control would make it possible—~- given
the retention or, rather, a slight reduction of the existing stockpiles of fissionable
materials—— to obtain information which could then be used for improving one's own:
nuclear weapbns. This would lead to a further increase of tension, increased mistrust
and a fﬁifher accumulation of nuclear armaments.,

I leave aside the fact that such control without disarmament would also lead to
extéﬁsive industrial espionage, since the nuclear industry directly reflects the results
of the all-round technological progress of a country and the level of development of its
key branches of industry.

For this reason it is difficult to avoid the impression that with their proposals
in the field of fissionable materials, the Western Powers are trying in another way to
achieve in many respects what they were unable to achieve with the notorious Baruch Plan,
‘2 In studying the views of the Western Powers with regard to item 5(d) of the agenda,
our delegation also noted the amezing efforts made on 29 iiay by the United Kingdom
representative, Mr, Godbér, to prove that it is impossible to carry out 100 per -at
control over past pfoduction of fissionable materials for military purposes, ke
concluded that: |

"We may, theréfbre,:be unlikely to be able to achieve complete, total nuclear

disarmament until we can establishVPEace-keeping machinery,;‘n (ENDC/PV,138,p. 41)

Perhaps I am again running the risk of being accused by the United Kingdom
representative of distorting the meaning of his statement, That is why I have quoted,
as I did on 7 June (ENDC/PV.141 ) the words of the verbatim record, iir. Godber's
own words.

r 'This.assertion of the United Kingdom representativ- leads us to two conclusions:

‘First; if the situation is really as lir, Godber says it is, if there is a possibility
of concealing up to 20 per cent of the fissionable materials produced in the past with
a view to using them for the production of nuclear weapons, then would it not be right
nto solve the problem of the elimination of nuclear weapons in a drastic and qualitative
manner, in ‘the sense of the proposals of the Soviet Union? Only the complete elimination
of nuclear weapdns in the first or second stages of disarmament (the choice here lies,
as we know, with the Western Powers) under strict international control or the
neutralization of nuclear weapons through the destruction of their means of delivery,

cdui&'definitely eliminate the threat of a nuclear war.
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 If lir, Godber's efforts were really aimed at achieving progress in the question

"of disarmament and if he were consistent in his reasoning, then he would have to agree

to 100 per cent destruction of the means'of delivery, in accordance with the Soviet
Union's proposal, which lays down a realistic way out of the situation in question,

But no such consistency can be found in lir, Godber's reasoning, Therefore we are
bound to draw the other conciﬁSion, namely, that the United Kingdom delegation wishes
to use the impossibility of hdving 100 per cent control of past production of fissionable
meberials for military purposes as a new, additional argument in support of the alleged
irmoscibility of carrying out a programme.of nuclear disarmament and, consequently,
general and complete disarmament altogether, ‘

It is clear that this so-called "philosophy" of the United States' fundamental
approach to disarmament in the case of ité@ 5(d) does not. lead us to our objective, not
to mention the fact that the aﬁthors of\th; United States Outline of Basic Provisions:
of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament (ENDC/30) apparently felt that the
mucih~vaunted method of across-thé-béard percentage reduction in the field of nuclecar .
disarzament was too radical and for this reason they coyly refrain from mentionirng it.

Bt facts are inescapéble;.and the facts show convincingly that it is not -the
United States draft treaty.but the Soviet draft treaty which lays down a reliable way
2lco in the field of nuclear disarmament. The Western Powers are faced with a choice:
either 1o neutralize nuclear weapons by eliminating their nears of delivery or to desiwcy
ihe woanbons themselves in the first or second stage, “No third course will lead o our
objectiveé, | | ,

The Soviet representative, lir. Tsarapkin, has alre#dy dealt very thoroughly with
the proviSions of article 22 of the Sovietvdraft treaty.on general and complete
disaxmament (ENDC/2/Rev.1) on 5 June (ENDC/PV,140,p.27), and therefore I do not consider
it nceessary to repeat what he said. _

I should like to cmphaéize, however, that the strict intermational control envisaged
in the Soviet draft tfedty provides reliable gﬁarantees that the danger of a nuclcar war
would really be eliﬁinﬁteé@ Simultaneously with the elimination of the means of delivery
of nuclcar weapons there would no longer be any grounds for the fears of the Western
Powers cbout what would happen if a State were to conceal a certain number of nuclear
wespors. B

I began my statement today with a polémic against the "philosophy" of the United
States! fundamental approach to theidiséfmameﬁt problem and I intend to conclude in a

like manner, How can one escapé the conviction that this so-called "philosophy"
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expounded by the United States and its NATO allies in this forum and in all other places
where disarmament is being discussed’is‘meiély a screen to hide the real philosphy of
the milifany and strategic plans and Way.of thinking, which dominates in the West?

It is a screen to hide the policy of accelerating tiie nuclear armaments réce, the policy
based on nuclear weapons, which, according to the Secretary of Defence of the United
States, lr. lLicnamara, are intended to be "an effective instrument of national policy"

of the United States. _

But the delegations of the Socialist countries have already repeatedly spoken
here about this,

The policy based on nuclear weapons, of which, you, the Vestern representatives,
are making a veritable fetish, is the real reason why you de not wish to go with the
socialist and non-aligned countries along the path of drastic measures in the field of
nuclear disarmament, Your Qutline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on Gene;al and
Complete Disarmament provides no satisfaétory and convincing guarantees that you will
ever agree to give up nuclear weapons,

It is appropriate, of course, to note that you have never given a satisfactory
reply to the question whether the armed forces which would remain af the disposal of the
Security Council after the implementation of disarmament would have nucleai weapons in
their equipment., ‘

Instead of effective disarmament measures in the field of nuclear weapons as
proposed by the socialist countries, all you wish to do in stage 1 is to entrust a group
of experts with the "examination" of this problem, and in stage II, that is, under the
United States plan, after the lapse of six years, there would be only a certain "reduction'
of the number of nuclear weapons.

The so-called partial reduction of the number of nuclear weapons under the
Western Powers'!' plan, in view of the immense quantity of existing stockpiles of these
weapons, is of no practical significance, This has been unequivocally confirmed by the

well-known British writer, Hedley Bull, in his book The Control of the Arms Race,

I qucte his words from page 102;

(continued in English)

‘"Such a reduction of stockpiies may not be of military significances the
American stockpile of nuclear weapons, for example, is said to be greatly in
cxcess of American military requirements for purposes of war and deterrences
to constitute, in the ugly jargon of the day, an "overkill capacity", Reduction

of this stockpile may be taken a considerable distance, without affecting the

capacity of the United States to threaten other Powers ..."




ENDC/PV,143
11

(Mr, Simovic, Czechoslovakia)

(continued in Russian)

The nuclear danger threatening the world calls for a more realistic approach to
the problem of nuclear weapons, for the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from the
armaments of armies, for the total destruction of all stockpiles and the cessation of
their production, The clinging to these weapons and the feverish nuclear armaments
race are too precarious a basis and too dangerous a path both for peace throughout
the world and for ensuring the national security of individusal countries.-

The proposals of the socialist countries for the elimination of the threat of a
nuclear danger do not at all mean that "because you cannot do everything you should
do nothing", as the United States representative tried to assert on 5 June
(ENDC/PV,140,p.17). They spring from a realistic awareness of the danger threatening
mankind and from a sincere desire to put an end %o it as quickly as possible, For this
reason, the Soviet proposals of the sociglist countries and not fhe proposals of the
West represent the most reliable, practicable and quickest way to the fulfilment of
our main task, in which the whole of mankind is vitally interested, namely, the
elimination of the threat and possibility of the outbreak of a nuclear conflict, This
is the philosophy of our approach to the disarmament problem,

Mr. STELLE (United States): ur, Chairman, in your opening remarks you were
good enough to refer to the address delivered this londay, 10 June, by the President
of the United States. Since the greatest part of that address was devoted to matters
directly related to the objective pursued by our Committee, we are requesting the
Secretariat to circulate a major portion of it as a Conference document, What the
President had to say can serve as an inspiration to us in our arduous but lofty pursuit.
All of us have on occasion experienced mcments of discouragement, as the objective we
have been trying to reach has appeared to be so remote., We all know that our ultimate
goal will require a great deal of patience and serious effort, persistence and
‘perseverance, Ve know also that attention to the more immediate problems where
agreements could be achieved promptly, and where appropriate measures could be
implemented with relative ease, would assist us in our longer range offorts, For we could
not only find satisfaction by seeing early tangible results of our work, but also help
to lay the foundation for our ultimate objective of general and complete disarmament

in a peaceful world,
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_‘Thenrresident suggested that we feccus on a practical, attainable peace, based,
as he said,

"not on a sudden revolution in huvman nature but cn a gradual evolution in

buman institutions -- on a scries of concrete actions and effective

agreements which are in the interests of &ll concerned." (ENDC/95,p.2)

Such conérete actions and effective agrecaents can range from the most modest to the

most far-reaching, and the United Stater here has proposed various measures in each of
those categories. These meastres have becn designed to break the vicious and dangerous
circle in which we now find curselves, a vicious circle -~ to usec the President's words:

"with suspicion on one side breeding suspicion cn the other, and new weapons“

begetting counter-wespons." {.cvid. p.4)

For example, the United States has proposed initial measures in a number of fields.
They inélude steps for reducing vhe risk of ‘war by accident, miscalculation, or failure
of communication, and we here cre gratified that on at least ome such step the United
States and the Soviet Union apnpear to be approaching agreement.

Otiier United States proposals provide fcr concrete steps in general and complete
disarmament., Among them are our first stage proposals (ENDC/30,pp.8 et seq.) in one |
important area of disarmament currently under discussion in our Committee,.that of
nuclear disarmament. A cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapons'
purposes and transfer by the United States ard the Soviet Union of significant quantities
of such materials to non-weapons uses would, in our view, represent a really significant
start on the road of nuclear ¢isarmament, for it wculd assist us in breakiﬁg'tbe spiral
of the nuclear arms race and curtailing the nuclear capabilities of States; Those
measures, and the arrangements also proposed by the Urnited States to prevent the sprecd
of independent nuclear capabilities to individual nations not now having such a
'éapaBility, would, we be’ieve, undoubtedly ley the groundwork for further, more far-
reaching'steps in uhis: field during *he subsequent stages of the disarmament process.

Another meacure in ‘he mnclear ficld, ond a measure where the United States believes,
and where I think we all believe, concrote action can be taken very promptly, is, of
course, the nuclear test ban {reat . which we have been working for almost five years.
It is an area in which, as the President s~id, "... a fresh stqrt_ié badly‘needed veo
(ENIC/95,p.6). Not only would this firsi ctep measure mark a turnicg pointriﬁ fhe
usward spiral of the arms race, bui it would also be & measure to begin to meet head—on
‘the problem of the proliferction of nuclear weapons, In addition, arn effective nuclear
test ban would zlso end whavever harmful effects there mey be from the radioactivé

fall-out resulting from nuclear testing.
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In his address the President announced two specific actions in the effort of the
United States to achieve promptly a nuclear test ban treaty. First, in order to ensure
that continuing negoviations on a nuclear test ban treaty should proceed in a renewed
atmosphere of hope, and at the same time to ensure that all possible steps are taken to
avoid further introduction of radicactivity in the atmosphere of the earth, the President
announced that the United States had undertaken a declgrgtiqn gf self-restraint ﬁith
respect o atmospheric testing. Specifically, the Preéi&éht said:

"I now declare that the United States does not propose to conduct nuclear

tests in the atmosphere so long as other States do not do so., We will not

be the first to resume," (ibid,)

The President pointed out that this declaration of self-restraint would make clear
the good faith and solemn convictions of the United States with regard to a nucigar
test ban treaty. ke pointed out, however, that Lis declaration was no substitﬁfe for
a formal, binding treaty, just as a test ban itself would be no substitute for
disarmament. But the President indicated that the hope of the United States was that
the declaration would be a stepping-stone to a test ban treaty, as we hope a test ban
treaty will be a stepping-stone to disarmament.

Secondly, the President made the announcement, whick our Chairman has already read
into the record of our Conference, in which hLe said:

"Chairman Khrushchev, Prime minister uacmillan and I have agreed that

high~level discussions will shortly begin in kioscow looking towards early

agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty. Our hopes must be tempered.

with the caution of nistory -- but with our hopes go the uopes of all.

mankind, " (iﬁiﬂ;}‘

This las* announcement of the President does much to make our work here even more
significant, for clearly major assistance to our efforts here could flow from those
meetings which will take place in sioscow. Success in this field will do much, we all
know, <o promote progress in disarmament.

Fowever, while working on those more immediate problems we should never lose sight
of our ultimate objective of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world, and
" we should continue to exert our best efforts towards achieving it. The President
reaffirmed this when he said:

o nour priméry long-range interest in Geneva, howewer, is general and

domﬁlete disermament - designéd“to talie ‘place by stages permitting parallel
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political developments to build the new institutions of peace which would

take the place of arms. The pursuit of disarmament has been an effort of

this Government since the 1920's, It has been urgently sought by the

past three Administrations. And, however dim the prospects are today, we

intend to continue this effort -~ to continue it in order that all countries,

including our own, can better grasp what the problems and the possibilities
of disarmament are.," (EEEQL)

This is indeed the task whick has been assigned to this Committee, It is, we
all know, a grave responsibility, but not an impossible one, because, as the
President said:

"Qur. problems are man-made, Therefore, they can be solved by man,

And man can be as big as he wants, No problem of human destiny is

beyond human beings., #Man's reason and spirit have often solved the

seemingly unsolvable --'and we believe they can do it again." (ibid,p.2)

lir, MACOVESCU (Romania): The meeting of our Committee is devoted today, as
‘was the meeting of Wednesday last, 5 June (ENDC/PV,140), to the consideration of point

5(d) of the co-Chairmen's recommendations for working procedures relating to the first
stage of the treaty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/1/Add.3) as adopted by
our Committee, 7

LYy statement today will be confined to the analysis of the relevant paragraphs of
chapters C and G (stage I) of the Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and
Complete Disarmaﬁent in a peaceful world (ENDC/30) submitted by the United States
Government. Before proceeding to that analysis I should like, however, to make certain
points in order precisely to facilitate the understanding of the following considerations
with regard to the proposals put forth by the United States delegation in the above-
mentioned document.

The Romanién deiegation holds the opinion that any measure submitted to this
Committee ought to contribute to ~eneral and complete disarmament, to tie speedy removal
of the danger of nuclear war —- that it ought to be efficient and feasible, The value
of any proposal can be measured only in relation to the fulfilment of those criteria
which‘stem‘ffom the primary task of this Committee: +the drafting of a treaty on general
and complete disarmamént whick should save mankind from war in general and from a
nuclear war in particular, In the light of those criteria, the delegation of the

Romanian I'eople's Republic wishes to give its opinion regarding the pronosals which are

before us,
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The United States ocutline of bagic provisions of a treaty on general and eomplete
di sarmament proposes 'four measures- in the field of nuclear dlsarmament in stage I.
"Two of them, namely’the.prohibition of nuclear weapon tests and the undertaklng of
obligations with regard to the non-proliferation of»nuclear ‘Weapons, represent separate,
indépendent points on this Committee's agenda. Consequently they have been and are still
to be disbussed, For that reason the Romanian delegation does not propose to refer to
them today, We have done s¢ in the past and we shall be doing so in the future, at the
appropriate time, We shall dwell, however, on the other two measures: +the halting of
the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear weapons and the transfer‘of
certein guantities of fissionable materials for peaceful purposes, _ . “
‘As a'result of a careful examination, the Romanian delegation, like theﬂether
sonlialist delegations, has reached the conclusion that the proposal on the cessatlon
of the production of fissionable materials does not answer the afore-mentloned crlberla-
 thet is, it does 'mot in fact contribute to general and complete disarmament, does not
remove the danger of nuclear war, and is not efficient, If we consider the reai ‘
situation; in its complexity and: with all its implications, we cannot fall to arrlre
at tie conclusion that the proposal of the United States Government has grave short—
comings which condemn it from the start. _ _ o ,
Tirst of all, the measuxre, if carried into effect, would not in the least affect
e massive stockpiles of nuclear weapons now in existence., No 51ng1e nuclear warhead
would be eliminated from those stockpiles. . Such a measure could be of slgnlflcance only
within the context of the destruction of the stockpiles of nuclear weapons and of the
trensfer of all stocks of fissionable materials to be used exelusively_for/peeceful ends,
Consequently, one ocannot describe it as & measure apt to remove or even_to'reduce the
danger of nuclear war, S , ,
Secondly, we note that, in their general outlook, the United States ahd the other
Western Powers do not rely on the idea of dlscontlnulng the. manufacturlng of new nuclear
weapons, but precisely the reverse., .In accordance w1th this coneeptlon, the process of
acmufecturias new and more nuclear weapons would go on. Thus, there'will be a - )
continuation of the acquisition of-idle stockpiles of nuclear weépons, wiich —- in the
recent words of Président Kennedy —-- "can only destroy and can.ﬁever create”,
{EMDC/S5,».1) Consequently, that is not a measure apt to be conducive to general and
complete: disarmament, nor is it likely to bring about the reduction of the nuclear

war danger,
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Thirdly; the proposal of the United States Government tends to establish control
over the whole nuclear industry of States, and such control is to be carried out under
circumstances when, according to the United States outline, no genuine measure in the
field of nuclear disarmament would be implemented. Basically, this is nothing else but
control prior to disarmement, control without disarmament.

I am convinced that nobody in "iis hall and beyond its walls can earnestly believe
that a State might ever agree to submit its entire nuclear industry to control, while the
stockpiles of nuclear weapons remained untouched, No State can possibly accept such an
encroachment upon the interests of its national security and upon the security of other
States, Consequently, one cannot call it a feasible measure,

Why, then, are such proposals submitted to us -~ proposals which neither lead to
general and complete disarmament nor contribute to the removal of the nuclear war danger,
and wixich are not feasible? Are such proposals consonant with our task of drafting the
treaty on general and complete disarmament?

I shall pass now to the proposal made by the United States Government that a
guantity of 50 tons of uranium~235 be transferred to peaceful purposes both by tke
United States and by the Soviet Union, Let us examine it closely and let us go into its
essence and its implications,

At our meeting of 15 iliay the representative of the United States, Ir, Stelle,
described the United States proposal as: "an important measure of nuclear disarmament',
wr, Stelle stated that in the following context:

"Let there be no mistake about the effect of a transfer of a

significant quantity of uranium-235 of weapons-grade quality to non-weapons

uses. Coupled with the cut-off of production of such material, any

transfer of such material, regardless of whether the material came from

weapons themselves or from tiue pipeline, would affect directly the size of

nuclear stockpiles and consequently represent an important measure of

nuclear disarmament," (ENDC/PV.132, p.34)

ir, Stelle then went on to re-state what he termed the belief of the United States
delegation that:. '

"... significant transfer of nuclear material, in connexion with a cut-off of
oroduction, would be the best means of getting the large huclear stockpiles
now in the hands of certain States reduced at the earliest possible time.

«y delegation also believes thet States should have discretion concerning

whetuner the materials to be transferred would come from weapons already

produced or from material stockpiled for eventual production of weapons."(ibid,p.35)



ENDC/PV,143
17

(ir. iiacovescu, Romania)

Ei. Stelle describea this as being "a flexible arrangement", (%2121)

Let us try to decode the contents of these laudative appraisals. An objective
scrutiny of the pfoposals made by the United States Government leads to the conclusion
that their implementation would not be of any real significance so far as nuclear
disarmament is concerned., In common with the halting of the production of fissionable
materials for use in nuclear weapons, the transfer of a quantity of such materials to
peaceful purposes does not affect the stockpiles of atomic and bydrogen bombs. As a
result of such a measure not even a single bomb would disappear from the arsenals of
States.

’ Tﬁe tfansfei of a quantity of fissionable materials to peaceful purposes does
not exclude, but rather implies, the continuation of the manufacture of new nuclear
weapons,  One might say that tkat is a gratuitous statement, or we might even be
accused of appealing to “popular'emotions"' We beg to assure the representatives of: the
'Western Powers, who sometimes charge us with this, that today we appeal to reason, to
calculatlons and to flgures, and that we' are going to do some plain arithmetic,

S on'29 May the leader of the United’ Klngdom delegation, lir, Godber, was good
Lenough to’ provide us with some data which are of a ‘nature 'to substantiate the
conclusion I have cited, uiinister of State Godber told us on that occasion
(ENDC/PV,138,p, 43) that, according to unofficial assessments, the United States stock-
pile of highly enriched uranium-235 was some 300 to 350 metric tons a iyear or two ago.
By the way, he failed to mention the stockpiles of plutonium-239 of the United States,
which, according to the estimates of certain American scientists, amounted by the
beginning of 1960 to some¢ 40 to 50 tons. ' According to iirs Godber, 15 metric tons of
highly enriched uranium-235 would probably be about enough to make 1,000 atomic bombs
of the type dropped ‘on Liroshima,

Proceéding'from those data, let us see what practical significance the transfer
to peaceful purposes of a quantity of 50 tons of uranium-235 would offer, It would
mean that after such a transfer the United States, even on the assumption that the
production of fissionable materials for military purposes were halted, would bave enough
fissionable materials to produce 16,000 to 20,000 more atomic bombs of :the type dropped
on Hiroshima, In other words, this would mean that the United States would have the
capacity to produce, after the transfer was carried out, enough atomic bombs to destroy
16,000 to 20,000 towns of the size of Liroshima., If we consider that in the meantime
those stockpiles have been even further increased, and if we consider also the stockpiles

of plutonium-239, the picture grows even more complete.
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Consequently, if'we were to implément the measures advocated in the United States
proposal, by the end of stage I of the process of general and complete disarmament the
United States stockpiles of nuclear weapons would be increased by at least 50 per cent.
In shbrti by the end of stage I the United States would have at its disposal not the
40,000 nuclear warheads which it is believed to possess now but at least 60,000, Adding
to this the fact that, according to the United States proposals, after stage 1 the
United States would still posses:s U per cent of its nuclear weapon delivery vehicles,
we realize that an utterly paradoxical situation would be thus reached: by the end of
stage I the military potential of the United States not only would fail to be diminished
but would be considerably increased.

Let us proceed with our analysis of the proposals made by the United States
Government, Even if we were to overlook —- and could we possibly overlook? -~ the
afore-mentioned shortcomings, the United States proposal would still not be acceptable.
It refers only to tiie Soviet Union and the United States, while omitting the United
Kingdom and France, which are nuclear Powers, member countries of NATO and allies of the
United States. That omission is not lacking in significance, and we feel that it is not
accidental either.

Let us take the example of the United Kingdom. In order to refresh the memory of
my colleagues, I should like to recall that on 7 September 1962 Sir iichael Wright
stated in this Committee:

"ees the United Kingdom will soon be perhaps the largest producer of

plutonium in the world and certainly the largest civil producer,"

(ENDC/PV,.82, p.37)

How, that is an element which cannot be dismissed as a "negligible quantity",
On tize other hand, one knows that the United States does import plutonium from the
United Kingdom. Liere may I be allr—ed to give a brief quotation from the work The

Spread of Huclear Weapons by Leonard Beaton and John lkiaddox, published in England in

1962 under the sponsorship of the Institute for Strategic Studies., lLiere is what we
read on page 53 '
"It is significant that the United States has apparently been
acquiring Plutonium from the United Kingdom even thoughk the amounts
of fissile Uranium available in North America are far greater than

can be needed for the purely military programme",
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Those two elements, which I do not propose to analyse in depth today, testify that
mllltary advantages would be created for the Western Powers.

Wow I should like to speak briefly about the assurance given by kr. Stelle that
the materlals to be transferred -

"would come from weapons elready produced or from material stockpiled

for eventual production of weapons." (ENDC/FV,132,n,35)

That is an aspect wihich can on no account alter the fundamentals of the issue. Thé :
invariable feature here is that the production of nuclear weapons out of the Quantitiés
of fissionable materials retained goes on unhampered. What would be taken out of the
nuclear warheads could be quite easily replaced. We feel bound to state that we
believe that this is no ‘disarmement measure but rather a military necessiﬁy which
military men call "refreshing the ammunition". _ |

Thus we come to the statement made by iir, Stelle regarding a flexible arrangement,
In connexlon with that statement I would only say that any time we deal with proposals
which have nothlng in common with genuine. disarmament measures we really find a great
flexibility on the part of the United States delegation. In our view, flexibility; ‘
elasticity, the negotiating spirit, should materialize in the fieid of effective
disarmament measures, It is in that field that we should like to find the flexibiliﬁy
of the United States delegation, and not in connexion with a problem antipodal to
disarmament. _ |

Wé have presented to this Committee some arguments which lead objectively to the
conclusion that the United States proposals. in the field of nuclear disarmament in the
first stage do not answer the major challenge of our era -—- the elimination of nuclear
danger, But does this challenge find a solution in the measures proposed by the
United States for stages II and III of the process of general and complete disarmahent?
The answer to this question is of a nature to round up the significance of the United
Sfatés proposals for stage I, From this point of view I can only express my agreement
with the words uttered‘by the United Kingdom representative on 29 may when he said
that: 

| "Sfage 1 measures cannot always be considered in complete isolation
from stage II and stage III measures," (ENDC/PV.138,p.39)
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It is true that the United States document contains certain proposals relating to
the reduction of nuclear weapons in stage II and their eventual elimination in
stage III, But, on examining those provisions we find that they are conditional upon
the results of certain studies that would have to be carried out in the first stage.
Therefore, it results that the United States proposals do not provide for firm and
concrete obligations with respect to nuclear armaments since they are limited to the
mere outline of prospects for studies during stage I and, depending on those studies,
the conclusion of special arrangements for those weapons,

That being so, it can only surprise us and set us thinking that from a plan related
to the drafting of a treaty on general and complete disarmament we find missing
precisely the specific obligations with regard to the most destructive of weapons, As I
already had the opportunity of stating on 22 niay 1962, this means that instead of a
disarmament treaty containing explicit obligations with regard to nuclear weapons, we

will get what the Romans used to call a pactum de contrahendo, that is, a pact containing

only the obligation to conclude another pact, Therefore, the essential deficiency of
the Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament
submitted by the United States (ENDC/30) consisis precisely in that it gives no glimpse
of a prospect for the nuclear danger to be eliminated either in stage I or stage 1I,

or even in stage III.-

On the other hand, the United States outline, as well as the interventions made
in this Committee by. the representatives of the Western Powers, do not give a clear
answer to the guestion concerning +iiie armaments to be at the disposal of the
international forces, inat is essential in this respect is that the United States
and the other Western Powers do not exclude the possibility of equipping such forces
with nuclear weapons,

Finally, I should like to recall the opposition of the Western Powers to the
proposal to ban the use of nuclear weapons, The Committee will remember the refusel of
the representatives of the Western Powers to accept the proposal made by the Soviet Union
aiming at the "prohibition of nuclear weapons and other types of weapons of mass
destruction”. The double parentheses containing this proviso of point 2(b) of the
wvorking draft of Part I of the Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament of 31 kLiay 1962
(ENDC/40/Rev.1) are a standing proof of that position.

In that connexion it is relevant to recall that the United States, tke United

Z{ingdom, France, Italy and Canada -~ all the Vestern members of our Committee -- voted
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against the declaration on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and tliermoriuclear
weapons adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on 24 November 1961, lioreover,
the United States delegation on that occasion even voted against the paragraph in the
preamble of that declaration which readsas follows: '
"Believing that the use of weapons of mass destruction, such as nuclear
and thermonuclear weapons, is a direct negation of the high ideals and
objectives which the United ations has been established to achieve ..."s
(A/RES/1653(XVI),p.2)
All this shows that the stand taken by the United States and its allies on the

problem of nuclear disarmament is in flagrant contradiction with the aspirations of
the peoples, who demand to see the danger of nuclear war banished once and for all.

By their words the leaders of the Western Powers also admit the necessity of
eliminating this danger., Speaking before the United Nations General Assembly on
25 September 1961, President Kennedy said: -

"Today, every inhabitant of this planet must contemplate the day

-when,this;planet may no longer be habitable, Every man, woman and

chiid lifes.under a nuclear sword.of Damocles, hanging by the

slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at any moment by accident

or miscalculation or by madness. The weapons of war must be abolished

before they abolish us." (4/PV.1013,para,50)

But in its deeds the United States does not supply a remedy and does not provide for
effective measures to ban and abolish the most destructive of the tools of war -- the
nuclear weapon. Were. we to follow the path .indicated by the United States, and were
its yroposal implemented, at the end of what it would call general and complete
disarmzment mankind would find itself confronted with the following situation. All
types of weapons, with the exception of the nuclear weapon, would have disappeared from
the arsenals, of States: the peoples would be freed from all other threats but would
continue to live "under a nuclear sword of Damocles". That is the paradox int¢ which
we would be. led by implementing the United States proposals, o

I leave it to the United States delegation to choose between the iron sword of
D@m&cles of the fourth century. before our era and the nuclear sword of Damocles of the
twentieth century. I want to assure the United States delegation that we do not choose:

we struggle in order to _smash up the two of them,
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If we are all decided to .find a solution to the fundamental issue of present
timesﬁ;e the elimination of the nuclear menace -- then we must follow another path,
tine path of radical disarmament measures from the very first stage. That nath is
siiovn in the Soviet draft Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament under strict
international control (ENDC/2/Rev,1l and Corr.l), The elimination of all nﬁclear
weapon vehicles, with the exception implied by the well-lnown Gromyko proposal
(A/PV,1127 provisgional,p,38-40), is of a nature to cope adequately with the nuclear
cdarzer,

The Soviet Union is prepared to go still further. It is known that the Soviet
delegation declared its readiness to transfer the nuclear disarmament measures from
stage II to stage I. At our meeting on 5 June, the representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambaséador Tsarapkin re-confirmed this by stating:

"We now confirm once again the Soviet Union's teadiness, if the

Western Powers agree, to transfer the whole of the measures for the

elimination of nuclear weapons, including the destruction of stockpiles

and the cessation of production, from stage II to stage I..." (ENDE /PV.140,p. 27)

But, unfortumately, confronted with such concrete and efficient measures,'fhe
United States delegation puts up proposals devoid of substance, of efficacy, which
are far wide of our main target: general and complete disarmament and the removal of
the danger of nuclear war.

The Romanian delegation still expresses its hope that, taking into account the
reasons adduced here within the framework of our negotiations, taking into account the
rapid evolution of the intermational situation and taking: into account the will for peace
wailcih is ever more powerfully expressed by all the peoples of the world, the Vestern
delegations and the United States delegation in particular will analyse tihe proposals
made by the Soviet Union and, if they deem it necessary, will submit additional thoughts
and improvements whicli, however, should lead us towards one goal alone: the conclusion
of the Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament.

In his speech delivered on Londay at the American University in Washington -~ a
speech which must be studied with all due attention -~ President Kennedy said inter alia:

"ee» that is the most important topic on. earth: peace.

"Peace need not be impracticable and war need not be inevitable.
"In short, both the United States and its allies, and the Soviet Union and its
allies, have a mutually deep interest in a just and genuine peace and in halting

the arms race,
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"Our primary long-range interest in Geneva, however, is general and .complete

disarmement... _

"But I also believe_that we must re—examine our own attitudes —- as individuals

and.as a nation —- for our attitude is as essential as theirs", (ENDC(95)

We hope that these thoughts of President Kennedy will make themselves felt immed-
iately in the attitude of the United States delegation, We are expecting this change
of stand and we state that we are prepared to examine, in a negotiating spirit, every
constructive proposal.

Until then, however, it is necessary to go on and to discuss point 5(e) of document
ENDC/1/Add.3). That does not mean that we could not come back to péint 5(d),
especially if the two co-Chairmen were to submit to us a jointly drafted text li§ting

the conclusions they had arrived at.

Mr. BURNS (Canada): The Canadian delegation would like to associate itself
with your remarks, #r. Chairman, concerning the very important speech made by Presidént
Kennedy on 10 June, We are happy that the parts of that speech which relate to
disarmament are to be made a document of this Conference.* The Canadian delegation
feels that, besides the good news of the undertaking of discussions in ifoscow, which it
is hoped will help to free us from the impasse on the cessation of nuclear tests, the
confirmdtioh which the President5s addréss afforded of the goal of disarmament and the
determinatibn to reach that goal is emphasis on the need for tolerance and understanding
between the United States and the Soviet Union and their allies on both sides, to which
the representative.of Romania has just alluded. All of these points should impress
us here and should be taken into account in our future négotiations; We feel that
this speech of President Kennedy's will become a historic text in the lengthening
literature of disarmament.

'Today I should like to make a few remarké on péragraph 5(d) of document ENDC/1/Add.3
which we have under consideration, I have been carefully studying the statement which
was made by the“representqtive of the Soviet Union at our meeting on 5 June (ENDC/PV;140,
pp- 18 et _seq.)s In that statement he gave his views on the provisions for the reduction
“and’ eventual elimination of the nuclear weapon which are contained in the United States

draft treaty (ENDC/30), and he contrasted £hém_with the corrésponding provisions in the

Soviet Union draft treaty (ENDC/2/Rev.l). No one was surprised when iir. Tsarapkin
* (Circulated as document ENDC/95. -
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foﬁn&;fhé“Sd§iéf*Uhi6ﬁ brbposals considerably superior to those of the United States,
and we have heard the same conclusions reached this morning by the representatives of
Czechoslovalkia and Romania. I do not think that the Committee will be surprised that
the Cahddién'delegation does not agree with ifr, Tsarapkin's argumenté and conclusibns,
or ab least not.all of them, and I shall try o explain why:

The first remark of lir. Tsarapkin with which I must take issue was when he said
that the Western réepresentative eppeared 4o cherish the concept that peace is being
preserved with the help of an atomic bomb. (ENDG/PV,140, p.24). He implied that we:
think that this state of affairs shovld go on for ever. It is rather tiresome to have
to keep on rebutting the impufations of the Soviet delegation that the West is not
sincere in its commitment to the agreed principlés of general and complete disarmament
(ENDC/5) . Paragraph 3(b) of that document, the agreed principles, calls for the
elimination of all stockpiles of nuclecar chemical and bacteriological and other weapons
of mass destruction, and cessation of their production. Paragraph 3(c) stlpulates the
elimination of all means of dellvery of weapons of mass destructlon. I say that we
must protest against this notion which the representatlve of the Soviet Union has
attributed to Westefn representatives, that is that peace is preservedhby the atomic
bomb. .But nevertheless there ié a concept which we can agree to and which it appearé
the Soviet Union agfees to, and that is that for the present, and necessaxily for some
time into the future, the use of nucieér.weapons in war is inhibited by the fact that
both sides possess those weapons and the means of dellverlng them, and the relation
of +the quantltles possessed by one, side and the other is cuch as to constitute a
deterx:nt to unleashlng nuclear war. The quantities are not necessarily equal, nor are
the method by which they are carried, theif size, explosive poﬁer,vand so forth,
necessarily simila;; ‘but each side has enough weapons and the means of delivering them

to deter.

Mr, Tsarapkin referred to the elimination of nuclear weapoh.thiéles or, :athé:,
their reduction to a low level in balance, dnd_fointed out the relatidﬁéhip of that
opefation to the reduction and elimination of the nucleér weapon (ENDC/PV‘14O PeR5)

We recall that the Soviet Udlon has modified its original position that it would be
p0551b1e to eliminate the danger of nuclear war by a sort of totalltarlan or catastrophic
meusure of destroylng all nuclear weapon vehicles in one stage. It has modified that
original position by 1ntrodu01ng what we refer to as the Gronmyko proposal (A/PV.1127
provisiorel p. 38 ~ 40), which suggests that for the flrst two stages of disarmament the
two sides should maintain & minimal agreed number of 1ntercont1nenta1 ballastic missiles
which would constitute a deterrent to either side or to any other nation initiating

nuclear war.
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There is another phrase that I note in iir. Tsarapkin's remarks, where he referred
to our "purpose of eliminating or ot least reduclng the threat of a thermonuclear WaTleso"
(ENDC/PV.140 p. 19). We agree that that is our purpose. We would put it a little
more prec1sely as the reduction of the threat of nuclear war as quickly as it can be
effected, hav1ng regard to all the agreed pr1nc1ples for negotiating general and
complete disarmament, and eventually the’ elinination of the threat of nuclear war.
altogether. .

So now we have o conclusion that what inhibits nuclear warfare at present; and must
inhitit it for at least the first two stages of disarmament and possibly into the third
stage, is a balanced deterrent. The Canadian delegation thinks it follows that &
balance should be maintained also in nuclear weapons and that the reduction of those
weapons ‘should be by stages and steps until mutual trust is establlshed, when they can
all be eliminated. Perhaps this elimination could be done quite early in the process
of disarmament if — and I repeat nifn ——Vanyone could demonstrate some completely
satisfactory means of verifying that all'nuclear weapons had been destroyed.

The delegation of the United Kinédom has informed us that there are great technical.
‘difficulties in the'way of verifying the elimination of all nuclear weapons and fissile
material for their manufacture (ENDC/6C). 14 is very hard, however an‘international
disarmament'organization.might try, to be certain that no weapons-grade fissile material
has been produced and clandestinely concealed. Hence, it is best to have a disarmament
programme which will proceed by agreed stages and steps through reduction to elimination
of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon vehicles.

In that connex1on we nust recognize tbat proposals for the reduction and e11m1nat10n
of nuclear weapons must be shown to be technically sound . 0f all the measures which
must be included in a programme of general and complete disarmament the elimination of
nuclear weapons presents the greatest difficulty from the standp01nt of assuring
effective verification and compliance with the undertakings which States assume. The
analysis of this problem which the United Kingdom has given to the Conference brings
out the difficulties very clearly. (ibid.)

To date the representative of the Soviet Union and the representatives of the
other socialist States have not seen fit tc explain how the Soviet Union proposes
to overcome those difficulties'in implementing the provisions of its draft treaty;

Until that has been done adequately and fully we in the Yest will remain convinced that
a gradual stage by stage approach to nuclear disarmament is the only feasible and

practicable one.
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It seems to me that the.first step which we in this Committee must take is to
recognize the magnitude of the_probiem which we must solve, We believe that the
Sd%iet_Union itself recognizes the difficulties which are involved, On 29 liay the
representative of the United Kiﬂgdom quoted (ENDC/PV.138, p. 45) from the Soviet
memorandum of 1C ifay 1955 (DC/T1 Annex 15), which illustrates very well that it is not
the West alone which appreciates the problems which will have to be faced. It was not
the obstinate Western delegations which made the Soviet Union change:itsbposition in
1955, but the obstinate facts of the case. It is for that reason that we continue
to hope thét the Soviet Union will agree to participate in the technical study of these
problems; and in this connexion it is encouraging to recall that in the Soviet éraft
disarmament treaty (A/4505) which was presented to the United Nations General Assenbly
in 1960, there were provisions for joint studies of measures relatingto the dis~
continuance of the manufacture of nuclear weapons and to the destruction of stéckpiles
of such weapéns; e hope that the representative of the Soviet Union Will confirm that
his Government continues tc believe in the necessity for early study Sy experts of how
these measureé are to be accomplished in a safeguarded fashion,

‘A good deal of what the Soviet representative had tc scy on 5 June (EMDC/PV.140 p;Xj
referred to the proposal in the United Stetes draft treaty for the cut-off of productlon
of fissile material of weapons grade (EMDC/3C pp. 8, 23). I thlnk no-one will disagree
with the view that it would be stupid to start destroying fabricated atomic bombs or
thermonuclear weapons while continﬁing.to pfoduce the fissile material for other such
weapons. Therefore, we have to correlate provisions for thé stopping of the production
of these weapons and the fissile material for them with provisions for the actual
destruction of mechanical components of the existing weapons and conversion of the fissile
material they contain to peaceful uses.

We see that, in view of the relatlonship between the means of delivery and the
nuclear weapon itself, their production muét be controlled and reduced and eventually
stopped -in related measure. Aiso; the production of fissile material for nuclear
weapons should be stopped as soon as possitvle. The question before us ist are the
United States proposals the most suitable to achieve those objectives or are the Soviet
Union proposals the most suitable? Should it be done in one stage or step, or should
it be done in several stages and_steps? If by several stages, how shculd operations

be spread through the three stages of disarmament?
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The representative of.the Soviet Union objected (ENDC/PV;lAC- ) to the_ﬁhifed*Sfutes
proposal for the cut—off of the producfipn of fissile material —- I am repeating in
general terms what he said -- becauge.it.would imply control or supervision over the
nuclear productlon of other States by the Unlted Kingdom and by the United States,
(ENDC/BV . 140'p23) and that oDJectlon has been repeated today in the statements of the
representatives of Czechoslovakia (s_p__a,pp 7 % sey) -ul of lononis (_8_1_1_@3,13.16). But
that 1s not what those provisions 1mply preclsely. Certainly, there must be control
and superv1slon over nuclear productlon, because that is also provided for in the Soviet
Union plan for the ellmlnatlon of nuclear weapons in stage II; but the control -~
and both sides agree upon this —— is to be exercised by the international disarmament
orgenization. That is not like control being exercised by one or two States out of
all those who must participate in the efentual disarmament agreement. But the main
obJectlon of the representatlve of the Soviet Union is that that control will be taklng
place when, as he says, no actual measures of dlsarmament are in Yeing, We would
contest that statenent because, according to the United States plan, that control and
cessgtion of prgductlon of nuclear material fo; weapons would take place when a 30
per cent réduction of all armaments was being effected and when production of all
armaments would have ceased, except for small replacements. ' ' |

However, at thls point ilr. Tsarapkin brings in the Soviet Union obsession that
the Western prpposals are designed to cbtain, through the operations of the inter—
nationeal disarmament organization, military information which would be used by'the
West in carrylng out a surprise strike in a preventive war agalnst the Soviet Unlon.

We and other Western delegations have argued many times agalnst this obsessive idea,
which seems to block so many of our efforts to devise disarmament measures with proper
verification. In this case we wonder even whéther the Soviet Union's concern is
really justified. We recognize that in some contexts the apprehensions of the Soviet
Union authorities must be teken into account, But I really wonder if the locations

in the Soviet Union of the immense plants requlred for producing weapons grade materlal
are such a closely-guarded mllltary secret after all these years of operatlon7 T
understand that diffusion plants tend to be measured in kilometres rather than in
metrese. : _ _

There is another point which iir. Tsarapkin makes. But before I go on to that,

I should like to refer to the argument which was advanced by the representative of
Czechéslovekia todey, who said that if the operations of these nuclear material production

plants were opened up to the inspectors of the international organization information
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would be obtained which would amount of industrial espionage -- that it would be used
to incfééSé“%Hé'ﬁders of production of other States. How that would be possible
wﬁéﬁ'it'QOuld be &Bne as a consequence of an agreement to stop production of that
material is not very clear to me, but the argument against industrial espionage, it
seems to me, is not a good one for us to advance here, What is more important,
keeping some'possible industrial secretg or carrying out an effective measure of
disarmament? A

To go oh to the other point made by ir. Tsarapkin, he argues (ENDC/PV.140, pp.20~21)
that because a very large quaﬁtity of fissile material has been produced by the United
States then that country has no need for any more and is, as he says, in a position.
of saturation. Therefore, he says the proposal to stop production and to transfer -:i*
50 metric tons of fissile material from weapons to non-weapons purposes is meaningless
as a disarmament measure. There are two ways of looking at that proposition. The
first is that the United States, having produced so much of the fissile material, wants
to gain an advantage by stopping production by all nations at the present time, The
converse of that statement of the case is that the Soviet Union would regard it as a
disadvantage unless it can continue production of this material until it, too, is in.

a position of saturation, 0f course, we cannot really believe that that is what
Mr, Tsarapkin meant, although it would follow from his line of argument.

I must observe also that spokesmen for the Soviet Union have claimed that they
have enough nuclear weapons to destroy the centres of production and population in
practically all the United States and on the territory of its Western allies.
Therefore, they must at least have enough now of nuclear weapons for a deterrent and
have no need to manufacture any more. In view of all those facts, it is a little
difficult td understand why it should not be agreed to stop the production of fissile
material in stege I.

Aﬁother poinf which was made by the representative of the Soviet Union was that
the amount of fissile material to be converted from weapons to non-weapons purposes
is insufficient. But the United States delegation, in formulating its proposals,
invited the Soviet Union delegation, if it was not satisfied with them, to make counter
proposals. Presumably, if the Soviet Union thinks that the conversion of 50 tons to

non~weapons purposes is insufficient, it would propose -— in private discussion if it
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so desired ~~ how much more fissile material and how many nuclear weapons it thinks
should be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses in the first stage. 0f course,
the principle of the Gromyko proposal would require a certain number of nuclear
weapons to be retained ét least until the end of the second stage.

There is only one more point that I should like to make, which arises out of the
statement made by the representative of Romania (§22£9.p.20). I understood him to say
in connexion with the destruction or elimination of nuclear weapons that at the end of
the. third stage all weapons would be eliminated from national arsenals excep$ nuclear
weapons, He said that that was a bad state of affairs, and I agree that it would be
if it were so. But, of course, in the third stage provisions for the elimination of
nuclear weapons in the United States outline of basic provisions, paragraph C(1), it is
said thet ¢

"In the light of the steps taken in stages I and II to halt the production

of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons and to reduce nuclear weapons

stockpiles, the Parties to the Treaty would eliminate all nuclear weapons

remaining at their disposal, would cause to be dismantled or converted to peaceful

use all facilities for production of such weapons, and would transfer all materials
remaining at their disposal for use in such weapons to purposes other than use in

such weépons;ﬁ | (ENDC/30, pp. 29, 30)

That makes it clear, I think, that the United States proposals are for the complete

elimination of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon materials in national arsenals.

Sir Paul HMASON (United Kingdom): Befsre I turn to my main theme perhaps I

may just say how much we in the United Kingdom have welcomed the lofty, imeginative
and statesmanlike address of President Xennedy before the American University at
Washington, and how much we welcome also the proposal that the major portions of that
address should be circulated to us as a conference document* so that we may have the
opportunity of studying the President's wise words in greater detail and also may have
his remarks before us as an inspiration to the work of this Conferehce; I was very
glad to note that our Romanian_éolleague seemed to approve of this procedure alsb;

I think it is desirable and even necessary that I should return this morning to
the issues raised at our meeting on 29 ilay (ENDC/PV.138, p. 38 et seq) by the leader of
my delegation, Iir, Godber, in discussing point 5 (d) of our agreed agenda,(ENDC/l/Add;B)
and to some of the points he made in support of his statement in drawing upon the
United Kingdom paper entitled "The technical possibility of international control of
fissile material production®, which has been before us since August 1962, (ENDC/GO);

v ArL % 4.3 L 3 miimo—a TAmA /aE
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As I say, it is desirable and necessary that I should do so, in view of the response,
if it can properly be called a response, which ifr. Godber's statement elicited from
the Bulgarien representative on 5 June (ENDC/PV,140, pp.9 et seq.) fron the Soviet
representative both then and om 10 June (ENDC/PV.142 ), and fyronm our
Czechoslovak and Romanian colleagues today (supra.p.3 & p,l5). I think I should
mention in passing that I fear I cannot agree with the proposal our Romanian colleague
made to us (52259, p. 23) to the effect that the time had now come to move on to
point 5(e) of our agreed agenda. In fact, I think I could only explain such a
proposal as being based on either the inability or the unwillingness of our Eastern
European colleagues to consider the technical problems involved in nuclear disarmament
which were the basis of what the leader of my delegation said on 29 lay.

On 5 June the Bulgarian representative said:

"Briefly, this is what the United Xingdom representative said in this
connexion. First, the Western Powers do not believe that it will be possible to
establish effective control on the measures they propose in the field of nuclear
disarmament, even if that control were organized in accordance with their demands
and within the frame-work of their own draf+t. Secondly, the Western Powers doubt

the efficacy and the real scope of their own measures.” (ENDC/PV;140,'p. 9 )

ir, Christov went on to say:
"A study of the United Kingdom representative's "very technical" statement

on 29 Hay gives the very clear impression that all his arguments lead to one
conclusiony == I would even say to the single conclusion-- that nuclear disarmament
is unrealizable —— that it is a dangerous illusion, The United Xingdom repres—
entative has done everything in his power to counvince us that the so-called
nuclear disarmament measures provided for in the United States draft are
ineffective and could in no way lead to the elimination or reduction of the

nuclear danger", (ivid., p.11)

In so saying, ocur Bulgarian colleague suggested in fact that i, Godber took the
view,firstly, that it was no use trying to achieve nuclear disarmament and, secondly,
that incidentally the proposals to that end contained in the United States draft treaty
outline (ENDC/30) were of no value. ifr. Christov then suggested that the second of
these views was correct but that the first was incorrect, since under the Soviet

proposals:
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"There is no question thota..e2ll the quostions, including fhose conneotod with

control and verification, could be sottled".(ZiDC/FV.140, p.1l)

That latter standpoint was of course warmly endorsed by our Soviet colleage both on
5 and 10 June ({ibide 1.243ENDC/PV.142) as it has been again today by our Czechoslovak
and Romanian colleagues,

The Committee will probably have realized that those somewhat sweeping assertions
by our Eastern European colleagues were arrived at without any serious analysis of the
arguments contained either in document ENDC/60 or in iir. Godber's statement on 29 May
(ENDC/PV,138). I do not think I could justifiably admit that they had eithker dis-
proved or, indeed, tried seriously to question the technical basis underlying both that
paper and that statement, Indeed, I think it would be difficult for them to do so,
at least without careful study and analysis, for after all this is a field in which we
in the United Kingdom have had a considerable degree of technical experience,

Therefore let me put the case again as we see it -~ and I shall restate the
argument in very simple language. If what our working paper (ENDC/60) says is true,
thien we cannot account accurately for past production of fissile material. If we
cannot account for past production, we cannot account for present stocks, If we
cannot account for present stocks, we can never be sure that stocks have not been
hidden away either as fissile material or as warheads or components of warheads, If
neither side can be sure that the other has no nuclear warheads, then neither side
will be prepared completely to disband its nuclear deterrent so long as it is its
sole protection against a surprise nuclear attack, Therefore, how can there be total
nuclear disarmgment until some alternative form of security —— which to our mind can
only'be éffecéi;;.ééace-keeping machinery -~- has been devised and proved effective?
Nation States might take some risks over some things but they are going to take no
risks when it comes to eliminating nuclear weapons.

Our Soviet colleague asserted on 5 June that the nuclear disarmament measures
proposed by the Soviet Union

"have as their main aim the elimination of the threat of a nuclear missile

war", (ENDC/PV,.140,p.25)

That may be their aim., What I want to know is how that aim is in fact going to be

achieved under the present provisions of the Soviet draft treaty. No Soviet
representative at this Conference has ever told us. Our Soviet colleague did not tell
us on 5 June: he merely asserted that real nuclear disarmament coﬁld be achieved "if
we adopted the provisions contained in the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete
disermament" (ibid., p.24). That assertion was mede again this morning by our

Czechoslovak and Romanian colleagues.,
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I think T havebo speak on this subject quite bluntly. That claim is and will
remain only so many.words until it haé veen proved to this Committee that these Soviet
measures, and in parficular_the verification measures, such as they.are, proposed in
article 22 of the Soviet draft treaty (ENDC/2/Rev. 1, pp. 16, 17) would ensure that
after nuclear disarmament was supposed to have taken place no State could possibly
hide and retain significant quantities of fissile materials for weapons purposes,
whether in the form of warheads cr in some other form, either from its current or,

far more important, from its'past production.

We in the United Kingdom do not believe that any measures will at present be able
to ﬁrbvide a 100 percent guarantee against this possibility. That is why iir. Godber
suggested on 29 liay (ENDC/PV.138, pp. 44, 45) that if further technical studies, in
which we should be glad to participate, show that we are right in our technical appraisal,
then certain conclusions will have to be faced realistically by the Committee. Perhaps
I may say at this point that I have gathered that our colleague from India has seemed
to agree with our technical appraisal because I remember, and the Committee will no
doubt recali, that he said on 7 June 1962%

"Such technical advice as I have taken in this matter -- and it is of =& high

order —-— informs me that science at present knows no way of being sure that all

nuclear weapons have been detected and destroyed, There is no way at present,

-— no way at all, I state this quite »luntly because I think we have to face

that fact: +that there is no way now in which we can be sure that all these

nuclear weapons will have been located and destroyed". (ENDC/PV.51, pp. 24, 25)

It is true that our Indian colleague subsequently referred to what in his view were
certain'countervailing factors, and I am sure that we should want to examine those
factors at a future meeting. But the point I want to stress now is that our Indian
colleague said -— and I repeat the above quotation "I think we have to face that fact:
thet there is no way now in which we can be sure that all these nuclear weapons will
have been located and destroyed".

Perhaps I noy remind the Committee again that ifr. Jacob ifalik in 1955 agreed with
our technical appraisal. As the Committee will recall, among other things iir. ialik
sald -~ and I am not going to apologize for quoting agein from his statement —-

"Thus there are possibilities beyond the reach of international contrel

for evading this control and for organizing the clandestine manufacture of atomic

and hydrogen weapons, even if there is a formal agreement on international

control™ (PC/71, Annex 15, p. 18)
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Therefore, I submit that if our Soviet colleague wishes to convince the Committee:that
the:Soviet-Union has, as he alleged, "approached this problem with all the necessary

seriousnesé"i(ENBC/?V;14OL;p;28“), then he must prove and not merely suggest that

ir. Malik was wrong in~-1955, that lir. Lall was wrong in June 1962 and’ that we in the -
United Kingdom are wrong in our decument ENDC/60. ' ‘

This morning I should like to ask our Soviet colleague the following questions
which I hope he will be ready to answer in the near future,

: ~-The first question'is this, Does lir. iialik's statement in 1955 still represent

the considered view eof the Soviet Government?
o The second question~is this. ~Does the Soviet Govérnment agree with:the technig¢al
analysis and conclusions of the United:Kingdom working.paper (ENDC/60)? . - In other . i
words,.does the Soviet Government agree,:cdncerning current. production, that such -
production can only be accounted for to between 1 and 2 per cent-for plutonium and to-
about-1 per cent for: uranium-235?° Further,-does the Soviet Government agree thet con-
cerning past produstion & ¢ontrol organization could not guarantee the agcuracy of:its
aczemts to within 10 to 15 per: cent in-the case of plutonium, end to within: 15 to: 20
per ¢ent in’ the case of:theée production of uranium-235: or, if it could be proved.that -
" ‘the’records of electricity 5upply to the gaseous diffusion plants had not been- falsified,
to within® some. 5 to 1D per cent. v

Does the Soviet Government agree with our conclusions or does. it mob?. - . @ .-

i+ “Those  are my. two Basie»questionsf . If the answers to those two basic. questions

are in the negative, then I ask cur Soviet colleague to answer the following questions .
arising oub of theri . = -7 . . . oo : R PL R BT

First - =~ will he explain to the Committee what has .occurred during the .eight. years

since iMr., kalik's s@gtgqegﬁﬁip;}955 to enable the Soviet Governmentnto,chqnge;its¢

view? ‘ o o . : L e e
Second, will he submit to the Committee a detailed technical apalysis by the .
Soviet Government, as asuthoratative as the United Kingdom working paper (ENDC/60),
showing clearly why and in what way the Soviet Government disagrees with the technical
analysis and conclusions of ,the United Kingdom. paper?. 5

It onuthe othef ﬁand, the answers to my original two basic questions are in_the
affirmative, then I should like to.ask our - Soviet colleague to answer the followiqgﬂuiﬁ

further questions.
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First, does the Soviet Government agree that it would be possible for nuclear
Powers, after the completion of stege II of the Soviet dreft treaty, to retein illegally
and clandestinely at least 10 per cent and perhaps 20 per cent of their ekisting
quantities of fissile material for weapons purposes, either in its pristine state or
fabricated in nuclear weapons or as weapons components?  And would the Soviet Government
agree that such a quantity of fissile material is sufficient for a quite considerable
nuclear war?

Second, cen the Soviet Union propose any convincing alternative to the proposition
advanced by kr. Godber on 29 way (ENDC/PV.138, p.4l) that it may well be impossible to
achieve complete total nuclear disarmament until we can establish peace-keeping machinery
which can be relied on to deal adequately and effectively with the threat to the
security of States posed by bthe possibility of clandestinely retained nuclear warheads
and fissile material for weapons purposes?

I have very nearly finished, but I just went to add two quite simple thoughts.

The first is this: it is of course perfectly possible for all of us to live in drear
worlds of our own, but & dream world in which people believe that nuclear weapons and

. fissile material cannot be retained illegally and clandestinely is positively dangerous.

A world in which this actuvally occurred when total nuclear disarmament was supposed to have
taken place not only would be & hideous nightmare but would be a hideous reality with
suspicion, uncertainty and fear mounting on all sides.

Our Soviet colleague himself quoted on 5 June from a speech by Mr. Xhrushchev made
in July 1962 in which the Soviet leader said:

"The explosive force of only one powerful hydrogen bomb is many times

greater than that of all the explosives used in all the wars in history,

including the First and Second World Wars." (ENDC/PV.140, p.18)

And our Soviel colleague reminded us that Mr. Khrushchev also said that in a nuclear war
"... it is the civilian population that will be the first victim
of the weapons of mass snnihiletion ... just a few thermonuclear
bombs are capable of wiping out not only enormous industrial centres

with populations of many millions, but whole countries." (ibid) N

Who would disegree with that? But there kr. Khrushchev points out the fundemental

difficulty of the Soviet case. If, as he is obviously right in telling us, these
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weapons afé”éé”ééaaly,“and if a sircgle one of them contains as much explosive power as
all the explosives used by both sides in the last war, then the Soviet Government must
show us how we can all be certain —- and nothing less than certainty will do where
these terrible weapons are concerned -- thet neither side will be able to retain any of
these woapons or their components, or the cepability of making them, during the first
weeks of a so—calléd'cbnventional war. And in order to prove that our Soviet colleague,
I submit, must meke out a detailed technical case which refutes the United Xingdom
working paper (ENDC/60).

My second and last point is this: to point out that there are great difficulties
in reaching a desired goael is not, as our Eastern European cclleagues seem to think, to
dispute the desirability of»reaching it. There was one thing which I could accept in
what our Czechoslovek colleague said this morning, and it was his rémark that "facts
are dinescapable ¥ (_ggzgj p-9 ). Indeed they are, and not the least.stubborn things
are technical facts. But surely these difficulties are not to suggest that a goal
shouid not be reéched, These difficulties are a challenge to all of us to pool our
efforts and to co-operate in studies of how to minimize the difficulties end thereby to
meke the goal easier to reach. That is what kr. Godber asked for on 29 Nay (ENDC/PV.138,
p-48) and that is what Ibask for again today. |

Mr, de CASTRC (Brazil) (translation from French): I shall be very brief, but

I should nevertheless like to crave the attentlon of members of the Committee for a few
minutes in order to read out to them an official communiqué whlch the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of my country published this morning in the light of the very 31gn1flcant‘events
which have lately taken place within the context of the questions we are examining and
which give us reason to hope for positive results of our cpncérted efforts to guarantee
a stable peﬁce fof the world. | |

This is the text I should 11ke to read to you:

"The Brazilien Government, wh1ch has protested con51stently agalnst .

all nuclear tests, irrespective of the circumstances, welcomes with enthusiasm

and hope the idea of an early meeting of representatives inthe nuclear Powers

with a view to the conclusion of an agreement on the final cessation of sthu:

tests.
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"2ealizing the difficulties in the way of the conclusion of
a treaty on general and complete disarmameﬁt,'the Brazilian Government
continues to urge, both at Geneva and in New York, the need for an
immediate nuclear cease-fire and the adoption of measures designed to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons through the progressive
establishment of denuclearized zones.

"It is against this background thet the Brazilian proposal for
the condemnation of these tests (General Assembly Resolution 1762 (XVII)),
and the 3Brazilian plan for the denuclearization of Latin America, should

be viewed.l
"The Brazilian Government cannot fail to support wholeheartedly the

fresh move by the nuclear Powers, as it supnorts the recent declaration

by thirty African Heads of State concerning the denuclearizetion of

Afric&g and the proposal submitted at Genevae last onday by the delegations

of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the United Arab .lepublic concerning new bases for

negotiation on nuclear tests.g/
"On several occasions the Brazilian Government has expressed the view

that the differences of opinion on the cessation of nuclear tests which

still divide the two parties are negligible and almost without significance.

"It appeals to the nuclear Powers that they should undertake and

conduct their future negotiations bearing in mind the vital interests of

mankind and not only the alleged interests of their security. The
Brazilian Government is convinced that this notion of security is today

indissolubly linked with the idea of peace. It considers that the

carrying out of nuclear tests is a flagrant violation of the oft-expressed
will of the General Assembly of the United Nations and that it is contrary
to the interests of international peace and security."

That is all I had to say.

Circulated as document ENDC/87
Circulated as document ENDC/93/Rev.l
Circulated as document ENDC/94
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I wish to e a11 my:c;f of the right to *eply to Hha2 ren*e«@nu4t1Ve of Canada, Mr. Durns.
Today Mr. Burns ‘protested he*e against, as he put i%, our ath ributing o the Westera
Powers whe notion tLut peace is preserfed Ly the atomic bomb (sipra, pe 24 ). In
confirmatior of this he cited cerbain provisions of the Wectern draft disarmament
treaty (ENDC/30) which allegedly stow Shat the Westewn Powars ure rrepared to agree to
couplete nucleor disarmavand. I st sav crite définitely thot we caunod aﬂcepu this
vrovest by the Cuncdien rc3rcsentative,'since the Zacts £13 the United Stabtes Cuiline
of Basic Provisions of a Yreaty on Général and Compl:ote Disaruament in a Peacetul ¥Worla
give Mr. Burns absolutely no grounds Zuvr it snd fuliy confirm wnab we have said on t““é
5COTe. ' ‘
‘Let us look ut the facts. First, w2 should like o draw Mr. Burns' shbentioen bo
the fect that in the United States cutline of basic provisions of o treaty on dis: rmament
thers is no concretel y formuleted provision for the quuldatlon of all nuclear weapon
stockpiles in %ic form of a distinct obligabtion. In thé"préaﬁble to the United States
outline:only its purpose is proclaimed, but throughout $he whole drafb treaty, however
scrupulously you may study it, nowhere will you 2ind any éoncreté'indicatidhé of How
this purposc is 4o be achieved. Furthermore, it follows from the United °tnues ousline
o a disafmément'tre” - that the question of the destzucvion 22 nucleaxr vcapon ‘stechpiles
is not solved in & definite and nnconditional way by the’%reaty itself, and Statéé vould

not agsume under this treaty an unconditionsl obligation in regard to uhﬂ Droh;b1t1on o2

3

nuclcor weapons and their complete e71m1nut10nn T A
"I can reed to you straight out from the dctual text of the United Sta tes document
wvhat is provided for in the first stﬂve in Tes pecu of nuclecar disarmament: '
"The Parties to She Treaty would agree to ecxamine remaining anrecolved
questions relating to the mecans of accompllshlng in stages 1T end III the
reduction and evenbual elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles. In ‘ths
‘1light of this cxaminetion the Partfés.td the Trealty would agree to o
grrangements concerning nuciear weipdns stockpiles.” {ibid, p.10)
I Cwow your abtention to the wording that the questicn of the destructlon of nuclear

weapon SuOvnPllCu is firsb 4o be examined by experts and then =2 decision on th1°

quection would be taken in +the lighkd of this examination by experiis.
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So, under the United States outline, in the first stage ol disarmament this
question is to be examined by experts and, in the light of this examination, the parties
to the treaty would égrée to arrangements . concerning nuclear weapon stockpiles. In .
other words, after the treaty has come into force and the implementation of measures
for general and complete disarmement has begun, the experts are to decide whether or
not it is possible to destroy nuclear weapon stockpiles, and if it is possible —— to
what extent they should be destroyed. That is what the United States Outline of
Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmement actually provides for,
Mre. Burns. But what if by the end of the first stage the experts fail to reach a
unanimous decision? Yhat will hapoen then, Ir. Burns? In such a case, of course,
under the United States disarmament outline, the problem of the destruction of nuclear
weapons will remain unsolved. This is absolutely indisputable and in fact this
question will be dropred from the agenda. As far back-as a year ago the United States.
representative, Mr. Dean, frankly said so. . I shall quote his words so that you,
¥r. Burns, may alse keep them in mind:

- "Until the nuclear experts devised means for safely controlling the

reduction and elimination.of nuclear stockpiles no nation would .... permit

the. reduction of its own stockpiles to lower levels--to say nothing of the

complete elimination of the nuclear weapons in its stockpiles.™

(ENDC/PV.11, pp. 12,13)

Moreover, lr., Dean emphesised that until the studies of the experts have produced

a solution to the problem of devising means by which the elimination of nuclear weapons
could in effect be verified, the United States cannot conclude an agreement uncondition-
ally providing for the elimination of nuclear weapons. I have quoted these words from
ENDC/PV.11, p.l1. o

Thus it turns out that under the United States outline not only will there be no
prohibition of nuclear weapons but even the eliminasion of their stockpiles is unlikely
ever to teke place. |

The experience of the negotiations on .such a comparatively simple question as that
of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests shows very clearly how the Western Powers
use various technical questions and meetings of experts in order to drag out the

negotiations endlessly and to prevent the achievement of an agreement.
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An”analysis of the statements made by the representativesuof?the United States end
the United Xingdom on the question of nuolear disarnament at our recent meetlngs shows
not only that they still'stand on their old positions, hut that they are even more
resolutely opp051ng the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons. This wes \
revealed today in a partlcularly eloquent manner in the whole series of questlons whlchl_
were poured out onto the Conference table, as from g horn of plenty, by Sir Paul Mason
(w_a_,;p.29 et s.) Jhet strikes us first of all is the fact that the Western representatives,
without even waiting for the results of the experts' examination mentioned in the United
States outline of basic provisionston dlsarmament, tell us that it is impossible to
verify the cessation of_the»production and the elimination of the stockpiles of nuclear
weapons and that, conseQuently the question of the prohibition and elimination of
nuclear weapons cannot‘be solved positively. That is vhat Sir Paul lLiason was telling
us all the time today. . , , o

It is not difficult to see that such a negatlve approach to verlflcatlon of the ,
cessation of the product1on of fissionable materials and the elimination of nuoleag:u
weapon stockpiles was needed by dir. Godber and Sir Paul Mason merely to justify in
some way the Western Powers' reJectlon of nuclear disarmament altogether. It is
nothlng more than that. Here is what Mir. Godber said: -

" ees we are unllkely to be able to achieve total nuclear disarmement

until we can establish adequate and effective peace-making machinery."

(ENDC/PV.138, p.41) L

This means that, on the one hand, they telk of the impossibility of nuclear -

disarmement, linking_it wlth’the impossibility of verifying stockpiles, end particularly
stockpiles of previously produced fissionable:materials.' On the other hand, in order
to leave no loophole, nohpossibility for agreenent_on thle”éuegtion; they‘back.up this
negative view also from.another angle by saying that it will not be possible to .achieve
nuclear dlsarmament unt11 adequate and effectlve forces have been established for _
malntalnlng peace, or as Mir. Godber put it, until we can establish "peace-making R
machlnery". Further Mr. Godber sald'

" oeee such machlnery would have to be sufflclently effective to deal

with, among other thlngs, & situation in wh1ch the security of ome or-

more States was threatened by the retentlon by another State or States
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- of some:... weapons—-grade fissile material from either their curren?

or, even -more serious, from their past production.” “(ibid, R:iz)

Whet in fact do these statements by the United XKingdom representatives mean? I
think that the answer is clear to everyone. First, the Western Powers have already
decided beforehand for themselves thail nuclear weapons should be kept, as before, in
the armements of States. That is the first conclusion. The second conclusion is
that from the hands of the armed forces of individual Stetes or groups of States nuclear
weapons will, perhaps, pass into the hands of the so-called international armed forces
end, moreover, in such quantities as to enable those international armed forces to use
them ageinst the mythical danger of nuclear weapons secretly retained by a State or
several States. Here. is the third conclusion: +the Western 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 Vestern Powers, there is no question at
all of any real prohibition of nuclear weapons or of their complete destruction and

prohibition.

dMr. STELLE (United Stetes of America): The Soviet representative, addressing
General Burns, said this morning (supra, p.37 ) that there was no provision for the
elimination of stqckpileS;of nuclear weapons in the Western plan, and at first he
seemed to base that on a provision in the United States plan which calls in stage I for
an examination of:
. "e.o unresolved questions relating to the means of accomplishing in Stages
IT and III the reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear weapons
stockpiles.” (ENDC/30, p.l0, para. C(6))

The Soviet representative claimed that, since thet study was called for in stage I, at

the time of the treaty nothing would have been undertcken in that study and that, there-~

fore, nothing would have been done along those lines. I should merely like to recall

to the Soviet representative a statement which I mede as recently as 15 May, when I said:
"We ... believe that the best approach to the problem of the final complete -
elimination of nuclear weapons should be to attack and resolve jointly the
technical issues surrounding the problem of verifying the elimination of

those weapons. Such an approach, we believe, need not necessarily await
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the ngnh£Ufe of:s“t£eé£y. It could begin as soon as delegations _

" felt themselves clearly prepared to undertake the necessary studles. JA

(ENDG/PV.132, p.37) | | )
In'repeating'that statement, I would say that it is clear that the offer stands.

Further, in stage ITII of the United States plen there is & clear prov181on for _
the elimination of nuclear weapon stockp11es. The relevant paragraph reads es fellows;h
"In light of the steps taken in Steges I and Ii to halt the - -
production of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons and to
reduce nuclear weapons stockpiles, the Parties to the Treaty would -
eliminate all nuclear weapons remaining at their disposal, would cause
to be dismantled or converted to- peaceful -use all f50111ties for e
production of such weapons,'and would transfer all materials remalnlng
at their dlsposal for use'in such WeapOns to purposes other then use in
such weapons." (ENDC/BOl;pp;29;301'para; c (1)) |

I submit that there is a clear provision in the United States outllne for the

elimination of nuclear weapons stockplles. _

The -Soviet représentative has referred to the'exfremely importent question whether
or not -~ and, if so, when -- nuclear weapons should be made evailable to the iﬁter-
national peace force. Thé position of the Unlted States deleoatlon on thls questlon
is well known. We do not take a firm p051t10n that nuclear weapons should be made p
availaeble to the internetional peace force, or a firm p051t10n on the tlme when they
should be made available if they ‘are. We do say that e decision on this vital questlon-—
vital and important for reasons adduced so well by the United Klngdom representative
today (supra,p.31) -- should be reached only after the most careful study, reflection

and negotiation. L

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):

I shall be very brief. Vhat has just been said by the United States representative,

Mr. Stelle, fully confirms what I have said. He was unable to refute a single word.

He read out a passage from a provision contained in the United States outline for

stage III of disarmement, but I draw your attention to the fact that thet provlslon

begins with the statement: "In the light of the steps token in stage T ...’

(ENDC/PV.30, p.29). But what steps are to be taken in stage I? The question of nuclear
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weapon stockpiles is to be examined, and afterwards the solution of this question would
be dealt with in the light of this examination. So you have the complete circle. I
should like to draw attention once more to lir. Stelle's last sentences when he said that
on the question of making nuclear weapons available to the international peace force
the United States itself had not yet taken a final firm position. This fact by itself
shows that the United States outline does not provide for the complete prohibitioh of |
nuclear weapons, their elimination from the arsenals of States and the destruction of

their stockpiles.

The Conference decided to issﬁe the following communiqué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Hation Committee on Disarmament today
held its one hundred and forty-third plenary meeting in the Palais des
Netions, Géneva, under the chairmanship of dMr. Lall, the representative of
India. :

"Stotements were made by the fepresentétives of India, Czechoslovakiea,
the United States, lomania, Canada, the United Xingdom, Brazil and the Soviet
Union, '

"The delegetion of the United States submitted a document containihg
excerpts from the address by President Kennedy on peaée delivered in
Washington on 10 June 1963.% -

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Frid@y;

14 June 1963, at 10.3C a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.25 p.m.

* Circulated as document ENDC/95





