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The CHAIRILN (India): T declare open the one hundred and ninety-fourth

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

iAe India happens to be the first on the list of speakers for today, I should
like, with your permission, to meke a statement now on behalf of my delegation.

s I am speaking for the first time at the present session of the Conference,
let me first say on behalf of my delegution how very grateful we are to all our
colleagues for their warm and moving tributes to the memory of our late Prime
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru. My delegation has already thanked them; but, as
further tributes have been paid, I shoula like to take this opportunity to express
our deep appreciation once again.

4ll the tributes from our colleagues have laid stress on our late Prime
Minisgter's contribution to peace znd disarmament. 48 we have a new Government
now in India, perhaps our colleasgues may wish to know its broad approcach to some
of these problens. In a recent address to the nation, our present Prime Minister,
Lzl Bahadur Shastri, reaffirmed India's basic policies. Speaking on peace and
disarmament, he said that this is the greatest problem which faces us today and
that the supreme task of the United Nations, to which India gives its full support;
is to ensure not only that war is outlawed but that it is also made impossible.
While expresging his agreement with President Johnson's view that a world without
war would be the most fitting memorial teo Jawaharlal Nehru, our Prime Minister said:

"We pledge ourselves today, in co-opergtion with other peaceful

nations, to continue to work for the realization of this ideal'.

In conformity with that pledge, my delegation will continue to exert every
effort to ensure the success of our Conference. We shall continue our close and
friendly co-operation with all other delegations. Those are the instructions
which we have received, and as I have returned to (Geneva only recently, may I
thank all ny colleagues for the welcome which they have kindly extended to me?

May I also add my voice to the welcome which has been extended to our distinguished
co-Chairmen and to our new colleagues?

Qur session started in the early part of this month, and, as many of our
colleagues have observed, we are meeting in favourable conditions. The three
agreenents of last year and the fourth which was reached this year have helped

to improve the international atmosphere. although the agreements were reached
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outside the Conference, they arc closely reloted to our work. We regard 1t as

ong of our basic tasks to keep this alive and vo strengthen it still

further.

In the Ccnference itself we have made z good beginning by adonting for the

¢

firast time a businesslike agenda (ENDC/PV.1919 ppe 5, 6). Our leading colleagues
have also assured us thaelt on scnme of the matters whaich we are discussing the
attitude will be more flexible. We naturally welcome this assurance, because,

as our dSoviet colleagus Mr. Zorin has dointed out, a unilateral solution of the
disarnament problem ig impozsible (ENDC/PV,IBS, c. 16). It will be casisr to
move towards a soluticrn if greater flexibility is shown and there is a spirit of
accommodation on both sides. hug this assurance has created the hope that our

new session may bring greater progress in our work.

[}

We are today resuning ocur discussion of the guestion of the elimination of

nuclear delivery venicle The discussion which has elready taken place has in
our view been helpful. 1t has been marked in particular by what our United

Xingdon colleague, Mr. Thomas, referred to on 9 June as an advance in the Soviet
pogition (EEEQDS pe 21). Mr. Thomas has suggested, however, that, as serious
difficulties still remain, we might move on to other items of the agenda. My
delegation agrees that the other items are of great importance, and, 1f by mutual
agreement they are given a higher priority in the present session, we too would
agree. It does seen to us, howevers that, as the Soviet position has shown a
coentinued advance and greater flexibility has besn promised, 1t is desirable to
g0 on with our »resent discussion. This way help us to find ways of reducing
gsome of the difficulties, even if for technical or political reasons an early
agreenent may not be sasy.

It has been suggested by our Soviet colleague and other representatives of
socialist countries that further discussion might take place on the basis of the
Indian proposal. The advantage of having an agreed basis within the scope of the
appropriate item of the agreed procedure of work is that it gives some direction
to cur thinking and discussion. With that end in view we put forward a proposal
on 24 March for our colleagues! ccngicderation (ENDC/PV.1779 Pe 28). Some clari-
fication of the proposal was given later, on 28 april (BEDC/PV.187, p. 58). We
feel that it might be helpful if, in the light of the discussions that have taken

place, that proprosal could be considered further
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Our broad approach to the guestion of the elimination of nuclear delivery
vehicles is generally the same as that of our colleagues. We are all agreed
that an area of agreement exists butween the two sidss and every effort should
be made to widen it. Some widening has =already taken place as a result of the
changes in the Soviet Union's position. Those changes, we must recognize, have
been made with a view to facilitating an agreenent. i further widening of the
area should be possible if greater flexibility and understanding are shown in
our discussions. Qur colleagues Sir Paul lason (ENDC/PV.190, pp. 19 et seg.)
Mr. Cavalletti (EEEE., pp. 13 et seg.) and others have outlined the area of
agreemnent. I shall not cover the same ground, but I should like to stress some
of the points which seem important to us. |

We are all agreed, in the first place, thut the elimination of nuclear
delivery wvehicles lies at the heart of the disarmament problem. There cannot
be much progress in negotiating a treaty if there is nc agreement on that gquestion.
We have been asked by the United Nations, (A/RES/19O8(XVIII))9 and the whole world
expects us, to carry out the negotiations with a high sense of urgency. Unless
gsome progress is made, the threat presented by countries which have rejected the
very idea of disarmament will steadily increase. That threat has led countries
such as ours which are wedded fo disarmament to strengthen their defences. Thus
we are involved in a vicious circle, which is a particularly vpainful one for the
developing countries. Their burden has 1ncreased, as they have to meet threats
to their security and at the same time carry out their development plans. The
only way out is to intensify our effort to reach an agreement on the elimination
of nuclear delivery vehicles. Our negotiations will then move forward, and we
may soon be in a better position to consider the important question of how to
make the treaty applicable to all countries.

another point on which we are all agreed is that total elimination should
not take place in the first or second gtage but should be reserved for the third
stage. Our Western colleagues have suggested that stability and security depsnd
on a balance of nuclear power between the two gides. They have suggested the
maintenance of nuclear missile shields during the disarmament process. Whether
g balance at the existing high level gives the right kind of security is a point
which might be considered later. However, the Western suggestion for the

meintenance of shields has been accepted by the Soviet side.
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Thus we have another point on whick there 1g agreement; and I might add
that we too -- that is, countries such asg India -- are interested in the question
of security. In fact security is a world problem; it is not a problem which
concerns the nuclear Powers only. Ag we pointed out on 24 March (ENDC/PV.lYY,
Pe 30), while we wish tc eliminate the danger of nuclear war, we have also to
bear in mind the important consideration that our efforts should not give wrong
ideas to an adventurist Power, or encourage it to indulge in aggressive activities
with its superior conventionel forces.

There is a third pfcint which is of particular importance. It relates to
the actual level of balance of nuclear power needed to ensure genuine security.
I am stating the position as we see it; and if our analysis is not correct we
shall no doubt be corrscted. While nuclear armaments seem to form an integral
part of the mix of weapons and defence structures of the nuclear Powers, I anm
sure we will all agree that they fall into a special catsgory. They have a
gpecial purpose and character which distinguish them from cther types of
afmaments. For the first fime in man's history a weapon has been created which
cannct easily be used. In fact, if used at all, thie wust insvitably lead to
mutual suicide anc. annihilation. We cannot imagine any international problem
which exists at present or may arise in future to which such a solution can be
applied.

Nevertheless the situation is such that the threat of use of nuclear
weaponss although the threat may never be carried out, ssems to operate as a
deterrent. In that somewhat negative sense, the deterrent may have helped to
preserve an uneasy peace. 4 more positive effect is that on both sides
recognition of the danger has led to greater restraint. From the point of
view of security, however, such value a8 a deterrent has seems to depend on
its being kept at a reasonably low level. «w level which is steadily expanding
or is already higher than that sufficient for the purpose of deterrence involves
grave dangers. Far from ensuring security, it is, as we see 1t, a threal 1o
security and stability.

It seems that the level of what may be regarded as a true deterrent has
already been greatly exceeded. This is confirmed by such facts as have been

disclosed to the Committee and by varicus statements made by leaders of both
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gides. I nesd not repeat those statements, which have often been quoted in our
Committee. I will mention only the statement which the late President Kennedy
made tc the United Nations CGeneral assembly three years ago. Our Bulgarian
colleague, Mr. Lukanov, also referred tc that statement the other day
(ENDC/PV.192, p. 6). The late President said:

"Every man, woman and child lives Zgodqi7 under a nuclear sword

of Damocleg, hanging by the slenderest of threads, capable of being

cut at any moment by accident or miscalculation,; or by madness.!

(A/PV.1013, para.50)

The late President then went on to describe the existence of these weapons as a

gource, not of security, but of horror, discord and distrust.

That was the situation three years ago; and, as our colleage Mr. Foster
has informed us, there has been an enormous increase in the Unitea Btates
inventory since then. 4 sinilar increase must have taken place in the Soviet
inventory. Is 1t not right, therefore, to conclude that the accumulation of
all these armaments on both sides has reached a level which is a threat to
hvmanity? If it was a threat three years ago when the late President Kennedy
gpoke; 1t must be a greater threat now. The level has clearly passed the danger
point and 1s very much above the minimum level needed for genuine security or for
deterrence.

How, then, is the situation to be remedied? If we are living under a
nuclear sword which can fall on us at any moment, can it be saic that we have
conditions of security? It seems that such security as a true deterrent may be
expected to provide has been compromised by this expanding level. It is a
matter of some satisfaction that both sides seem to recognize this growing danger.
Our United States colleagues have suggesfed an immediate agreement for the
stoppage of production of certaln types of nuclear armanents. They have suggested
as a measure of high priority a verified freeze of strategic vehicles and fission-
able material for weapon use. Those suggestions are being considered separately,
and T am not going tc speak on then today. The only question which sometimes
troubles us is that, if a high priority 1s considered essential for a stoppage
of production of certain types of nuclear armaments, why should the same priority

not be accorded to the reduction and elimination of nuclear armaments?
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As far as reductioﬁ and elimination are concerned, it has been suggested that
baleance can be preserved only by applying uniform cuts to all types of armaments in
the three stages of disarmament. As regards stoppage of production -=- which might
also affect balance if confined to certain sectors in which one side is weaker or
stronger than the cther --, a clear distinction has been made between various types
of armements,  Stoppage of production is, of course, essential, and we hope that
it will be brought about in a balanced way and on an agreed basis., However, this
by itself will not eliminate the danger created by the level of existing stocks of
nuclear armaments. Those stocks, as we have been repeatedly told, are sufficient
to destroy all 1life on our planet. Therefore it seems to us that the inter-
relationship of stoppage of production and reduction or elimination of nuclear stocks
might be recognized, In both those fields, in our view, some sort of priority
appreach might help us in our search for a solution,

Those are some of the considerations which led us to make a proposal at the
177h meeting and to clarify it at the 187th meeting. (supra. p.6 ) Two possible
rnethods liave been suggested for reducing and eliminating the menace of nuclear
armements. I shall not go into the details of the Gromyko proposal (ENDC/2/Rev.1/Add.l)
and of the United States proposal (ENDC/30 and Corr.l and Add.l, 2, 3), which have
often bsen discussed here. Our own proposal seeks some sort of middle road which
might help to ensure an advance towards an agreed solution, The proposal is that the
reduction of existing stocks of nuclear delivery vehicles on both gides to a less
dangerous level, or to a level needed solely for the purpose of deterrence, should
have tha same high priority as has been suggested for the stoppage of production of
certain types of nuclear armaments, The reduced levels should be established as
early as practicable and should be maintained throughout the disarmament process.

A remaining stocks should be destroyed under effective international controlQ

That is what ws mean by a "nuclear umbrella', or a minimum nuclear deterrent,
whaich would give greater security by reducing other dangers, Under the shade of this
"ambrella", or minimum nuclear deterrent, which would be established at the earliest
practicable stage, other agreed disarmament measures would be carried out under
effective international control, How, when, where and in what shape the "umbrella®
would be set up are all matters of detail., The suggestion we have made is that all

such matters should be considered by a working group. That was the suggestion of our
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Western colleagues, cond we have acceplted thelr suggestion. The working group must,
however, know what precisely we have in mind. It must have o clear directive,

or clear terms of reference, Othervise the course of discussion will follow the
same general course aos the discussion in the moin Conference.

We cre glad thot our Soviet colleague and our colleagues from the other
socialist countries have accepted the suggestion for a working group. That is a
distinet gain, as we may need working groups for other purposes also. Our
colleagues have, however, suggested that the principle of o "nuclear umbrellal
should first be accepted. As we see 1t, this means in effect that the working
group should have a clear directive to examine, on the basis of the Joint Statement
of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5), practical methods to reduce the existing level of
stocks of nuclear delivery vehicles on both sides to a level needed solely for the
purpose of deterrence, at the earliest practicable stage.

We presume that the representatives of the Soviet Union and other socialist
countries are not insisting on any other conditions. Our own position has always
been that all matters of detail should first be examined by the working group. We
have not expressed any views on the details of the Gromyko proposal; nor have we
agreed to the study by the experts being confined to the proposals of only one side,
Both sides -- and indeed all delegations -~ should have the right to make proposals
on the basis of the terms of reference. Ls the representative of Nigerie, Mr, Obi,
has pointed out (ENDC/PV.192, p.17), even more radical plans than the Soviet plan may
be proposed. Other plans proposed on the basis of the terms of reference may be
less radical, Cur Soviet collesgue, Mr. Zorin, does not seem to disagree with that
view. On 23 June he said:

"We think that the working group could examine such specific questions

as the number, type and power of the intercontinental, anti-missile

and anti-aircraft missiles to be retained by the Soviet Union and the

United States until the end of the disarmament process; the manner

of distribution of these missilesj the order of their destruction at

the end of the third stage, and the method of control over them,"

(ENDC/PV.192, p.25)
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On no specific issue or matter of detail, including such matters as the method of
reduction or whether equal or unequal numbers are to be retained by each nuclear side,
bearing in mind geocgraphical and other conéiderations, can a commitment be expected
in advance. If we have understood Mr, Zorin correctly, no such commitment has been
asked for on matters of detail.

We understand that the terms of reference of the working group have been
discussed, or are being discussed, by the two co~Chairmen. We hope that their
efforts will be successful. The composition of the proposed working zroup is also
a matter of importance, although that might be considered later. So far as the terms
of reference are concerned, a possible approach might be to direct the working group,
under item 5 (b) of our agreed procedure of work (ENDC/52), to examine and to report
on specific issues arising from any proposal which may be made by any participating
member for the reduction and elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles, on the basis
of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDG/5) and as part of the disarmament
process, with the aim =~ and I should like to emphasize that this is the crux of the
matter, as it gives a clear directive to the working group ~- of ensuring that at the
earliest practicable stage of the disarmament process the existing stocks of each
nuclear side are reduced to the minimum level of a specific nuclear deterrent, or a
"muclear umbrella", which would be retained by each auclear side for the purpose of
ensuring security until the end of the disarmament process, all other stocks of each
nuclear side béihg destroyed under effective internagtional control. We are not
committed to any specific formula. We have put forward our suggestion as a possible

basls for further discussion.

Mr, PBCHOTA (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): During the last
three weeks of our negotistions the demand has been voiced almost unanimously that the
Committee should at last proceed to a concrete, business=-like consideration of the
problems confronting it. In our opinion, this demand is fully justified not only as
regards collateral measures but, above all, as regards measures of general and complete
disarmament, We consider that the general atmosphere in which our work is being
carried on makes it possible to hope that such an approach could yield positive
results. This hope is strengthened by the new initiatives and proposals on the part

of the delegation of the Soviet Union.,
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Today, when we are considering problems of general and complete disarmament,
I should like to ssy a few words concerning the Soviet provosal (ENDC/PV.188, p.17) to
set up a working group which, on the bhasis of adoption of the principle of a "nuclear
umbrella’, would deal with the specific problems and details involved in the
implementabion of appropriate measures for the eliminetion of nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles., We think that this new proposal by the Soviet delegation creates a suitable
basis for achieving gvbstantial progr egotiations of the Commitiee on general

S

and complete disarmament, We are convinced of this both by the whole course of .

the preceding negotiaitions ou the cuestion of eliminating

nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles and by the favourable reception given tc the Soviet proposal.

Ta our opinicr, there have emerged possibllifies of moving our negotiations

forward. But, as we know, the possibiliiies depend in the last analysis on the

wili of all the partners around the conference table. We welcomed the fact when the
representatives of the VWestern States also recognized that the Committee must move on,
at last, to a concrete, businegs-like discussion,

But now, unfortunately, our Western colleaguss are beginning to have
reservations. They deny bths rnced %o have a definite, agreed plan of action as a
bagic prerequisite for business-like discussion of the problem in a working group.

OQur Western collesgues put forward various objections., On.the one hand, they

sclare vhat thelr proposal also provides for the establishment of a sort of .
"nuclear umbrella't, On the other hand, our Western colleagues try to raise a number
of objections., from the allegetion that the concevt of a "nuclear umbrella" is
insufficiently defined, to statements that this concept is unacceptable to thelr
countries. Tn so doing they are clearly and gersistently seeking to substitute
for this equitable principle the United Slates proposal for a percentage reduction
of the number of nuclsar weapon delivery wehicleg,

As regards the substsnce of the varlous arguments advanced by our Western
colleagues against the Sc7iel proposal to proceed to the consideration of the question
of the elimination of delivery wvehicles irn an appropriate working body on the basis of
adoption of whe principle of a ™uclear umbrella", we cannot fail to note that these

arguments are for the most part artificial and are not based on the true situation.
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Very significant, for instance, is the comment madevby the United States
representative, Mr. Foster, that the "nuclear umbrella" under the Soviet proposal
requires the elimination of about 97 to 99 per cent of 2ll nuclear delivery vehicles
in eighteen months (ENDC/PV.190, p.47). The Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Soviet Union, Mr, Zorin, pointed out on 23 June that there is no foundation for
such an assertion (ENDC/PV.192, p.25). Indeed, neither the delegation of the Soviet
Union nor the delegations of the other socialist countries have ever adduced any such
figures as would give our Western colleagues grounds for drawing such conclusions from
the Soviet proposal. As Mr, Zorin emphasized in his statement at that meeting, the
basis of the concept of & ‘nuclear umbrella' is the retention of -

"eeo a minimum quantity of missiles with nuclear warheads which should

be sufficient to deter any aggressor beforehand and would thus make it

possible to eliminate gll the remaining means of delivery in the

earliest stage of disarmament.® (ibid., D.24)

Equally unfounded, in our opinion, is the assertion put forward by some
delegations of the Western countries that in proposing the adoption of the principle
of a "nuclear umbrella' as the basis for consideration of the problem in a working
body, the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries seek to ensure that the
negotiations are conducted on the basis of the proposals of only one side. It is
true that it was thz Soviet Union that introduced into the negotiations on general
and complete disarmament the idea of retaining a "auclear umbrella"; and, in our
opinion, this should be regarded as striking evidence of its efforts to find a mutually-
acceptable basis for negotiations on the problems of the elimination of delivery vehicles,
After all, this proposal has met with wide support throughout the world and, moreover,
not only from public opinion but also from the governments of many countries. This
has been shown in the work of this Committee as well as outside it, for instance at
the seventeenth and eighteenth sessions of the United Nations General Assembly.

There is no need to stress that the proposal for the retention of a "nuclear
umbrella" represents a substantial change in comparison with the original proposal
of the Soviet Uniorn for the total elimination of delivery vehicles in the first stage
(ENDC/2) . In adopting the concept of a "auclear umbrella", the Soviet Government
has gone a long way to meet the position of the Western Powers; it has shown the
utmost flexibility and has again demonstrated its desire to reach a mutually-

acceptable agreement,
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In contrast to this the delegations of the Western Powers have, during all
this time, adhered to their original unacceptable proposal for a percentage reduction
and‘have shown no willingness to take the slightest step towards reaching agreement
on the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles., Now our Western colleagues
plcture the matter as thouzh the Soviet Union were seeking to have only its own
proposals considered. I think that the very history of our negotiations on the
problem of eliminating nuclear weapon deliveryvehicles provides the best refutation
of this allegation.

What position has the United States delegation, for example, adopted towards
the Soviet proposal? In the statement made by the United States representative,

Mr, Foster, on 16 June there was indeed an expression of gzreement to the establishment
of a technical working group to deal with the problem of delivery vehicles
(ENDC/PV.190, P.48) . But as regards the basis for such discussions, Mr, Foster
referred to the wording of item 5(b) of the azreed procedure of work (ENDC/52) that

all proposals relevant to this agenda item be open for discussion in such a working
group.

Such a position is obviously intended to create an impression of the flexibility
and readiness of the United States to discuss any proposal in the working group.

But we cannot help drawing the conclusion that this flexibility is only apparent.
It was at the same meeting that Mr. Foster stated quite frankly that the United
States could not agree to the Soviet proposal "either in principle or as the basis
for negotiations." (ENDC/PV.190, 0.47).

It is obvious that such a statement is not likely to increase the hopes which
have been engendered by certain sizns of an improved state of affairs in our
negotiations, If there is no readiness to reach agreement on an equitable bésis on
which this working group would have to work, what prospects can there be for the work
itself of such a group? Thus the sterile debates of our Committee would actually be
transferred to a nominally-established working group., One can preswne in advance
that such e step would be a mere waste of time. Furthermore, the establishment of
a working sroup under such conditions would zive rise to baseless illusions in world
public opinion., Even in the General Assembly the false impression would be created
that the Committee had set about a2 business-~like discussion of the problems relating
to nuclear weapon delivery vehicleg if the Committee's report were to state that an
appropriate working zroup had been set up, whereas in fact the work of this group

under the conditions in gquestion could not lead to any positive results.



. ENDC/PV .18/
16

(Mr. Pechota, Czechoslovakia)

Altogether different prospects are opened up by the pronosal of the delegation
of the Soviet Union, Discussion of the problems relating to nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles on a basis of mutual compromise, which would be created as a result of
adoption by our Committee of the principle of a "nuclear umbrella", would undoubtedly
provide real possibilities for making progress. We believe to be fully justified the
point of view that the establishrient of a working group will make sense only if
agreement, is reached in regard to a definite common basis for the negotiations, Such
a basis, of course, does not preclude the possibility that various problems and various
opinions may arise in regard to the specific, practical solution of individual questions,
but it would create favourable conditions for overcoming difficulties and finding
mutually-acceptable decisions,

In the light of these facts, the question arises: why do the dele;ations of the
Western countries continue to adopt an essentially negative position in regard to the
principle nf a "nuclear umbrella' and why do they cling to their unrealistic and
unacceptable concept of a percentaje reduction., Their representatives in our Committee
try to justify this position by alleging that adoption of the proposal for the retention
of a Muuclear umbrella! would upset some sort i balance of forces, whereas a "percentage"
reduction would maintain -- so they assert -~ this balance throughout the process of
general and complete disarmament,

But what 1s the truth? What have the representatives of the Western Powers in
mind when they speak about maintsining a balance of forces? What balance is concerned?
Recently the delegationc of the Western Powers have often referred to az "rough balance
of deterrence", Oune can judge from some of their statements that by this "rough
balance!' they mean the possibility for the two sides to deal a devastating blow at each
other,

But in this connexion it is appropriate to point out a certain fact of some interest.
Whereas the representatives of the Western Powers in their statements here in the
Committee speak of a "rough balance of deterrence", on other occasions representatives
of the same countries often state that they have a "manifold superiority" over the Soviet
Union in strategic delivery vehicles and nuclear weapons, We do not know == in this
case it is not really so important -- on what they base these arguments about a
"manifold superiority". The only important thing is that these two, at first sight
incompatible, ideas are expressed in the proposal for a percentage reduction of the

numbers of delivery vehicles.
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It is significant that even those who bandy arguments based on a "manifold
superiority" are forced to admit that the Soviet Union has sufficient means for
dealing a devasting retaliatory blow at a possible aggressor and that this fact will
not in the least be altered by a further intensification of the arms race. It is
enough to recall the words of the United States Secretary of Defense, Mr, McNamara,
who declared, when speaking in the Sub- ommittee of the Committee on Appronriations
of the United States Senate in connexion with the military budget of the United States
for 1964:

© T4 yould become increasingly difficult, regardless of the form of

the attack, to destroy a sufficiently large proportion of the

Soviet's strategic nuclear forces to preclude major damage to the

United States, regardless of how large or what kind of strategic

forces we build., Even if we were to double and triple our forces

we would not be able to destroy quickly all or almost all of the

hardened interccontinental ballastic missile sites." (Hearings before the Sub-

PR ) #adidt

In our opinion all these factors throw new light on the proposal for a
percentage reduction of delivery vehicles, The question arises as to what would be
the consequences of the proposal; would it lead to the maintenance of a '"rough balance
of deterrence", or, rather, to a change in the correlation of forces in another
direction, more favourable to the West? If -~ as it seems to us -- the United States
position is based on the assumption of its Mmanifold superiority", which is, however,
incapable of destroying or weakening the effectiveness of the Saviet Union's means of
retaliation, an attempt could be made to achieve the same goal in another way. If
a new advance in armaments does not lead to this goal an attempt could be made to
achieve it by means of a reduction of armaments carried out in a certain way.

That is, roughly, the train of thought which, in our opinion, is taking shape
in the mind of certain military representatives of the United States. Of course,
we have no intention of juggling with the designs of anyone, but we cannot avoid the
impression that the proposal for a percentage reduction, which is clearly based on
the aforementioned assessment of the situation, is motivated by precisely such

considerations,
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Therefore we consider fully justified the guestion raised on 16 June by the
representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Zorin:

".... one cannot help wondering whether some people in the United

States, trusting in their 'manifold superiority' in regard to the

number of intercontinental missiles and bombers, are counting upon

changing the situation during the disarmament process in such a way

that at some particular moment the United States would still retain

the capacity to deal a powerful nuclear blow while the other side

would already have been deprived of that capacity." (ENDC/PV.19O,4pp.30—31)

In our view these circumstances confirm once again the sound basis of the position

of the socialist countries that a percentage reduction does not provide the least
guarantee Tor the maintenance of any balance.

On the contrary, it is obvious that equal conditions of security for all
States; including the great Powers, can be ensured only if the prospect of
reciprocal destruction is averted, and such a measure wouli have to be carried outl
simultaneously by the two sides. The most sultakle and direct way to this
objective would be the total elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles
in the very first stage of general and complete disarmament, as was proposed by
the Soviet Union in 1962 (ENDC/2).  But, taking into account the objections of
the Western Powers to such a solution, the socialist countries are prepared to
accept the retention of a '"nuclear umbrella. In our opinion this proposal opens
up a practicable path to the solution of the guestion of delivery vehicles.,

Last Tuesday the Czechoslovak delegation listened to the interesting statement
made by our Nigerian colleague, Mr. Obly and in this connexion it would like to
stress his realistic approach to the guesiion under discussion when he said:

"We feel, and strongly too, that the problem of nuclear weapons and

their means of delivery not only deserves priority but belongs to

a special category. It is for this reason that we express

satisfaction at moves almed at bridging the gap in the positions of

the two sides. It is for this reason that we warmly welcomed both

in the United Nations General Assembly and in this Committee, and

shall continue to welcome, the two Gromyko proposals. It is for

this reason that we hail Mr. Zorin's elaboration of an idea tentatively

proffered by Mr. Tsarapkin during the previous session for an appropriate
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working organ to consider the various issues pertaining to the
elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles, provided that the

Committes approved the latest Gromyko proposal." (ENDC/PV.192, p.17)

Te listened with great attention to the statement made today by the
repregentative of Iandia, Mr. R.X. Nehru. We listened with particular satisfaction
to his pledge that the new Government of Prime Minister Shastri will steadfastly
continue the active work for the realization of agreement on general and complete
disarmament and in other fields important for the maintenance of peace and security.
We zlso noted with satisfaction the way in which Mr. Nehru put forward his ideas
on the question which we are now discussing, the elimination of nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles, and the gusstion of establishing an appropriate working body.
Of course, we sghall study with due attention all his extremely interesting ideas
and we shall return to them when this guestion is discussed at a subsequent
meeting. We think that the constructive approach of our Indian colleague will
greatly contribute to the progress of our work.

The Czechoslovak delegation regards as correct the propcsal that the
priaciple of a "nuclear umbrella' should be the basis for the negotiations of a
workirg group, as proposed by the Soviet Union. Only on this condition is the
cstablishment of a working group likely to fulfil its purpose and lead to the
achievement of positive results.

In concluding my statement, I should like on behalf of the Czechoslovak
delegation to express the bope that the delegations of the Western Powers will
reconsider their attitude in regard to the Soviet proposal and thus help to ensurs
that the possibili.ies which this proposcl opens up for achieving progress in the
negotiations on general and complete disarmament are utilized to the full and with

the least possible delay.

Mr. THOMAS (United Kingdom): By agreement we resume today our
consideration of items 5 (b) and (c¢) of our agreed agenda (ENDC/52). Today and
2t our last two Tuesday meetings the Committee has focused much of its attention

on the suggestion made by Mr. Zorin on 9 June that an expert working group should
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now be set up to consider in detail specific questions about the elimination of
nuclear delivery vehicles (ENDC/PV.188, p.17). This morning I should like to
offer some brief comments in the light of what has so far been said on that
particular matter.

Let me say at once that I warmly support the view that on certain key issues,
such as the one now under consideration, the time has come when the Committee should
turn from general discussions and get down to a detailed technical examination and
assessment of the many complicated factors involved. That is a view which we in
the United Kingdom delegation have long held and expressed. We have persistently
urged the Committee to adopt that procedure on specific problems, because we
strongly believe that it offers ons of the best ways of making progress in our work.
Therefore we are most encouraged by the fact that, at least as regards one particular
problem, this view now seems to be shared not only by our Soviet and East European
colleagues but also by other members of the Committee. That being so, we now have
an opportunity which we should not fail to grasp. I can assure you that the
United Kingdem delegation will do all it can to ensure that this opportunity is
not lost.

I am sure we all agree that a working group on the problem of nuclear delivery
vehicles will have to be established on some agreed basis if its work is to prove
fruitful and constructive. As Mr. Zorin said ir his statement at our meeting
last Tuesday -~

"In order to move forward in the work of the Committee it is essential

to establish a working group which would operate on an agreed basis."”

(ENDC/PV.192, p.23)

However, we have not yet agreed on what that basis should be. Our Soviet and

United States colleagues have both indicated to the Coumittee what, in their view,
that basis might be. In this connexion I noted that our Nigerian colleague,

Mr. Obi, also made some suggestions in an interesting and thoughtful statement at
our meeting of 23 June (ibid., pp.18, 19). This morning, if I may say so,

Mr} Chairman, we have heard an important, helpful and constructive statement from

you as leader of the Indian delegation. 0f course we shall all wish to study your
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remarks carefully in the verbatim record, but I should like to say now that I find
myself in agreement with much of what you have said. I have no doubt that other
represéntatives also have views which they may wish to put forward at an appropriate
moment and which the Committee will wish to consider,

The present position, therefore, can be described as fluid and open to
negotiation. Provided maximum goodwill is forthcoming, I have every reason to
hope it will be possible soon to agree on the basis on which a working group can
be established. As Sir Paul Mason suggestved two weeks ago (ENDC/PV.190, pp.19
et seq.), the position between the two sides is not really so far apart. In our
view, a basis for a woriing group can be sald already to exist. I shall not
detain the Committee by repeating all the points made by Sir Paul on that occasiong
but I should iike to recall the fact, as you yourself pointed out this morning,
Mr. Chairman, that there are already many areas of common ground between the
positions of both sides.

In our view, on any objective analysis these points of agreement are more
than enough to justify us in now turning to discussion of their detailed
a.pplication.~ Therefore I was slightly disappointed, though certainly not
disheartened, by certain remarks by our Soviet colleague last Tuesday (ENDC/PV.192,
ﬁp.?O et seq.) which suggested that these areas of agreement which already exist
were, in his view, not enough. I realize, of course, that Mr. Zorin is anxious
to arouse support for the view of his delegation and of his Government on how to
reduce and eliminate nuclear delivery vehicles from the arsenals of States by the
end of stage III of a disarmament treaty; but I am sure he would be the first to
agree that opinions can vary on how this might best be done. I am sure that
Mr. Zorin ﬁould also agree that, pending a thorough and detailed analysis by an
expert working group, it is somewhat premature for any of us to claim that this
or thaf proposal will necessarily provide us with the right answer,; with an answer
we can all accept.

‘That being so, it seems only sensible that if we in this Committee are to
produce the right answer to the whole problem of nuclear delivery vehicles —-—
and, let us make no mistake about it; this Committee will simply have'to produce

the right answer sooner or later --— we should not prejudice the task of the working
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group in helping us to produce that answer by attaching unduly restrictive
conditions to its establishment anda to its work thereafter. To ny mind, fhat
would be both unnecessary and even self-defeating. Indeed; it miéhtveven
prevent the Committee from reaching agreement on the basis on which the working
group should be set up in the first instance. If this were to happen, I am sure
we should all deplore our failure to seize what may be a potentially significant
opportunity to make real progress in this Committee on one fundaiental aspect of
our work.

Therefore it seems important to me that, in considering the basis on which
the working group should be set up, we should try to steer a steady course between
two extremes, a course which you, Mr. Chairman, described this morning as being
"the middle road". On the one hand, the worxing group should not be on such a
narrow basis that its detailed technical analysis fails to produce helpful results.
On the other hand, the working group should not be on such 'a wide basis that its
discussions become so diffuse as to be meaningless.

In the view of the United Kingdom delegation, the suggestions put forward
by our United States colleague, Mr. Foster, on 16 June (ENDC/PV.190, p.48) would
provide us with one way of steering between the two hazards I have Jjust mentioned.
Those suggestions would enable the working group, among other things, to examine
in detail and in depth the proposals put forward by our Soviet colleagues. At
the same time, the working group would not be precluded from examining other
proposals in this specific field with precisely the same objective:s that is,
the objective of reducing and eliminating all nuclear delivery vehicles from the
military establishments of States by the end of the disarmament process.

The Committee will have noted that Mr. Foster did not make it a condition
that before a werking group could be set up our Soviet colleague should accept
in principle the proposals on nuclear delivery vehicles in the Western disarmament
plan. Mr. Foster's approach seemed to us a reasonable one. It would providé
the working group with a sufficient degree of freedom in discussién, without
which its work is unlikely to be productive. For the same reason, we in the
West should not be required to accept in principle as a precondition for the
working group the Soviet proposals, or for that matter any other proposals, in

this particular field.
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I am sure that this was the thought which Mr. Obi had in mind last Tuesday
when he urgedkthe need for a forum giving scope for flexibility ofﬂapproach,
and when he said:

"It could well be that after ... discussions Zgh such a foru§7

a solution would emerge confirming the soundness of one plan or

the other, or, even more likely and appropriately, a realistic

compromise solution." (ENDC/PV.192, p.19)

It seems clear, too, that that was also the thought which you had in mind this

morning, Mr. Chairman, wlen you sald that the terms of reference of a working
group should not be confined to the proposals of only one side (supra, pedl ).
As you said, both sides and, indeed, all members of the Comuittee should have
the right to make proposals on the basis of the terms of reference.

Some of the remarks that were made this morning by the leader of the
Czechoslovak delegation led me at the beginning to hope that his delegation too
might be thinking along those lines, although I must admit that he did seem to
retrace his footsteps at the end of his statement this morning. I hope,
therefore, that our Soviet colleague will remember that, as both Mr. Foster and
Sir Paul Mason pointed out on 16 June (ENDC/PV.IQO, pp.47-48; 19-20), both sides
are now agreed in principle that they should retain agreed numbers of nuclear
delivery vehicles throughout the disarmament process, that those numbers should
be lower than those which would be in their possession when the disarmament
process began, and that those retained missiles would constitute what could be
called a "nuclear umbrella" to deter aggression throughout the disarmament
process.

I realize, of course, that there are differences of view about the size,
the shape and other characteristics of this "nuclear umbreila' at different
stages of the disarmament process. But surely these, aé Mr. Zorin himself
suggested at our meeting last Tuesday (ENDC/PV.192, p.25), are matters which
should be considered by the working group and on which we should reserve Jjudgement

until the group has carried out a detailed technical analysis.
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dMr. FOSTER (United States of America): Although it mey be slightly
irregular for me to make this comment, I cannot fail to take note that the eminent
former leader of the United Kingdom delegation, lr. Godber, has come into the
Council Chaqmber‘—-= to make sure, I presume, that we are doing all the things he
would like us to do. I am sure we all wish to extend a warm welcome to him on his

return to Geneva in anothsr capacity.
Your statement this morning, Mr. Chairman, appears to us to be a most constructive

effort to help find a basis for a detailed study of the problem of nuclear delivery
vehicles,; without prejudice, may I say, to either side. as my own remarks today will
indicate, we are in agreement with a number of points which you have made. For
example, we agres that the principle of balance set forth in the Joint Statement of
Agreed Principles (BENDC/5) constitutes a basic consideration.to be applied to any
proposal for the reduction of armaments. We also agree that a working group should
consider all the proposals relating to item 5 (b) of our agreed agenda (ENDC/52).

I nust, however, at the same time point out some views contained in your statement
which we do not share. For example, we do not consider that the present levels of
nuclear vehicles possessed by the United States are in excess of what we need under
the present circumstances (gupra,ppe 8-9). We shall, of course, wish to study the
verbatim record in detail and shall probably offer mors specific comments later.

‘It is a hopeful sign that we are now considering the formation of the first
working group of this Committee. It is a hopeful sign also that all members of the
Committes who have addressed themsalves to this subject have called for the creation
of such a group. As the representative of the United Kingdom has indicated; he and
his colleagues have been consistent in presenting this suggestion over a considerable
period. Our task here, therefore, is to find a mutually-acceptable basis on which
such a group can be created. The United States delegation belisves that such a
bagis can be found. My remarks this morning are intended to help find such a basis,
and find it promptly, so that we may soon get down to a business-like discussion of
this major problem., _

At our meeting of 23 June the representative of Nigeria; Mr. Obi, made two

basic points which could help to crystallize our thinking about a working group.
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First, he said that there should be no radical disruption of the balance which
appears to exist at the moment (ENDC/PV.1S2, p.16). This is a vital point contained
in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles and one with which I hope we are all in
accord. The balance which we must preserve covers both nuclear and conventional
weapons. A working group would have to keecp that in mind. As Mr. Obi peinted out;
the links which other components of military power havs with nuclear weapons nust
always ba considered.

Secondly, he suggested -- as you have, Mr. Chairman -- that nuclear delivery
vehicles deserve priority in our considerations and that they represent a special

category (ibid., p.17). This is also a point which we support. Indeed, we spoke on

16 June in favour of a working group to consider the subject of nuclear vehicles
(ENDC/PV,l90. p°48). Moreover, we have proposed that the disarmament process begin
with a verified freesze of the numbers and characteristics of strategic nuclear
vehicles (ENDC/120).

The representative of Nigeria then went on to point out that he could approve
the substance of the most recent Soviet proposal (ENDC/2/Rev.1/4dd.l). He said he
could do so provided -~ and this is an essential proviso -~ that the present balance
of power would not be dangerously upset during the process of disarmament. That
proviso is, of course; a key to the evaluation of the impact of the Gromyko proposal.
It is impossible to determine whether the proposal would upset balance, without a
reasonably definite notion of the amount of the cut in nuclear vehicles it would
require in the first stage. We believe that balance is one of the most important
factors the working group should consider. An agreement in principle to the Gromyko
proposal would prejudge that consideration because it would imply that the proposal
would maintgin balance. That conclusion can be drawn only by expefts with all the
requisite information in their possession.

An expert working group is thus an appropriate forum for consideration of the
concrete details concerning the elimination of nuclear vehicles, including the
Gromyko proposal. Indeed, we would not object if the answers to the questions which
many delegations have asked about the Gromyko plan were the first matters submitted
to it. However, we should, of course, expect that the working group would consider
any proposal, including the United States plan for balanced, stage-by-stage reductions
(ENDC/30 and Corr.l and 4dd.1,2,3).
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inother interesting intervention at our meeting of 23 June was that of our Soviet
colleague. I believe that some of his remarks could be helpful. I was glad, for
cxample, to note vhat he set the record straight on one aspect of the Gromykc plan.
He told us (ENDG/PV.192, p.25) that 97 per cent or 99 per cent reductions of nuclear
vehicles were not contemplated in the first stage of the Soviet prop@éal. That
statement was supplemented this morning by the remarks of the representative of
Czechoslovakia. Over the last session we made it clear that, if that was the proposal
which the Soviet Union had in mind, it could not be acceptable, for it would destroy
the present bzlance. Of course, we should like to know more about the magnitude of
the reductions which the Soviet Union does have in mind. A working group would seenm
to be a very good place in which to receive and evalutate that sort of information.

While we are grateful that Mr. Zorin corrected our misapprehension with respect
to this matter, he did nothing to dispel cur concern that the Gromyko plan would
involve substantial reductions in the first stage ~-

"... without inspection for hidden vehicles and without improvement

in the methods for keeping the peace" (ENDC/PV.190, 1.47),

as I said on 16 Jure. If we are in error on these points, we should appreciate very

much being so advised.

The representative of the Soviet Union also discussed the question of missile
reduction under the United States propusals. He stated that, if general disarmament
were delayed for a period of time, under the United States plan States might have more
delivery vehicles at the end of the first stage than they have now. What ths Soviet
representative overlooked was that the United States suggested an immediate, verified
freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles. This measure would put a 1lid on the expansion
in numbers of vehicles to which the Scviet representative made reference. For just
this reason, we hope that the Soviet Union will consider this measure seriously as
ve movs ahead.

Let us now turn to the Soviet representative's statements on the working group.
We belicve we has opened the door, a little way at least, to the possibility of an
acceptable basis for a working group.

B urged ENCC/PV°192, p.25) that we neow proceed to o detailed discussion of

prechicel issues in o working group, We agree.



ENDC/PV.194

J
~

(Mr. Foster, United States)

He talked about the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles from national
arsenals at the end of the disarmament process. Concurrently he expressed the idea
that some delivery venicles would be retained throughout the disarmament process
We cgree with both thoss steps.

Now let us look for a moment at the main point where we differ. The Soviet
representative insists that the Gromyko propcsal be accepted as the basis for
negotiations and that it be the sole proposal considered by the working group. Ws;
on the other hand, do not insist on our proposal as the only basis for negotiations.
Nor do we insist on selecting it as the only plan to put before the working group.
We believe that the working group should consider any reasonable proposal within, and
any relevant consideration to, the nuclear delivery item on the agreed plan of work
(ENDC/52, p.2, item 5 (b)). The Soviet position is clearly unreasonable. No
delsgation should claim a monopoly of wisdom. No plan need be regarded as perfect.

Except for that point of difference, a basis for establishing the working group,
which we all desire, is in sight. Both sides agree that the working group should
concentrate its efforts on nuclear vehicles. Both agree that such vehiclss be
eliminated from national arsenals at the end of the third stage. Now that the
Gromyko plan has been extended to the third stage, both agree that the disarmament
process should take place under the protection of a nuclear deterrent composed of
agreed levels of vehicles on both sides. That is all that is meant by the phrase
"nuclear umbrella". Finally, both sides have agreed that throughout ths entire
reduction process the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5) should apply .

We strongly believe that these points of agreement are sufficient to form the
basis for the establishment of an expert working group on nuclear vehicles. We
believe its formation now could help our work to move ahead promptly in a business~-

liks fasion.”

Lij Mikeel TMRU (Bthiopia): I have listened with the greatest intersst to

your statement this morning, Mr. Chairman, and to those made by the representatives

of Czechoslovakia, the United'Kingdom and the United States. I am happy to ses that

interest in the formation of a working group is now being generated and strengthened.
I am also happy to see the former leader of the United Kingdom delegation,

Mr, Godber, among us. It is good to know that he still retains an interest in

disarmament in spite of his extensive duties in other fields.
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Iy intention in requesting the flocr this worning is to express the suppor
the delegation of Ethiopia for the proposals already made by several delegations for
the establishment of a working group to ccnsider fully the concepnt of a minimum
nuclear deterren® during the process of disarmament. Ve are happy to observe that
this concept now enjoys a wide msasure of acceptance in the Committee, and we hope
that a closer examination in a business-like working group will yield further results.
In this matter the positions of both sides are becoming closer, and we feel it is
high time to pass from general to more detailed consideration of the proposals -~
from debate to negotiations in a working group.

The delegation of Ethiopia would like to express its appreciation to the Soviet
Union for the accommodating spirit it has shown in the latest modification of its
proposals. However; 1t 1s difficult and indeed uncomfortable to witness the
spectacle of the thirsty horse, after being led to the watering-place, now being
refused a generous drink. That 1s the significance cf the controversy regarding the
basis upon which the working group should be constituted. We know that the working
group 1s going to discuss, in all its aspects and implications; the concept of the
minimum nuclear deterrent. The principal sbject of the working groun should be to
examine and appraise all proposals; explore the areas of agreement, and devise a
realistic and practical measure acceptable to both sides. If that is the objective,
We cannot affbrd to restrict tco narrowly the terms of reference of the working group.

The delegation of Ethiopia strongly urges the co-Chairmen to come to agresment
on the particulars of the terms of reference. If agreement is not forthcoming,
item 5 (b) of the agenda could of course be referred to the working group as it

stands, as suggested by you this morning, lir. Chairman.

Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics){translstion from Rugsian):

We have listaned with great attention to the statements made this morning by the
representatives of India, Czechoslovakia, the United Kingdom and the United States

of America, as well as to the statement just made by the represehtétiﬁé‘of Ethiopia.
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They dealt with a number of general éubjects of our discussion, such as the guestion
of how we should pass on to a more concrete examination of the central problem --
the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. Some delegations have stressed
the need to examine this question from a definite point of view, with a definite aim:
namely the spsedisest possible elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, while
providing for the retention of a minimum number of delivery vehicles necessary for
maintaining the security of both sides. ;

The whole of the discussion this morning shows that there appears to be a desire
to find & solution to the question of the basis for the activities of a working group;
although; as it seems to us, today's discussion has still not provided a satisfactory
answer to this question. ‘Such is our opinion. What i1s the reason for this?

It is because there have emerged somewhat different approaches to the question
of the basis for the activities of this working group. Everyone rscognizes the need
for the establishment of such a group. Indeed, the representative of India; when
speaking sbout this basis of work, emphasized that the principle of a "nuclear
umbrella“ is indeed a matter of a directive for the working group. With that I can
entirely agree. It is perfectly true. Further on he said that it was necessary to
examihe the problems of ths elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles with the
aim of ensuring at the earliest stage of disarmament the elimination of all delivery
vehicles; while a minimum level of such delivery vehicles would be retained by each
side until the end of disarmament. I made a note of this from the simultaneous-
interpretation; of course there may be some inaccuracies, but that is the meaning.

As I understand, the representative of India aims at providing such a basis
for the activities of our working group as would preclude any possgibility of a
repetition of the general discussions as to what should be the purposes of our work,
the main direction of our work, and at making the working group a body in which it
would be possible to examine really concrete problems relating to the establishment

of this minimum deterrent, as some call it here, or what we call a "nuclear umbrellal,
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and te rreclude any attempt te evacs the solution of this problem by sxamining plans
T

which essan'ially rule ort the main objective -- the sneediest possible climination
of delivery vehicles waile providing for the retention of a minimum number of such
delivsry vehicles an Mambrellal,

I <think thet & sesrch n this direction urdoubtzdly deservss attention, although
thz formula mentioned by Mr. Wohru seems at first sight to be still insufficiently
worked out. DBut, obviously, we shall have to study ths te ext of his statement, and
we shall do so. I think that other representatives will do likewiss.,

Th: Unitad Kirgdon r»opresentative has also spoken at today's meeting., I am
vound to say that hs, too, zppears to have msde an attempt to approach in a slightly
mnire concrete manner the gucstio " the basis for the activities of the working
group, and to have tried to find a basis fow this work. In doing so, he put forward
ciriteria which are of soms interest and which show that on the one hand, as he said,
the working grous should not he restricted to technical matters alone; in order not
5o have too narrow a basis for the activities of this working group. On the other
hand, its terms of reference should not bs too wids, lest it be transformed into a
renlica of our Comnithes. This apprroach and these criteria are noteworthy because
Shey make it possible te seek for such a Fasis for the activities of the working group
25 vould provide an opportunity to dsal in real earnest with a number .of practical

sl

caestions within tihe scope of an already-defined concept, so as not to go beyond the

AL

ora of that concept and not to transform the working group into a replica of our

v
[

Cormilttace, Only on this condition will theres be any practical sense in establishing
a weorking zroum.

Howaver, in rcferring to the United S ates proposals, Mr. Thomas expounded his
prultion in such a way that it wes bound to give rise to very great doubts. He said;
“ow dnstonce, PVWe considesr that the number of missiles to be retained should be lower
than the existing lerell ww that iz how I jotted it down from the simultaneous

L

“werpratation. Is that a critericn for establishing a sound basis for our work in

|_l.

P

working party? Dot hare asain the same gquastion arises: how much lower? Is it a

o}
=

o

qiecstion of reteining & maxirim or a minimum? When ycu say "lower", this clearly
saows tiat it is a question of a maximum. It is some small reduction. That is how

the meaning of your statement can be interpreted.
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But if you wish the working group to be established on such a basis -~ that is,
cn the basis that the number of missiles to be retained would merely be lower than

the existing level -- I am sorry, but no agreement is possible on such a basis. On -
such a basis a working group would be paralysed from the outset. You see, here we
have two different approaches: we propose the retention of a minimum number of
missiles for the two sides or for two States, whereas you propose only a slight
reduction of their number. These are two different approaches. Is it not obvious?

I thirk this is clear to the United Kingdom representative as well.

But I note that the United Kingdom representative is unwilling today to make
his position more precise and to say more clearly what sort of number it would be --
more than half or less than half. He 1s unwilling to speak about this today. Why ?
Because, as I ses it; he is seeking to get us to agree to go into a working group
without knowing clearly what our partners want. We will not go into such working
group without knowing beforehand what our partners want. After gll, we tsll you
clearly what we want. Then give us an answer: are you for this or against? Then
it will be clear whether we shall have a basis for discussion or not.

We already kﬁow your position on the whole, and we tell you that it is
unacceptable to us. If you stick to the position of a percentage reduction of nuclear
weapon delivery veshicles; as proposed by the United States, we tell you in advance
that we do not agree to it. On that basis thers would be no agreement betwsen us in
a working group.

What you tell us in regard to our position is not altogether clear. In his
statement this mofning, Mr. Foster pointed out that we had somewhat facilitated the
position of the Un*ted States delegation when we said that we did not at all
contemplaté the retention of only 3'per‘cent or 1 per cent of all the delivery
vehicles now possessed by the United Statss and the Soviet Union. But he did not
fully explain his attitude towards our proposal that the principle itself of a minimum
should be taken as the basis. Today Mr. Thomas limited himself to the formula that
the number of missiles to be retained should be lower than the existing level. That
formula does not satisfy us. It does not give us a clear picture of the position

you take, of the basis on which you wish to conduct nsgotiations in the working group.
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Therefore, in order that we mey really fiand o basis, you must state clearly
your position in regard to the wmain cucstion: do you asgree that the whole cuestion
of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicleé should be examined in the
light of the principle that only a minimum, or rather a certain portion, of these
vehicles should be retained for the purpose of ensuring your security ond ours? = If
you are in agreement with this principle, then there is a basis for negotiations.
But if this princisle is lacking, if you do not accept this principle, we do not see
on what bagis it would be posgible to crrive at en asgreement in the working group.

1 have another reason for dealing with this question in so much detail, It is
because the United States representative, Mr, Foster, in giving some explanation
of his position today, rather tried, I would say, to meke out that "the Soviet Union
ingists that the Gromyko proposal be accepted as the sole proposal, We the
United States, on the other hand, do not suggest that our proposal be taken as the
only one," In saying this Mr. Foster implied that the position of the Soviet Union
is inflexible whereas that of the United States is flexible.  That, at least, is how
I understood these statements of the United States representative,

In the first place I must sy, however, thet the Gromyko proposal is only a
proposal of principle. In foct it does not contain any figures, nor does it give
any concrete formulation of what is meant by a 'nuclear umbrella' in terms of its
specific characteristics. Consequently this proposzl can only be regarded as a
principle, But the proposal which you have submitted is an absolutely concrete
proposal ~ it contains not only the principle of 2 percentage reduction, but also
the figures for this percentage reduction. You say quite clearly: 30 per cent
in the first stige, 35 per cent in the second stage, and the rest in the third
stage. Here there are different aporoaches. Consequently there is a great
difference in determining what can be taken as the basis for the activities of the
working group.

If we took your proposal as the basis, the negotiations in the working group
would be reduced to the reaching of agreement on very small problems, because in
that case we would have accepted not only your principle of o percentage reduction
but 2lso a concrete application of this principle. It is obvious that such a
proposal cannot he accepted. /nd you say quite sensibly that you do not insist on
thig proposal as the scle basis for negotiatioms., But it is unsuitable to us not
only as the sole proposal but also as a starting point. It is unsuitable to us

because, as we have already shown, we cannot accept the principle of a percentage
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reduction for reasons thet concern the maintenence of balance at all stages of
disarmement,

You yourselves szy that you agree that this balance must be maintained, But .
today you have not told us anything ebout how you refute the arguments which we have
put forward at the last two meetings. We have put arguments and data before you;
we have taken your data and shown that already at the end of the first stage of
disarmament you would galn, under your prcposal, an advantage over the Soviet Union.
In that case, what becomes of the prineciple of balance? You have not given us eany
answer this morning; wyou have not refuted these data. It is quite obvious that the
United States proposal cannot be onec of the proposals to be taken as a starting point
for discussion in the working group. It cénnot be a starting point, because it
infringes the basic principle which you and we have accepted - the principle of balance,

Further, you say that you are in favour of the United States proposal for a
percentage reduction being considered, but that you are not in favour of your
proposal being the only ons, whereas the Soviet Union insists on the Gromyko proposal
being the only one. No. That is incorrect. We do not all say that the Gromyko
proposal should be the only one, We say that we wish the principle laid down in the
Gromyko proposal to be taken as the basis of the activities of the working group. '
We are prepared to comnsider proposals which may be in accordance with this principle -
any proposals, provided they are in accordance with this principle: the principle
of the retention of a minimum deterrent in the initial stage of disarmement..

If you agree to thig, we are prepared to consider any proposal of yours,

Do submit any proposal that is in accordance with this principle, but not a

proposal that would infringe this principle and leay down a different one -~ a
principle which infringes the balance between the two sides. That is where we
differ, The essence of the Gromyko proposal is that it lays down a definite
principle for the solution of the problem: a minimum deterrent,?ér so~called minimum
"muclear umbrella, would be retained and all nuclear weapon delivery wvehicles would
be eliminated in the shortest possible time in the first stage of disarmament,

What this "umbrella" should be, its characteristics, its expression in terms of
quantity, the phases of its elimination, its control and sc on are matters we are
prepared to discuss. |

But we have not yet a single formal proposal in regard to which we would say:
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'Here is a proposal, Take it or leave it." We do not say that, Let us discuss
in a working group what the minimum debterrent would be. If it 1s a guestion of the
minimum deterrent according to Mr. Thomas's formula, there will be nothing doing,
because that is not a "™minimum" deterrent, but rather a "maximum',

fg you see, there is still a great divergence in regard to the very approach,
to the guestion of what is to be the busis of the activities of the working group,
Nevertheless, I am not inclined to regard all the theses that have been advanced
here as wholly negative. I think that we should continue the exchange of opinions
both at officiel and informal meetings, and try to find a formula which could become
a basis for the terms of reference end cctivities of the working group.

I asgked for the flcoor today solely in order to demonstrate to our Western
colleagues and to the whole Committee thet we are not at all insisting on our
proposal out of capriciousness. If you put forward reasonable proposals that
canply with the principle of a minimum deterrent, we are prepared to consider them.
But to work to no purpose in a working group when there is no real basis of
principle, we consider to be wrong, It would be a sheer waste of time and, where
public opinion is concerned, it would create the illusion that something is being
done, when we already know beforehand that nothing concrete can come out of the
discussion because we heve different aopproaches,

What I am anxious for is that we should arrive at a single approach. We are
gtriving to find tkis single apvroach, and I see in the statements of the
representatives of Italy and Ethiopia definite efforts to find it, I do not think
they have yet found what is necessary, But they are seeking, it seems to me, in
the right direction, and I think thet we ought to join in this search. I would
earnestly request the representative of the United States, the representative of the
United Kingdom ard cur cther colleagues to think over everything that has been said
in the statements made this morning and to understand that what we want is not
sterile work but work founded on the adoption of definite positions of principle, on
the basis of which it would be possible to arrive at a concrete techmical solution
of a whole number of problems that arise in connexion with the adoption of the
principle which we have put forward,

Theot is what I wished to zay today. I think it would be useful to make the
most of all the possibilities of our contactS, including the contacts of the

co~Chairmen, to which the representative of Ethiopia referred today. We must =211
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try to reflect during tlhe coming week, =nd if thers are sny o2dditional
consideratiocns they will have to be considered; and I think thot we shall have to
continue the discussion of this question next Tuesday. Perhaps we sholl find =
positive solution to this importent question so as to set about 2 nore concrete
exemination on an accepted definite basis. Without this basis we consider the

egstablishment of a working group to be useless.

Mr. FOSTER (United States of imerica): I will not comment in detail on
my Soviet colleague's remcrks, as I believe it desireble to aweit the translation of
his statement. it times Mr. Zorin appeared to be in sgreement with us, cnd at others
he seemed in disagreement, However, I can agree with his recommendation that the
co~-Chairmen should pursue this subject at their future meetings during the
remainder of this week in order, 28 he said, to attempt to moke progress, and that we
should have a further discussion of this important subject next Tuesday. Aecording
to my understanding of the simultaneous interpretation, he stated that the
United States proposzl was concrete and the Soviet Union's proposal was not, but that
what was needed was a concrete proposal. Therefore & think'I had better await the
translation of his statement, I hope that on reading it I will find that we have

made more progress then my first impression indicated,

The CHATRM/N (India): Before we pass on to the consideration of our

commmigué, I should like to say a word about one of our former colleagues who is
visiting us today. Not having had the privilege of meeting Mr. Godber, I was not
aware of his presence in the “Digtinguished Visitors! Gallery’; but now that my
attention has been drawn to hig presence let me say, in my capacity as
representative of Indiec and also as Chalrman of today's meeting, that we are heppy
to see him here and happy to know that he continues to take a deep interest in our

work, to which he himself in the past made such a valuable contribution,
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The Conference decided to issue the following communicué:

"The Conference of the Kighteen~Notion Committee on Disarmament
today held its 194th plenary meeting in the Palals des Nations, Geneva,
under the Chairmensghiv of H,E, fmbassador R.K. Nehru, representative of
India.

"Statements were made by the representatives of India, Czechoslovakia,
the United Kingdom, the United States of fmerica, Bthiopia and the Soviet
Unicn,

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,

2 July 1964, at 10,30 a.m,'

The meeting rose at 12.30 p,i.






