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The CHATRMAN (Sweden): I declare open the one hundred and eighty-third

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

Mr. DUMITRESCU (Romania) (translation from French): I should like at

this meeting to refer to a probiem frequently stressed by some delegations,; that
»of making the disarmament process odntingent_on the establishment of so-called
peace~keeping machinery. I should, héwever, first like to comment on certain
observations made by my colleague, Mr. Burns of Canada, on my statemeht of

31 March (ENDC/PV.179, pp. 16 et seg.). I hope he will forgive me, if, to
avoid repeating myself,; I do not follow the exact order in which he made his
observatlons.

Referring 1o the two disarmament proposals before us, Mr., Burns saidg
"There is nothing different in principle here" (ENDC/PV.I811 D. 35). I hope
I have made my delegation's position in this matter sufficiently clear. But
if Mr. Burns does indeed thinkithat there 'is nothing different in principle
between the two positions, we ﬁould ask why his delegation finds it difficult
to accept in principle the first ofAthese proposals,.as is sﬁggested‘by'so4many
of the delegafions presenf., . | .

Referring to my statement that the United States plan for general and
complete disarmament (ENDC/30 and Corr.l and add.l, 2, 3) "would not only not
eliminate that possibility!"=—-that of a muclear war-— -'"but would preserve or
even increase it" (ENDC/PV.IYQ, p. 19), the Canadian representative saids '"We
'do not see how that could happen (ENDG/PV.181, p. 35).

Yet there is a very simple explanation: what guarantee would there be that
new and more refined nuclear weapons would not be. produced, thus nullifying the
effects of the reduction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles? TUnder the United
States plan the 30 per cent reduction of nuclear delivefy vehicles is linked
with the implementation of 100 per cent control. In these circumstances; what
guarantee would there be that a potential aggressor, retaining 70 per cent of -
his nuclear delivery+*vehicles, would not be tempted to.oommit nuclear aggression?

Similarly, referring to my delegation's observation that a percentage

- reduction in —-

"the number of muclear delivery vehicles would result in preserving }.. the

strategic military advantage which the authors of the proposal think they

possess" (bNDC/PV 179, p. 18) —— -
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Mr.(Buins maintains that — -
"ouo Lf there should be suéh an advantage in'existence, faﬁoﬁring one side
or the other,.a percentage reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles would not
increase that advantage." (ENDC/PV.181, p. 35)

.My reply iS'that,'if there were such an advantage, favouring one side or the

other, the United States draft would be even less likely %o serve the purposes
of a disarmament plan. Mr. Burns does indeed recognize that any such advantage
would be prescrved, which-—-as I have already shown--would’ stimulate the arms
race. But, in fact .such an advantage would be increased, for the same reasons’
as I mentioned just now. :

I should like to define my delegation's position regarding the relationship
which the Western delegatiors see between; on the one hand, the process of_genefal
and complete disarmament as a whole and the contents of the first stage in |
particular, and, on the other, the so-called peaoe—keeping machinery. |

4s my delegation has already stated, it agrees in principle that a draft
treaty on general and complete disarmament should include specidl provisions
regarding the maintenance of international peaoé and security during the dis-
armament procesgs and after its oompletion. This idea findsidetailed expression
in the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament'under strict
international control (ENDG/2/Rev.l). o |

By Article 3 of this treaty, entitled "Obligations to- Maintain International
Peace and Seourity”,

"The States ... solemnly oonfirm their resolve ...

"(a) +to base relations with each other on the principles of peaceful and

friendly co—existence and cooperation; , o

"(b) not to resort to the thréat or use of force to settle any international

disputes that‘mayrarise, but to use to these ends the procedures provided

. Tor in the United Nétions Charter;

"(c) to strengthen the United Nations as the principal institution for the

maintenance of peace and for the settlement of international disputes by

peaceful means.-
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"The States ....‘undertake to refrain from using the contingents of ~
 ;po11ee (mllltla), remalnlng at their disposal upon completlon of general and
,complete dlsarmament, in any manner other than for the safeguardlng of the
1nterna1 securlty of States or for the dlscharge of their obllgatlons to
‘malntaln international peace and. security, under the Uniteéd Natiohs Charter.!

Article 18 ("Measures to Strengthen the Capdclty of the United Nations to,
Maintain Internatlonal Peace and Security"), which refers to the flrst-stage of
the'disarmament process, etipulates that all-States-parties‘to the Treaty shall,
Dbefore the entry into force of the Treaty, conclude agreements: with the Security
.Council by Wthh they undertake to make available to the latter armed forces as

_y provided 1n‘Artlcle 43 of the United Nations Charter. _ Those armed forces are
to form part of the national armed forces‘of the States concerned and be" '
- gtationed within their territories. When used under Artiole~42 of the United
Nations Charter, these forces, serving under the command of the miiitary P
-authorltles of the States oonoerned, shall be placed at the dlsposal of ‘the
~Security Council. ‘ '

In regard . to the,second and third stages of the ‘disarmament process,

» articles 27, 37 and 42 of the Soviet draft contain, as you know, provisions
relatlng to the problem of maintaining international peace.

As these provisions indicate, the problem o6f peace-keeping machinery has

© by.no means been overlooked., - The arguments of those ﬁho make this problem an
obstacle to or a.préliminary condition for acceptancé in principle of the-dis-
"Aarmament measures envisaged for the .first stage seem'all the more unfounded.

The Western delegations appear %o argue as if general and complete dis—
armament will not produce the glightest change in the world, in 1nternatlonal
reJ.atlons9 or in the behaviour of States. Indeed, the Western delegatlons seem
to thlnk of armed Torces and armaments in terms. of intercommunicating vessels,
the one contalnlng national forces and the other an 1nternatlonal peace—keeplng
force. Bae;cally, the Western delegations maintain that as{netlonal armed

forcee are reduced, the international peace-keeping force must-be enlarged, so

| ~that at the end of the disarmament process the seourity of States is to be
i/(aSSured by an international force so powerful'ﬂthat no State cou;d challenge it"

(ENDC/30, chapter H, para._ 3; p. 32).

. ]
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Butgtif such & force is to be establiéhedg’Sﬁates must obviously make

. available armed contingents, weapons and means offprodnctfon. ' If so, the logical

. conclusion is that States will constantly havelto?seek to modernize these weaponsy -

which is tantamount to.saying that they will- have ‘to retain thein military -
apparatus, although this should be eliminated at the end of the disdrmament
process.’ ‘ l. ! ' ‘
| Ours, however, is a totally different approach to the problem of naintaining‘
'peaoe in a disarming and disarmed world. We beli%ve that the very fact of
disarmament will bring about profound'ehanges in iﬁternational relatiorships, in’
.the prospects for maintaining international peace énd security and for removing
the possibilit&es of»starting a war. - It is notxmerely a queetion‘of mutual
trust between States and between peoples ~¥'this will of course be fostered by
disarmament. The point is -that, in conditions of;disarnament, the principal
‘guarantee'of internatienal-peaoe‘and security'willllie in the absence of weapqns
and armed forces, not in the presence of an internetional'polioe foroe; o

In this context, the Western delegations’present digarmament as if it were
A danger to world peace and security, a tactor naklng for dlsorder and chaos.
This aooounte for their insistence on the elaboratlon of a new 1nternatlonal
1egal code governlng relatlons between States in a dlsarmlng or disarmed world,
in order to place all Stetes,under the compulsory Jurledlctlon of an inter-
national,body. . In reality, it is not diSarmement;whidh threatens international
peace and security; quite the.contrary, it is the arms race, especidlly the |
nuclear arms race. - If these weapons, on which some péepIerish'te‘base'ﬁorli
eeourlty, were to be eliminated, the prospects for: preserv1ng 1nternatlona1 |
peace and security would be very greatly strengthened There is good reason to
believe that disarmament would not multiply or aggravete dlsputes between States9

rather, we foresee that:the number and gravity: of ;nternatlonal disputes would

appreolably.dlmlnlsh. _ ;f .

The peace and security of the world cannot be based on the rulns of the ,
sovenelgnty of States, on the sacrifice of their soverelgn equallty. They must

be bagsed on respect forthe basic principles of the.Unlted Nations. In thlse
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connexion, itbis relevant to recall that all States represented in this Committee
signed the Moscow Treaty of 5 Aﬁgust 1963, banning nuclear weapons tests in the
atmosphere, in outer space and underwwater, the preamble of which proclaims, as
the principal éim of the original parties signatory, |
"the speédiest possible achievement of an agreement on general and oomplete
disarmament under strict intermnational control in aoéordance Wiﬁh the

objectives of the United Nations ..." (ENDG/100/Rev.l).

. These objectives are organically linked with the basic principleé of the

United Nations, the impiementation of which constitutes its raison d'&tre. The
first of these principlés is specifically the sovereign equality of all its
Members.  That is preoisely Why we wish to péint out that the Western proposals
for thé establishment of a peéée—keépihg force do not take account of the
functions; prerogatives and powers of the Security Council as defined in the
Charter. The Western Powers want to eliminate the Security Council from the
machinery for maintaining peace in a disarming and disarmed world. '

In a recent statement made on 25 March, Senator Fulbright of the United
Sfates referred to those defects of the human mind which inevitably give rise
to discrepancies betwesn the world as it is and the world as people see it.
Among other thihgs, he saids |

"We refuse to believe something because it displeases or frightens us

or because it is simply startlingiy unfamiliar.” '

(U.S. Congressional Record, p. 6028)

What Senator Fulbright said is quite true; it is all the more applicable to the
differences between the world of the future —=~ a disarming world, than a disarmed
world —~ and the picture of this future world in the minds of some people, a
picture which displeases or frightens them, or is startingly unfamiliar.

When we realize how far such factors determine the position of the Western
delegations on the guestion of peace-keeping machinery, we cannot fail to see
that these ideas are so many obstacles on the path to general and complete dis-
armament. These obstacles can and must be eliminated, and the sooner the better.

In any case; we must neither exaggerate nor distort the problem of peace—keeping
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machinery in.such e way that we oreate an obstaolefto.disarmament,'jnst~as the
problens of oonfrols and~of_guerantees for the seeurlty‘of all States are being
exaggerated and distorted. ' o '
Although, generally speaking, thls cannot be regarded as a major problem
of disarmament, we cannot, a fortiori and objectively, let it stand in the way
of aooepfanoe in principle of a proposal which would eliminate the threat of
nuolear(war at the very first stage of the disarmament process. 4%t this stage
we have to de01de whether we agree tnat the nuclear threat must dlsappear as
qulckly as poss1ble or whether we arc prepared to agree to its- maintenance for
an 1ndef1n1te perlod, as is 1mpllolt in the Unlted States plan, For our part,
we believe that only proposals favourlng the\flrst alternative would enable us

to make progress in our Work

Sir- Paul MASON (United Kingdom) This mornlng I propose to examlne

some aspects of a question which, as we- all know, lles at the root of some of’
the problems which the Committee is trylng to solve. I refer to the question
of verlfloatlon of the reduction and ellmlnatlon oi nuolear dellvery vehicles
under a treaty on general and complete, disarmament ' o

In the view of the United Kingdom delegatlon, ‘there are at least two maJor
aspeots of that qguestion. Flrst, there is the need for verification of the
actual destruotion of nuclear dellvery vehicles., Arrangements wlll be requlred
for oheoklng that the muclear delivery vehicles Whlch Wwe agree to destroy in all:
three stages of dlsarmament are in fact . destroyed - or, as we say, are "thrown
on to the bonfire". Secondly, there is the need for some verification of _
”remainders", or remaining war potentiel. There nust obviously be verifioation
of what is destroyed.y tnere must also be the right to check that no State has
retalned or is bulldlng up illegally and olandestlnely, stocks of nuclear
delivery vehicles over and above the number permltted at any glven stage of the
disarmament prooess. Any suoh excess could, of oourse9 be a strategloally; 4'
destabilizing foroe, which could be used for aggress1on.

I do not propose to dwell this mornlng on the first magor aspeot of -
verification to which I have just referred. We all seem generally agreed that

the actual physioal destruotion of nuclear delivery vehicles must be verified,
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'-although We.ﬁave.not yet‘disoussed the'qodalities of suoh»verif‘ication° I must
Iinterpolate'that these will be extremelyrimportant,l They need not, I think,
present insuperable obstacles; provided of course that we do not try fo meke
stage-I of the disarmament process a.very sﬁort period of time, or to overload
it to the unrealistio extent envisaged-ih the present Soviet plan (ENDC/Z/Rev.I
and A8d.1). ' ' | ,

' The leader_ofvthe United Kingdom’ﬁelegétion dealt with the_latter'questions
at our meeting last Tuesday, and I shall not repeat what Mr. Thomas then said
(ENDC/PV.lBl, pp. 14 gj_ggg.), I wish only to say that our Soviet oolleague's
reﬁly (i@i@.,pp. 38 e§_§§g=) to the various points made by Mr. Thomas was, I
thought, urconvineing ~- so much so that I could not help thinking at the time
that almost everything Mr. Tsarapkin had said merely confirmed’ the validity of
~our objections to the Soviet attempt to overload stage I and thus to make
agreement between us very dlffloult to achieve.

_ Wltq regard to uhe second major aspect of the verification” problem to which
_ I have just referred: - I believe there has been some oarroW1ng of the wide gap
between the p051tlons of Bast and West & regards verification of declared and
.-Fermrthed nuolear delivery wvehicles under a general disarmament treaty. -It is
with this point that my statement this morhing is mainly concerned. 4

As we all know, the Boviet Government has. expressed its Willingness to

cept some forn of verification of legally-retained armamentss namely, the land—
:'oased migeiles Whlchg undér the Soviet Govermment's own proposals, the United
States dnd the Sov1et Unipon would be allowed to retain untll the end of stage IIIL.
< Although, asg I hope to explain in & moment, there are some aspects of this
verlfloatlon thOQ are stlll not clear to us, we have in the past weloomed thls
glightly more flexible ov1et approaoh and I do so again today. In view of
the fact that the SOViet Government hag now recognized that some‘form of
verification of what, under 1ts own proposals, would be the most pOWerful Wweapons
- left in its hands during the dlsarmument process Would not oonstltute esplonage,
we hope that in due course the Soviet Government will also recognize that, even
A'"Wi%h the Soviet criteria for control,; there is no reason Why verification should
not be extended to cover all retalned armaments, whether they be legally or ,'
‘1llegally retained and produced. We hope, therefore, that the Soviet delegatlon 1
‘.lw1ll consider how best to give both sides adequate ‘assurance that the stablllty

of the mutual nuolear deterrents to be retained during the disarmament process

©under either plan could not be upset by the clandestine and illegai retention and

" production of weapons.
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Now, I said earlier that certain aspects of theé verification system apparently

contemplated by the Soviet Government for the missiles to be declared and legally(

,retained during the disarmament process under its proposals were not clear to us.

Perhaps I may explain what I have in mind. , _ ,

The Committee will recall that on 4 February our Soviet colleague said that
control "would be established directly at the launching pads" and that nne'ef its
purposes would be to verlfy that the number of launc¢hing pads "showld not be
greater than the number of missiles retained” (ENDC/PV.163, pe24)e On 10- March:
I myself suggested that another purpose of such control would presumably be to
check that the number of land—based missiles to be retained under the Soviet plan

corresponded to the number agreed by.both sides and.the retention of whiech was

. therefore permitted (ENDC/PV.173, p.l9). I made that suggestion because it had

seemed implicit in our Soviet colleague's own remarks, He has not, I think{
disputed my interpretation, and I shall therefore assume that it is correct,

If gso, I gtill do not understand why sea~borne:missiles legally retained
during the disarmament process could not be subjeét to verification with a -similar
purpose. As T pointed out on 10.March, ships on which sea-borne missiles are
mounted come. into port perlodlcally {(ibid.). It would not, therefore,'I-beliere.
be too difficult to devise a verlflcatlon system whereby the number of such m1ss1les
and their platforms could be checked at agreed times and places to ensure that
they cprresponded to the numbers agreed and permitted. _ Therefore, on this score
alone our Soviet celleague has not convinced me that the legal retention of
land-based missiles offers any particular advantageﬁover the legal retention of
sea—borne missiles. ‘ : '

 However, at our 173rd and 175th meetings.our Seviet colleague somewhat shifted
his ground, He tried, as-I understood 1it, to adduce other verification

arguments in favour of the legal retention- of land~based as opposed to sea~borne k

missiles) and I myself thought that in doing so he was confusing certain important .-

igsues., For one thing, it seemed to me that he tended to equate the term
"verlrlcdtlon“ and the term ”control" 1n a somewhat mlsleadlng manner, Therefore_
it is perhaps worth looking fairly carefully at the: arguments which our Soviet

colleague used.
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,On_lQ»MerchiM;,stargpkinjsaid that the land-based missiles to be legally
uetuined under his Governmenp's proposals must be "kept under permanent control
ut uheir launching pads™; that, he claiﬁed would provide "a full guarantee,that
the retained missiles will not be used for attack" (ENDC/FV.173, . 30) M, .
Tsarapkln claimed further that w1th such a control- system "Any preparqtlons for an
attdck would be exposed 1mmed1ately" (1b1d ).  Two meetings later -- that is,
on l7AMarch -~ our Soviet colleague repeated that the legally—retalned land-based

n1ss1les would be under permanent control" (ENDG/PV.175, p.25). On that

occasion he dropped hlS flrst argument -- namely, tha't such control would prov1de
a full guarantee, as he put it, that the retained missiles would not be used for
attack --, and eoncentrated instead on his second argument by claiming that the
Soviet_control system -;

"...would enable each interested party to have complete assurance that no

suspicious preparations_for launching these mdssiles are being carried

on by either side." (ibid.)
Our Soviet colleague went on to argue that whereds such control could in his view
be applied to. land-based missiles, it could not be applied to sea~borne missiles..

Now, what are we to make of these arguments? Before we are in any position,

it seems to me, to judge whether the control system apparently contemplated by the

Soviet Government for legally-retained land-based missiles could or could not be

applied to legally—retaiued.sed4bo:ne'missiles, we must obviously kmow what that
control system would involve‘and how it would serve the purposes which our Sovietv
colleague claimed for it at the 173rd end l75th meetings. i}

First of all, it is not clear, at any rate to me, what permanentpcontrol at
the launching pads of legally—retalned land-based missiles would in fact entail,
The Soviet representative 1mplled that the duties of the 1nspectors permanently
located at those launching pads would 1uvolve something more than just ehecklug
that the numbef of'launching pads was not greater than the number of missiles
retained, and thst the number of such missiles oorresponded to the agreed:and
permitted number. '

In the second pldce, 1t is not clear how these extra dutles, whatever they

might be, would offer a full guarantee, to use Mr, Tsarapkln's words, "that the

retained missiles will not be used for attack! and that "any preparutlons for an

attack would be exposed immedietely" (ENDC/PV.173,jp,30).
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On the ba31s of the 1nformat10n S0, far avallahle to the Committee, it 5eems. to
me that we s1mply do not know enough at present about this control system.to Judge
the valldlty of thdt clalm. Of course, if our Sov1et colleague had merely sald
that the legally-retalned land-based missiles would not be prepared and . used for
attack by one s1de, because 1t would ‘be deterred by the knowledge that it would
suffer unacceptable damage as a résult of a retallatory nuclear blow by the other
,s1de, then I could have followed such an argument ° But are we to understand that
our Sov1et colleague 1s now implying that under his Government's proposal .one or
the other s1de mlght not in fact be. deterred An this way; that the deterrent

mechanism envisaged by the Soviet overnment could break down;‘ and that the only
way, in his view, to prevent preparatlon for- and launchlng of a nuclear attack with
legally-retained land—based m1ss1les would be to have 1nspectors permanently at the
launching pads®

" If that is so, I should be glad at any rate to know what additional guarantees
would be prov1ded by, having permanent 1nspectors at?the launch;ng padss What
could these dnSpectors do to prevent a potential-agéressor from continuing his
Preparations and from launching a nuclear attack? }As things standh I think that -
.the Committee may well conclude that the main»importance-of.having inspectors-at

.declared and permitted launching sites would be to check that the number of
missiles allowed by the disarmament treaty was'legally retained by both sides.
That would. at least help to ensure that the numerlcal balance legally retained

was strategically a stable one. That brings me back to the'point which I made

at our 173rd meeting and earlier: in my statement uhlS morning: that inspection
with that purpose in mind could be applled as ed31ly to legally—retalned sea~borune
m1s51les as to legally-retalned land~based m1551les. '

I should llke to make two flnal points. Flrst I have asked some questlons —-—
— of course, there are many -otherg that could be asked —-~ about the control _—

‘system apparently. contemplated by the Soviet Government, in order to elicit some
further informatlon about another aspect of the SOV1et Government's proposals the
detailed and ®ssential aspects of which are still unclear to us.

In the:second place, although my remarks this morning have been largely
confined to the questiOn of verification 'of declared and legally—retained’nuclear
delivery ‘vehicles, I am sure that the:Committeevwill not wish to overlook the eren

more important problem of‘ undeclared and illegallyhretained or produced nuclear
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i“ dellvery vehlcles durlng the disarmament process.» I ‘am sure that the Cﬂmmlttee
"w1ll agree that before any general dlsarmament agreement can be ooncluded both
sides will havé to be assured that any agreed and strategloally—stable nuolear_
‘p'balance would not be 1n\danger of . belng upset by the 1llegal and olandestlne
. ;' retentlon or productlon of undeclared nuclear dellvery veh1cles by one s1de or,
‘_’:_vthe other, - o - "_\ ' | ' '
" ‘These are crltlcal 1ssues for whlch the Sov1et Government's plan does not
1n our\V1ew, prOV1de any adequate solutlon. As I say, I have referred to these
1ssues only in Passing; but I look forward to early and detalled d1scuss1on of

them in the Committee.
Co : s

Mr. CAVATIETTI (Ttaly) (translation from French): I listened with great

'\ ;attentlon to the statement made just now by the representatlve of Romania,
{1 ;?; Mr, Dumltrescu. - He dealt with a very important question: that of peace~keeping
i o mach;nery.} He- referred to it as ”so called machlnery”-(Su Tra 5 , which is not
L-;: . very compllmentary to the machlnery, and he stated that there was a oontradlctlon
i - of some sort between our proposals regarding the peaoe~keep1ng maohlnery and
B disarmament as 'such., I should like to.assure him- stralght away, while reserving
I (12 rightito studyAhis text more closely, that'there'is really no such'contradiction,
“in our opinion, because dlsarmament and the peace—keeplng machlnery must develop
H:ln parallel, step by step, and must be: 1ntegrated g0 -as to ensure real peace to
the world. ' '

; Our bas1c conceptlon of the peace~keeping machlnery is to ‘be found 1n ]

'-paragraph 1 of Chapter H of the Unlted States Outline of Basgic Prov1slons of a
“;’:. Treaty on General and Complete Dlsarmament 1n a Peaceful ‘World, where one can read,
] ""The Partles to the Ireaty would undertake obllgatlons to refraln,

i\-l ':,’1n the1r 1nternat10nal relations,. from the threat or use of force. of

;Natlons Charter."‘ (EMDC/30, .17) . oo S L

R I belleve that those are two principles to which the delegatlon of Romania,

any.type vaa contrary to the purposes and’ pr1n01ples of the Unlted

fall the delegatlons of the East and, -in fact, all delegatlons would subscribe and
'adhere.n There is. nothlng there really contrary to ‘the soverelgnty of- States and
. to their. equallty, Irov1s1on is made: solely for better securlty Tor everyone by

:”q‘.approprlate means w1th1n the framework of the United Natlons. ‘.Now, security is’

T
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not only, in our opinion; the absence of arms, but'also the existence of'valid
guarantees, in order that the rights of each and eVeryono may be rospected w1thout
‘the pos51blllty of aggression or subvers1on.

The question of the peace—keeplng machlnery, as I have just sald, is very
1mportant.- I am glad that Mr, Dumitrescu raised it this: morning, although I do
not share hig point-of view, I béelieve, 1n any case, ‘that this question deserves
thorough study and, on our part well—prepared and carefully~cons1dered statements.
That is what we are g01ng to do as soon as possible.

I should now like to make a few remarks on the statements made by the Eastern
representatives at our meeting on 7 April. I hare already commented briefly on
those statements, but I should like to revert to them today after carefnlly readingg
the verbatim record., In the statements of the Eastern'delegations last Tuesda& L
" have unfortunately again found some remarks sollittle'in conformity with the truth
that‘I cannot avoid drawing the Committee‘s attention to them. .For exhmple,

Mr. Lukanov, the representetlve of Bulgarla, statéd:
...the West proposes, not the elimination of the nuclear threat

:not general and complete disarmement under strict 1nternat10nal control

but the preservatlon of the ’mllltary structures!? of States evsl!

(ZNDC/PV.181, 1,9) .

The' ~representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkln, said for his part

",., the Western. Powers wish to tguard! the world, not from.war, but

from disarmament." (ibid., P.42)

Those are judgments which ought not»tvaind any'place at this staée of our
work and in the'atmosphere of this Conference. I regret then, and would exhort.
the Fepresentatives of the East to refrain from making such Temarks, which':hy
giving g false 1nterpretatlon to our w1shes, make no contribution to the good
progress of our work. " I would therefore request them to use the klnd of language
we use towards them;ﬂln order. to malntarn a serene,atmosphere, an atmosphere of
collaboration. ‘ ;

In contlnulng the examlnatlon of the statements of the Eastern delegdtlons, I
hat¥e also notlced some statements on the pr1n01ple of control whlch I cannot ‘pass

. over 1n silence. For example, Mr. Lukanov said, 'in English —

"... all conslderatlons such as the balance of forces «ss Must be

set as1de." (ibid., De 2)‘
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The representatlve of Czechoslovakla, Mr., Zemla, after remarklng that the Uestern

l,Powers W1shed to preserve the ‘balance of power throughout the process of general
“and complete d1sarmament sald. ”Such a position is quite untenableﬂ” (1b1d.,p.25)‘-
Fnlther on he said: ‘ '

U... the attempts to preserve the 'rough balance of forces’ in “the
dlsarmament process . ... are by the1r substance in d1rect contradiction

of the 1mplementatlon of general and complete dlsarmament n (1b1d )

I fact those statements and many others contalned in the declarationsof the

: .'Lastern representatlves seem to me to- be rather surprising and altogether contrary

to what was solemnly agreed among us all w1th1n the United Nations. I have to

_ note w1th some n1sg1v1ng that, for the flrst t1me, the Eastern delegations seem to

want. to br1ng agaln into questlon what appeared to be beyond all discussion: that

-the- balance nust be malntalned throughout the process of dlsarmament. I understand

Tthat th0se deleaatlons, having reallzed that the1r proposals are not in conformlty

with the pr1n01ple of balance as th1s has been d1ctated by logic and decreed by

" the Unlted Nations (hNDC/5), are now trylng to modlfy that pr1n01ple 1tself.

“-But, in fact, it ig their own proposals that the Eastern delegations should

,endeavour to amend., They should not try to denature the principle. of balance,

T whlch together with the principle of control, lies at the very bas1s of our work

he sald

and w1thout which disarmesment is altogether impossible.
The question of control .too, was re-sxamined by the Hastern delegatlons
dur1ng our meet1ng on 7 April. But, despite lengthy explanutlons, I have sought

in- valn in those statements for a satlsfactory reply to the fundamental question

;whlch we-had put to them several t1mes. It is true that Mr. Zemla did not at all

'w1sh to 1gnore the problem of h1dden weapons., " He admitted this indirectly when

“UThe- problem of the so—called hldden weapons would be practlcally
-non-existent under the Soviet proposal " (nNDC/PV l8l p.27)
But Mr, Zemla did not tell us why.

! As for Mr. Tsarapkln, he gave us a long and interesting list of the control

~f”measures Wthh the Soviet delegation would be prepared to accept. But that list

" contains a great 8ap; an essentlal measure is m1ss1ng ‘the freedom for the

1nternatlonal 1nspectors to make sure that undeclared mlsslles ‘are not h1dden '
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somevhere., Mr, Tsarapkin statud' _

n,.,, control would take the form of obserV1ng, of verlfylng the

physical action to be taken," (ibid. .40) ,

- But that is not enough. Inspection, to glve real auarantees, should not only
have for its obgect what has ‘been done, but- should be in a pos1t10n also to .

dlscOVer what has poss1bly not been done. We do not ask --— contrary to what has. o
. been erroneously stated ~- that all the territory: of a country should be open to

, 1nternat10nal 1nspect10n from the beglnnlng of disarmament. According to our

- proposals, that froedom should even be qulte limited at the beginning. Naturally, k
-' 1t should later be expanded gradually in order to be complete and total at the end '
of d1sarmament. " This gradual and reallstlc method of ours would not be fea81ble 1f
the Soviet proposals ENDG/E/Rev 1 and Add. 1) were accepted. The appllcatlon of . .
the latter would, in our oplnlon, require very vast control measures, which- the
; Sov1et delegatlon 1s not prepared to allow and whlch moreover, would.be very
dlfflcult to work out rlght from the beginnlng of‘dlsarmament

But let us come back once more to the substance ofr the Gromyko proposal
_(ENDC/Z/Rey.l/Add.l);and let us see again —- taking algo into consideration the '
remarks made by Mr. Burns at our last meeting but’ cne (ENDG/PV,l8l, pp.31 et seg;)
—-'what'would be the conseQuences~of its application where conventional disarmament
is concerned, If I understand aright the thinking of -the Soviet delegation, the
strictly llmlted number of missiles to be retalned would ensure, with a minimum
of danger and expense what is called the nuclear stalemate (1b1d., De32), The:
two "nuclear umbrellas“, whlch would be, if I am not mistaken, of equal size, would
mutually exert a deterrent effect, so that they would never be used, since the
mutual fear of reprisals, which would always be ddsastrous however limited tney
. might be, would deter any aggres51on.}_ | - '

It seems to me that in such a s1tuat10n conventlonal _weapons would keep thelr
full value and would even acquire an increased 1mportance. The use of atomlc
weapons being practically excluded, the quality, quantity and'distribution'of,
conventional weapons would again become determiningifactors; An imbalance in this
Tield would compromise the securitylof nne of the‘parties and might thus encourage
aggression, ' ' o A o

In connexion with these considerations, I should like to.return brlefly to
the problem of European security, espe01ally as durlng his statement of 9 April the
srepresentative of the Sovlet Union brought it up agaln and took me somewhat to taska

Mr. Tsarapkin showed con51derable sollcitude for the security cf Western -Europe, and




RV B CET B e ENDC/PV 183
T S VE S < I

W‘.{ rﬁﬁ (,' - ,‘,.i ;f "-'H L j : WA | T | (Mr Cavallettriiltall)

‘ : expressed h1s surprlse that as the representatlve of a European countrv I did not share
h1s concern (hNDG/PV 182, p.43), He added that Western Europe was under-a - grave threat
from the East, Several passages in h1s statement emphaslzed the ex1stence of th1s
threat which is only too well knowm.: --.

But ‘what . does the Sov1et delegatlon suggest to us in order to remove thls threat

. whlch welghs upon us and o' protect better the securlty of Western Furope? here ure
‘some of the measures which the Soviet delegatlon proposes and which would have to be
applled elther at the end of . the first stage, or even before, as collateral measures:

(1) Accordlng to the Gromyko proposal, -all nuclear weapons would have to “be
‘eliminated in’ Western hurope whereas the Soviet Union would keep a certain ‘number -- -
however restrlcted ~— of mlss1les.. Only a few of these m1ss1les would be enough to
cause untold devastatlon in Western hurope and thus, open the way for an invasion by
conventlonal forces., ‘

‘ (2) Accordlng to the Soviet - proposals for collateral measures, all nuclear -

- _devices ‘of all kinds ‘would have to . be ellmlnated in Central Europe. These devlces |
would Temain intact 1n Russia and their numbers mlght even be increased. They would

‘ ev1dently have sufflclent range to ‘strike at Europeo ,‘
_ (3) Agaln as another collateral measure, all the forces of -our .overseas allles
statloned in, Rurope would have to be withdrawn, whlle our nelghbour, the Soviet Unlon,
would keep an army of about o mllllon men. A part of that army could be used in
Europe in an exceedlnﬂly short time, :

(4) . The ‘so-called "foreign'. bases and a part of the infrastructure in: We)tern
Europe would_hdve:- to be. destroyed. ALl s1mllar 1nstallat10ns in Soviet territory
hav1ng the same mllltary value would remaln intact and could be increased.

(5) Within the framework of the treaty on general and complete dlsarmament
-provision 'is made: for an equal percentage reduction in conventlonal weapons.» Thls
reductlon, ‘which is 'also proposed for us, alters its value when associated, as it is’
1n the Soviet scheme with the w1thdrawal of the allied troops and the destructlon of
the 1ntegrated bases, The conventlonal armaments of the Last Wthh are d601s1vely
favoured by geographlcal factors, ‘would have an obV1ous advantage. ¢

Those are the SOV1et proposals. Do they really guarantee the, securlty of Western
' Burope? Does Mr,: Tsarapkln belleve that, 'if we accepted these proposals,. we could,
) :really feel reassured? of course, we are assured that the Eastern countrles have no
'jaggressive intentions., We quite w1sh.to believe it. We wish to belleve the. statements
;ﬂ'v"of.the leaders of the Warsaw Treaty‘countries, particularly of Mr, Khrushchev who have
| abandoned thelr former threatening tone and 1ns1st on the necess1ty of peaceful

! co—ex1stence.
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In Burope we have followed and comtimue to follow the evolution of this
policy with relief and hope. However, we Cannet forget that the process of
disarmament is bound to be long, that policy can be-subject to fluctuations, that

'it is a human matter --as experience shows = - and thet it can change when people
change. We cannot forget either that peace can be troubled not only by overt and
direct aggression but also by indirect, insidious aggression and by acts of
subvers1on. ‘

Words and declarations, however important and soothing they may be, are not
enough. Without concrete guarantees the countries of Western Hurope oannot destroy
the defensive organization which they have built up in order to presefve, beyond
contingent circumstances, their security and freedom. Those guarantees, in our
opinion, must and can be found in balanced and controlled disarmament. To that
end we have submitted proposals which we consider to be honest, realistic and falr.
‘They do not aim atkweakening the sscurity of either side. We are here to discuss:
them and, 1f need be, to amend them; provided that the - essentlal elements —-—

balance and control-- are malntalned

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

Russian): The discussion of the proposal of the Govermment of “the Soviet Union for
the destruction, during the first stage of diSarnament, of all means of delivery
of nuclear weapons, eXcept for a strictly limited and agreed guantity of missiles
of specified types to be retained by the Soviet Union and the United States until
the end of the disarmament process, (ENDC/2/Rev.1/Add.1l) has gone far beyond the
bounds of this proposal as such. In .fact, this discussion has taken the form of an
analysis of the basis of. the positione.of the two sides and of their approaches
to the problem of disarmament. The Western countries have ‘been compelled to show
openly before the whole world their unwillingness to tackle the main-problem -

- the problem which is the kernel, the core of disarmaments namely, the elimination
.of the ‘danger of a nuclear war, ‘ .

I do not think that the members of the Committee have failed to note the
remarkable fact that the more the number of meetings mounts up, the more we hear
in the statements of the Western Trepresentatives an extolling of the concept of
nuclear balance,; and with all the more insistence they put forward the demand for

the retention of as large as possible a number of nuclear bombs and their means .




o * "_:k ‘ : . . "
. ENDC/PV.183 . L
a0 o |

(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

'

- of delivery. In this they see all their hOpe for peace, - We do not intend to
guote statements of such a kind here° A1l the ;nterventlons of the.Western
representatives’ are filled with them, and they are, of course, .obvious to
everyone., ' | o : ' - , ‘ '
Ncbody,,however,-can believe that the Western representatives are really
convinced of the deterrent capacity of the concept of nuclear balance, or- that
they really believe in the peace-making purpose of‘nuclear‘bombs and their means
. of delivery. -if_the Western representatives prefer‘to turn a deaf ear to what
i ceing $aid in the Committee, they should at least act here in accordance with
the-statements made Ey the leaders of their own Governments.to the effect -that

the nuclear arms race will lead to a nuclear war and that nuclear balance is a

' balancing act over an abyss of war.

In the Committee, howevbr, we hear speeches which in substance are a dlrect
negation of the aim assigned to the negotlatlonsn Llstenlné to these speeches
:’here, one cannot.help asking the question whether the United Nations and the .

3 ﬁeoples of the world have rescinded thé terms of reference they gave to the
Committee,~and whether, instead of the aim of general and complete disarmament,
they have now entrusted the Committee with another;aimae«the‘aim of preserving

. the so;called nuclear balznce. Of course they have not. ~The proposals of the

- Western Powers and their approach are aimed, ‘not at ellmlnatlng the danger of a

nuclear war, but at maintaining it.- . .

It is evident that here, precisely on this pcint,‘there‘is arprofound
difference between our approach and the approach of the-Western’Powers to the.
matter. The Soviet Union and9 wé are convinced, the majority of the members of
the Committee, as well as the overwhelming majcrity‘of pecﬁ;e_in the world, in
demanding the speediest'possible solntion of the prcblem of general and complete
dlsarmament ‘believe that it is essential to put an end at once to the danger of
a nuclear war. It is towards the achievement of th1s aim that our -proposals are
directed. [The Soviet Government's proposal for a so-called’ Unuclear umbrella“
is liKewise dircoted towards the achievementvof this aint " But when certain
representatives of -the Western Powers try to make out that this Soviet proposal
' means that the Soviet Union is at one with the Western ?oWers_in regard to tneir

policy aimed at maintaining the threat of a nuclear war up to the end of the
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disarmament Process, this.is simply a shriving to pass off something wished for
. as re&l——'w1shful thinking on their part--and. nothlng else.”
The fact that the Soviet proposal is aimed’ at the speedlest possible
ellmlnatlon of the danger-of a nuclear war 1s.understood perfectly well by all “the
.members of the Committee, The point of view of the representatlves of the
SOOlallsT countrles has been repeatedly expounded here with the utmost clarlty
Representatlves of the non—alléned countries have also om many occas1ons referred
to this aspect of the Soviet proposal.‘ On 24 March the representatlve of Indla
emphasized: ' ‘ - '
A "I believe all of us accept that disarmament will lead to”international
security and that, in consonance with that proPOS1t10n, the menace of nuclear
. arms has to be ellmlnated on a priority bas 1s° The Gromyko plan is
postulated on that premise." (BNDC/PV.177, D.28)

We shall now gquote the conclusion reached by one;of the Western repreeentatives;

On 7 April the Canadian representative, Mr. Burne; speaking about the Soviet
proposal, pointed out that . ? |
"... it might reduce the possibility of nuclear war in the early stages ..M

(ENDC /PV.181, p.34).

Thus the discussion in the Committee has led to a deflnlte conclusion which,

as ‘can be clearly seen, is now recognized by delegates reprosentlng States of, all
three trendss: that the Soviet_Union'e proposal fér the first stage does eliminate
' the menace of a nuclear wars J: | o
As to the proposals of the West, they do not answer this purpose at all. It
is quite obvious to everyone that the reprcsentatlves of thé Western Powers-—-— o
the Unlted States, the United Klngdom,<Canada and Italy-—-are losing, not»only
day by day but_liferally houreby'hour; any deeiré to deal with the main problem
which is solved by the Soviet PTOpOS al: that of eliminating the dangervof a
nuclear'war° They keep turnlng aside from ity trylnb to find in other matters
,pretexts for reJectlng this Sov1et proposal° Partlcularly gignificant in ‘this
respect is the statement made by Mr° Thomas on T Aprll, in which the whole arsenal

of Western obJectlons is ooncentrated as in a focus (1b1d,2pp012 et seqa)g
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A',One of the objeotionsvto which the Western representatives haue recourse,
- most frequently ig their argument to the effect that the Soviet proposal -
would allegedly upset the balance. That is an arbltrary assertion Wthh cannot
,be supported by any facts Whatsoever. On the contrary, it is clear to any’ ‘
reasonable-minded person that the Sov1et proposal prov1d1ng for the destruotlon.
“of all meang of dellvery, except fo a small agreed quantlty of missiles to .be
’ ' retained by the Unlted States and the Sov1et Union, would place both s1des in
\"_-an equal position from the p01nt of view of safeguardlng securlty, The Western
- representatlves, feellng their pos1tlon to be vulnerable, aro now trying to get
away from this shifting ground. and are sseklng support for their negative pos1tlon
in a dlflerent fleld—-ln the field of conventional armaments.

Thus on 7 April the representatlve of Canada, Mr. Burns, while agreelng
that the Soviet proposals would abolish the danger of nuclear war, tried to
prove that'these'SOViet proposals mould plaoe:the West in a disadvantageous
-position in relatlon to the soc1a11st countrles in the field of conventlonal

. armaments (1b1d.,pp 31 et 5€q. ), In-that connexion Mr. Burns referred to a
_\ statement made by the United States. Secretary of Deiense, Mr. McNamara, in a .
speech to the HEconomic Club of New York—u—and here T quote the words of Mr. Burns:
"... he said there was no d;ffexence in the conventlonal strength,of the
two sides" (ibid.,p.32) -— | S ‘ ‘ | |
'and he himgelf confirmed that that was the situation at the present time. But
‘ afurther on, the Western representatlve tried to convince us that, in the
rmylmplementatlon of the flrst stage of disarmament undér the Soviet proposal, -
this equality Wlll be upset and the soclalist side W1ll gain a preponderance.

Why will it gain a preponderance? How? Is 1t because we have accepted

the Western proposal for.a percentage reductlon in conventlonal armaments?
It you think so, -Mr. Burns, then why do you descrlbe the percentage approachbf‘p
of the United States as harmonlous and balanoed'P It is not quitb clear.
. Or is it perhaps that . the balance between the two sldes in respect of
' conventional armaments will be upset because we' have accepted the Western
"'-proposal to fix, 'at each stage, definite numerioai levels of the armed forces?

Perhaps these levels are so high that they allow the possibility oanggression. i
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On our side, Mr. Burns, there will be no objeotion to lowering these levels;

on the contrary, that is just what we are oalling for. But the Western Powers

keepnpushing these levels upﬁards'and~raising the ceiling. Thus in 1952, for

instance, the Western Powers.proposed a ceiling of one million men for the

- Boviet Union and the United States of America respectively; then they raised

the ceiling of the armed forces for both sides tp 1,500;000 men respectively.
Later on they proposed a level of 1,700,000 nen{ and ‘now the Western Powers
talk of 2,100,000 men for each side~~ that is fer the United States of America
and the Soviet Unlonu t N

No, Mr. Burnss the Soviet prOposals do not give any unllateral advantages
to the Soviet Union, and they do not aim at d01ng go. The Soviet proposals

have only one aim in view: to put an end as soon as possible to the menace of a

.nuclear war, to strengthen as much as possible 6eneral securlty, and to free

the peoples from the menace of war and from the burden of armaments. In the

light of this fact any talk to the effect that the SOV1et proposal allegedly

upsets the balance is trivial and far-fetched.

The United Kingdom representative, Mra'Thomas, developed also the theme

of "confidence". He saids

"Tet me again remind the Cemmittee thaf confidence is one of the
maln keys to disarmament." (h\Db/PV l8llp 20)

Since the Western Powers raise the questlon of confidence, they have also to

draw the appropriate conclusions. See if you cah answer the following questions
what is at present the breeding—groﬂnd for the growth cf mistrust between'States?‘
Such g breedlng—ground is. undoubtedly the fear of the possibility of a nuclear

war breaklng out,; the anxiety of States and peoples lest tomorrow. they may

'become the target of a nuclear strlke. In fact 1t 1s“that, more than anything

else, that poisons the 1nternatlonal atmosphere- to the llmlt and bllghts the

buds of confidence Just as they have appeared. Only in the elimination of the

danger of nuclear war is to be found the main key $o the restoration of lasting °

confidence, the key to the aohlevement of. dlsarmament It rather looks as

though the questlon of confidence 1s belng ralsed by the Western Powers merely’

as a pretext which could provide them Wlth a basis for obstructing any agreement.
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- The socialiet States propose (ENDC/YY), for instance, the conclusion of
a non-aggression pact between the NATO and the.WarsaW:Treaty countrieg. The
West is e#ading even that simple and easily practicable step towards the
creation of confidence. Ethiopia and other African countries have proposged
' the conclusion of a"convention bannrng the use'of nuclear weapons. That, too,
-is a simple and easily practicable steps and1Wbat an easing of international

tension it Would bring about in the world! The 8001allst countrles are in

\ agreement Wlth it, but the West is sblrklng it. )

On the whole; the interest of the United Klnsdom representatlve where
confidence is concerned does 1ot appear to be genulne. Are we to understand
that the increase in the military budget of the United Kingdom is a contribution
mo international confidence? Or perhaps the bombino'of inhabited centres in
the Yemen by British aircraft is a help in strenéthenlng confidence. It secems
“that, accordlng to the conceptlon of the United Kingdom representatives here,
the dispatch of,Brltlsh troops to Cyprus should ‘also be understood as a
‘manifestation of confidence. 'Apparentlj the creation of a NATO multilateral
force,; on Whichlthe United States and Western Germany are at present working
intensively, is also to be included'among the measures aimed at establishing
confidence. ©No, representatives of the Western Powerss the raising of the
guestion of confidence is merely a red herring‘and in no way helps YOur
untenable pos1t10n. _ »

Beeldes making an excurs1on into the moral fleld of confldence, Mr. Thomas
" went deep into. the more prosaic fleld of practlcal matters° He claimed that’ the
Soviet proposals did not suit the West, because they "orerloaded” the first
etage of disarmament. Speaking frankly, the'argnments of the_Western
representatives about owerloading refleéﬁ, above all; an unwillingness to do
‘any work on the des%ruction of weapons. Let us even admit that to do so we
shall have to redoubie our efforts.,  Well, why not? Are the Western Powers
not prepared to undertake thisngoodiwork for‘the sake of the inﬁerests of

their own péeples'and of all the peoples of the world?
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 As a matter' of fact, the representatives of the Western Powers recognize‘
the pracfioal feasibility of the measures for the first stage of disarmament
proposed by the Sov1et Union. On 7 April Mr. Thomas admitted that -
",.. it might just concelvably be ‘possible to accompllsh the actual

physioal destruction involved ... " (ENDC/PV. l8l,p 19).

Then he makes a- rcservatlon about control to Wthh I wish to return later. .But‘“

at present the important p01nt for us is the recognltlon by Mr. Thomas of the
possibility of the physical destruotlon of Weapons in the flrst stage, as
proposed by us. This has long been understood byleveryone who takes his stand i
on real facts.. The fact that'fhis hag now'been-ﬁnderstood by}the Wesfern'
representatives and admitted'by them in their statements is an undoubted

achievement. And in the lléht of this admlsslon, their arguments about

Noverburdening" the first stage have o foundatlon°

Now I shall deal with the references of the United Klngdom representatlve to
questlons of control Slr Paul Mason has also spoken about -this today. LAt our
last meetlng I had occas1on to p01nt out the fact that the task of control—— that -
is, the supervision of the phys1oal destruction of armaments—m-ls incomparably
eas1er than the physical destructlon itself. After all, it would not be such a
great burden for the control personnel  to Watch a Worker outtlng away Wlth a blow—‘
lampg say, the engines of bombers, or using a mechanical press-to.destroy‘certaln :
essential parts of a missile. Without anyvparticnlar trouble to themselves, a
single group of 1nspectors could Wlthln a day, superv1se the destruction not of

one but, say, of many dozens of sp601mens of "any partlcular type of mllltary

equipment. It would be poss1ble, for lnstance, to load the missiles on barges,

take them to a deep part of the ocean and sink them. "After all the whole German

"fleet was sunk at Scapa Flow at the ‘end of the Flrst World War.,

In trying to prove that the Soviet proposalSawere not praoticable from the
point of riew of control, the United_Kingdom representative'aotually dealt a blow K
at the Western proposals The fact that our proposals are realistic and feas1ble‘
has already been proved by us quite fully. But if the Unlted Klngdom

representative has any -doubts about the physical poss1blllty of control over

'the implementation of our proposals, how can he honestly talk about the phys1cal

4

poss1blllty of control over the 1mplementat10n of: the Western proposals?

ot

8
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. On 17 March we explained (ENDC/PV.175, pp. 28, 29) the meaning of control
aocording to the recipe of'the Western Powers, which demand the verification of'

available or remaining weapons, and to what it would ineVitably lead. I should

like to repeat our comments once more.

In order to begin the 30 per cent reduction of means of delivery, -as proposed

" in the United Statés outline of disarmament (ENDC/30, p.4), you must; of course,

Krow thelentire 100 per cent of the available quantity, and you must not only know

‘but be certain that the entire 100 per cent has been revealed to you.v

TWell then, let us suppose that all States have reported their official data.

Can one proceed after that to reduce or destroy the armaments? Apparently not

ysince it is precisely at that time - namely, at the time of the submission of

.official data by States-"-that the concealment of delivery vehicles is most likelys

-because who would start concealing these delivery vehicles in the process of
disarmament ‘when control would already have come into operation and when,.

oonsequently, there would be a serious risk of being caught red—handed'P ~ But once

©'it is assumed that nuolear weapon delivery vehicles may be oonoealed at the time

of submitting information on eXisting stocks of these vehicles, there- immediately
" arises in the minds of the United States leaders the question of comprehensgive
control for the purpose of discovering any "hidden" delivery vehicles. In
practice this would mean'that before the first missile had been scrapped it would

be necessary to investigate all industrial plants, all\warehouses, all arsenals,

“all military units,; any inhabited area, any patch of landn-—in a word, the whole

country and all. remaining armaments, in case a missile should have been hidden

somewhere.

Thus, under the Soviet proposal, oontrol is established over disarmament

- measures, that is, over. the means of delivery of nuclear weapons to be destroyed,

and over the missiles to be retained within the framework of the '"nuclear umbrellal

~—that is to say, control in the process of disarmament and control over

g

disarmament measures. _Butathe implementation of the United States proposals.

trequires the establishment of control over the whole country actually in the

period when official data on the entire 100 per cent .of their delivery vehicles
‘are declared by the parties to the agreement a It is already in this period as

follows from the United States proposals and is oompletely misunderstood . by
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Mr; Cavallet@i, who has.apparently been insufficiently briefed by his Western
allies, that:comprehensive inspecfion, general verification, a search throughout'

Today.Mr.'Cavalletti tried to refute this. He tried to maintain that in
the beginning if would not be neceésary to open the entire couhtry for the purpose
of searching for missiles or nuclear wedpon delivery véhioles. But in what other
way, Mr. Cavalletti, apart from a comprehensive search of the whole country, would
you be able to dispel your own suspicions that someone, in declaring 100 per cenf
of nuclear weapon delivery vehiclés,'might haVe concealed a certain quantity of ,
these weapons somewhere, in sdme corner of his'tefritory? If yoﬁ?insist on. such
a verification, Mr. Cavalletti, then there is;no other way, apart from a
comprehensive séarch of the whole country. |

From what has been said 1t is clear that the Western proposals on control are
unrealistic politically, since they would boil down to intelligence work,; to a
search of the whole country without real disarmament measures; and, mOrecver, they
are physically unfeasible, ' '

The United Kingdom representative said that in order to implement such far-

'

reaching disarmament measures as those mentioned in the Soviet proposals, it was

first necessary to build up confidence. But with such an approach, the Westgrn

Powers! proposals on_confrol, which require the whole country to be searched before

the implementation of any disarmament measures, seem for all the moré reason to be

unfeasible. If we are to“approéoh disarmament in such a way, it is obvious-that

we shall hot succeed in solving this problemlalong_thdse lines, It is obvious

 that this problem must be solved in a different way, if we really want disarmament

and not endless talk on the subject.,
The most recent objecfidn of ‘the Western side to our proposals, the one that

turns up most often in the verbatim records, is the reference to peace—kéeping

machinery. T think that the members of the Committee havé already noticed thgt

the Western representafiVes-«»aS'the representative of Romania, Mr. Dumitrescu,

"~ has rightly pointed out—= in fighting against‘the'Soviet proposals, are actually ..

“t
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flghtlng agalnst thé Unlted Natlons and agalnst its Charter. The Soviet Union' s

proposals are based on the need to strengthen the United Natlons as an 1nstrument

n

of pease. We shall not at present quote the relevant articles of the Sov1et

" draft treaty. The representatives can themselves refresh thelr memories 1n that

regard

What is the d1rectlon that is belng taken by the Western Powers’P On‘

17 March Mr. Flsher, in explaining the Unlted States‘ negatlve attltude to the

Sov1et proposals, stated that this negatlvc attltude was due to.the fact that

the Sov1et Government was -~ - ‘
L opposlng the creation of 1nternatlonal peace—keeplng forces outs1de

the ‘framework of a treaty on general and complete dlsarmament ...ﬂ

(BNDC/PV 175, p.8)

I draw your attentlon, gentlemen, to thevwords ”outs1de the framework of a treaty

on general and-complete disarmament'. What amazing loglc° The obgectlon of

the Western representatlves to the Sov1et _proposals on general and complete

- disarmament could be understood, if . there were no provision 'in the Sov1et plan

'for the creatlon of international armed forces, But that 1n fact is not S0, f

A1l that is provided for in the Sov1et draft treaty. , . ,
The Western Powers, apparently, obgect to the Sov1et draft treaty for two

reasonss. first, they blame us because the Sov1et'draft trcaty provides for |

' peace-keeping armed forces in exact conformity with what is laid down on this

subject in thé Chartér of the United Nations. The Western Powers place the
questlon of armed forces in an altogether different context . Their 1dea of these

armed forces is at varlance with the Charter of the Unlted Nations and does not flt ;

in with it. The second objection of the Western Powers to the Sov1et proposals
“1s that these do not prov1de for the creation of peace—keeplng armed forces at
" the stage in- questlon° namely, before the concluslon of an agreement on general

and -complete dlsarmament.. Here again, in speaklng about th1s, the Western Powers

have in. mlnd the creation of armed forces, not in the way prov1ded for: by the

'Charter of- the Unlted Nations, but in their own manner.
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Forgive me, Mr Flsher9 but your pretens1ons have no bearlng whatsoever on~

our negotlatlons, _and.1f you ~put themrforward, itlis apparently because you havehx‘\

no serious and'wellefounded arguments against the Soviet proposals.,' But youp‘ﬂhp'

deflnltely have a des1re to shatter the Charter of ! the Unlted Natlons.

......

Thlu was, very eloquently coniirmcdby'the Canadlan representatlvey MI. Burns,a'

at the meetlng on [ April. = He: frankly stated that, ‘in his opinion.— -
”... better peace—keeplng arrangements than those oj Chapter VII of .

the Charter will be needed ,..' (hNDC/PV 181i p 36) o Aj

What then, is the peace—Keceping device. that the Western Powers have in m1nd°"

Here, on thls point, the TWestern Powers show . sniflclentlv thelr real posltlon.--.i‘

At the meetlng on 17 March Mr, Figher attacked the prlnchle of unanlmlty in the

Securlty Council; * he attackedfbe prlnclple of agreelng on measures for us1ng ) hfi;.

1nternatlonal armed forces (ENDC/PV 175, pb. 859). What that means-is known to
everybody. l shall not go into details. But 1t s obv1ous that the Western

Powers would like to brlng about new condltlons, wh1ch would be more sultable for“’

.the purpose of turnlng the 1nternatlonal armed forces into an 1nstrument of - thelra
pollcy, Is there any need to say that the: approach of uhe Western Powers to

-peace-keeping questlons runs counter to the prov1s1ons oi the Unlted Natlons

Charter° Consequently their obJectlons to the Sov1et ‘proposals, Wthh are based'xw

on, the Charter, are untenable..‘ ‘

‘ In order to leave no amblvulty, we have deemed it necessary to analyze thé ;:
basic motlves of the Western Powers and to compare our own and thelr approach as -
regards the main lines. From what -has been sald 1t follows quite obv1ously that-
the Western proposals. do not solve the problem of . ellmlnatlng ‘the danger of a
nuclear war,. and are unreallstlc both from the polltlcal and the practlcal p01nts

‘of view. ' On the other hand it is Just as obv1ous that the Sov1et proposals meet

all possible criterias and 1t is pre01sely these qualltnes of our pr0posal for the L

ellmlnatlon in the first stage of dlsarmament of all the means’ of dellvery of -

“nuclear weapons, except for a strlctly llmlted and agreed quantlty of m1ss1les to

be retalned by the Sov1et Unlon and the Unlted States of Amerlca untll the end of

' dlsarmament that explain. the w1de support Wthh 1t recelved at the sesslon of the

i

R
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: ' United Wations General Assembly, as well as from international public opinion and

4‘scienfific éircles. The Western representatives are fond of referring to
science. But if they take sdientific opinion into account, they should take
'1nto oon81deratlon the conclus1ons of the Pugwash Conference of scientists, which
; have been cited in our Committee (ENDC/PV 177, pp 28 29).

-Concern about the fate of the negotlatlons and the desire to get them moving.
proﬁpted the Indian representatlve to put forward a proposal concerning the proper
basis for our future work (ibid., p.28). He suggested that we should approve in
prindiple the Soviet proposals and then go on to a detailed examination of them.
In this regard we understand the Indian delegation and make‘cbmmon cause with it.

- - We show good .will, and we see ‘the manifestation of good will also on the part
of our colleagues-Q-the representativés of other socialist couhtriéé and of '
o non~-aligned States. Only one fhing'is missing in the work of the Cémmittee, and
~this is now quite evident, There is no sign of good will on the part of the
Weste;n PoWeré. - Moreover, the representatives of those countries are developing’
‘an'amazihg7philosophy, Stagnation and a refusal to make headway are being
.‘raised‘ﬁy them to~a'Virfue, and théy considqr such an approach realistic, practical,
gradual, well-balanced and so on and so0 forth while they declare the search for
agreement to be a defect or evern a lack of realism. A

‘The Western representatlves take the liberty--—as Mr, r"homa,s has done-—of
- -reproaching the Soviet Union for not having changed its proposals since the last -
gession of fhe United Nations General Assembly. . Lﬂt us see what this "reproach!
" means. In what respeot has the Soviet Union not changed its proposa1s°’ In the
respect that it is not abandoning its pos1tlons of prlnolple, nor is it abandonlng
the measures aimed at eliminating the menace of a nuclear war. That, 1ndeed, is
where -we  differ with- you. Agréement*can be dchieved oﬁly-when the:Weétern'Powers
-abéndon'their ﬁreSent position aimed at maintaining the menace of a nuclear attack
:>Jup to the very end of the last stage of disarmament., This positio@ of the Western
Powérs will not lead to disarmament, and no agreement ié‘possible on such a basis.

- The petrified positioniof.the West,hénd fhe‘unwillingness Qf the Wesfern
delegations to pay heed to the iéaSonable appeals reaching their ears from all
quérters 'to take the Soviet proposals as the basis. for a decisiop; are now fhe
stumbllng—block on the path to agreement. The.Wesfern Péwers must remove this

obstruction from our pathu

R
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Mr, BUXNS (Cenada): I listenéd with interest to the remerks made by the
representative of Romania this morning in which he referred to some previous
stotements of his which I had mentioned at our last meeting. I Will not carry this
 discussion any further at the moment; but I should like to say that I will study
what he has Sgld in ths Verbatlm record and may wieccise my rlght to reply to it at a -
later date. . '

' Today my remaerks will relate chiefly to what thé representative of the Soviet
Union seld on 7 april in regord to control over, or verificztion of, the propqsals'-
which the Soviet Union is advanéinv for the reduction and climination of nuclear
wapon vehicles in the first stage of dlsarmament ‘which sre combined with the
so—called Gromyko "umbrella® propossl (ENDC/2/R€V=1/Addol)u Of course,.I shall
probably h:ve scmething to say in regard to the further remsrks which he mode this
mormning, perticularly those addressed to me, |

Now, to go back to the meeting of 7 April, the Soviet representative said:

”He'cléimed”—»referring to me——"that the Soviet proposal did not éuarantee

adequate verification of the proposed measures., This opinion of the Soviet

proposal sxpressed by Mr., Burns 1s o2 unsubstantiated assertion «.."

(BNDC/FV.18L, p.38) |

He then went on to show — or try to show —— how baselesé it was by reheafsing the
measures for control which are set doWn in the first stege of the Soviet draft treaty
for general and cemplete disarmaement (ENDC/2/Rev.l). He gave them to us rather in
the manner of & schoolmaster repeating the multiplication ts blc to & some whﬂt dull
pupil. But everything that Mr. Tsarapkir seid (ENDC/FV.181, pp.38-40) was clrewdy
known to vs because it was all in the Soviet draft trc aty ‘which had been presented
to this Confereﬁce in March 1962, Indeed, I SulQ on 17 March: _
1411 thot cur Soviel colleagues huve told us in regard to the control measures
ey envisuge‘for a generel destruction of nuclear weapon vehicles is
exemplified by article 5, parcgraph 3, of their draft treaty for general and
'complete disarmamentd, ‘which says:
"Ipspucto s of the Internationsl Disarmament Organlz"tlon shall
verify the 1mplemuntutlon of the measures referred to in pyrasrnphs 1

and 2 above.!'"  (ENDC/PV.175,p.20) .
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'ne knew wh b was wrlttcn about those propos :1s, and it is pTCClSCly because they
are 1nfoequote and unbutlsf ctory thnt we have bccn osklng qucstlons *bout
verlflcatloh,‘asklng.qucstlons 1n'¢n endeavour to get the representative of the
SoviehlUnion fo make'clehrer.what exactly it is\that is being put to us, and_how the
Sovieh Uhion.will>demonstrato ﬁhat ﬁll nuclecr ﬁeapon vehicles are actually
¢limincted with fhe exXceptions provided for in the Gromyko proposal for a minimun
deterrent' and those rockets which are to be kept for purposes of peaceful space
reSc_rch . - ' . J o . |

' Thls mornlno We have hesrd hr. Tsorcpkln 50y (EEEEZ: P 27) a good oa l hbout, _
what he c_lls the olsaovcntsgcs, or thc physiczl unfcc510111ty or the unreallstlc
quollty, of the Western prooos~ls, whlch he snid, will involve scarching every
nook and cranny, every mllltcry CStubllShmcn; and every fectory of the Soriet;Union.
No doubt by 1ngdvortencc, he erred concerning what would be necessary under the
actual Western proposals, which are for # reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles
by 30 pdr cent in the first st Vg :nd 35 per ccnt in the two ensuing St”ges. It
has been pointed out (LNDC/EV .35, p. 15) that the control in respect of these
measures would be prOportloncl to thJ cxtent of thc rcductlon of nuclear weapon
vehicles carried out in sach stoge. In other words, 1t would not all be done in
one stuge or all_done'at first, becouse certain unntltles of these vehlclcs would
be left for later stéges. Thcrcforc the control problem becomes more mnnﬁgcﬁble.-
' But this mornlng tho rcprcsentwt1Vc of the oov1et Unlon——uddrc851ng his _
remarks meinly, I thlnk to what Mr. C“V’llEttW hed suld——was rccclllng that the
verlflcutlon measurcs which the West said would be needed if the Soviet plan for the
reauctlon qnd zllmln\tlon of 111 nucleer weapon vehicles in the first stoge, were
-ccrrled out, were very cxtcn51vc,' and he alleged that those_wcre,actualiy the
prooosuls for VbTWflC ‘tion which applied to the plen as set out in the United States
’ Outllne of Basic Prov151ons of = Treaty on Genersl and Complctc Dlsarmcmcnt
(BNDC/30 and Corr. 1 and Add. 1,2,3).

is I said béfore, thc uestern delegotions have on o number of OCC“SlonS asked
for an explenation of how the Soviet Union would propose to h Ve 1ts “proposal to
abolish all nucle:r wgapon vchlclcs in the flrst ‘stage currlcd out in such & manner
as would solvU the problcm of verlfylng that no wcopons other thgn thosc Whlch had

" been declared were left snywhere in ony country. I mysclf havc askcd questions
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at ﬂlnumber of moctlngs, JS follows. . On 4 Februury I asked how the destructlon :
or alsmuntllng ‘of nitclear weﬁpon VbthlcS was to be ph%sea and tlmcd, Qna how 1t
was to be. verified to the Sthsf ctlon of 211 pﬂrtlss (ENDC/FV, 163,pp 12,6t seg.)
Agﬂln on 18 Fcbruﬁry I as d
o "How would prOposLl on the lines suécsstod by Mr. Gromyko bes ver1f1sd7
Whut hes Just ‘besen stated points to the ab00531ty of a complete dlsclosurb of
| the numbers und locations of ox1st1ng 1ntorcont1nentﬂl bwlllstlc mlSSlleS,

and unrestrlctsd opportuplty for inspection of all terrltorles of mlSSlle—-

. ownlng countrics before reduction to o minimum balanced dcterrent could be
cffectsd — thot 1s, cffected in the ons—stlgc operstlon which 1s ths prssent N
Soviet Union proposzl." (£NDC/EV.167, p.8)

Then:

"Looking at the Soviet Union propos"l in thls Wway, one sees thst it runs
into what are eésséntially the Same obJsctlons, w1th regard to verlflcatlon and
the posslblllty of 'the gulnlng of "deqtsgs by ‘oné State or group of btgtos,

28 were sdvanced ‘ogoinst the Orlgln ol Soviet propOSal —_ thﬂt 1s, ‘before the
Gromyko- cmendments <= to destroy all nuclear weapon vehicles w1thout exception
in the first stoge .o (ibid) '

On 17 ¥arch, from the verbatim rdcord which I hove clready quoted, I poiﬁted'out the
unsatisfoctory ond meagre ch&racter‘of the informstion about verificatioh'whichlwe’
hod so for obtained from the representative of the Soviet Union (ENDC/?V;175, Pe20)
1 alsovséid: ' ' | o
"If the wWest 1s to‘ﬁske'thc Soviet proposals as o serious basis for
-/ negotiztion, it is necesscry for the Soviet Union t6 put forward a ﬁentétivé;"
or at least an illustrative, progremme of  how the territory of the Soviet
Union ond 1ts allies and, at the same time, the territory of the United States
and its allieés would be opened up for inspsction to provelthat there are no
rooketS‘othur‘than those declored at the launching pads, Th;t programme would
h"ve to rslgte the arcas opened, and thc time thsy would bs opcnud after the
commencement of dlswrncment- and the pcrcentage‘or proportien of rockets ss-
~well as 211 the othsr categories of nuclesr Weapons that would be supposed to
be destroyed by that time." (ibid,, p.21)
None of those qucstlonS'hMS'bsen satisfactorily enswered by the Soviet -
delegation in any of its stotements, up to and ineluding the statement

made today., Mr. Tsarapkin and other representatives of the Zostern
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European countries have stated that all the neoessary explanations have already
been given about the verification of the Soviet Union propogals for ellmlnatlng
nuolear'Weapon vehioles, as amended by the Grbmyko proposals., . We are ‘sorry to
have to say that, on the oontrary, no explanation satlsfaotory to the Western
group of nations represented here has been given. I need hardly say that in
negotiation it is essential that those who put forward a proposal in the hope of
having" 1t accepted by the other s1de should give a full explanatlon of it to that
other side and answer all relevant questlons Whloh the other side may put. it
that is not done, then the other side must oonolude that the proposals are not
serlous, or have not been worked out in sufflolent detail to make certain that
they are really practicable and feasible-~— whiOh“amounts to the same thing.
.The'purpose of the Canadian delegation in putting these questions and
offerlng these criticisms is to forward our negotatlons in respect of the
reduotlon and elimination o# nuolear weapon vehicles. Our negotlatlon has
bogged down because of the continued refusal of the Soviet Union to give the

requ1red explanatlons, coupled w1th a demand for acoeptanoe in prlnolple of 1,s

proposals before explanatlons are given,

. In the hope of getting things moving, I am g01ng to offer to the Commlttee

~ some 1deas of what poss1bly might be methods of carrying out and verlfylng the

proposals of the Soviet Union for the flrst stage, relating to nuclear weapon
vehloles. These gsuggestions which I offer can be considered as "models".

"Model" is an expression which has come into use, I believe, in connexion with
strategio studies in fhe'United States and elsewhere. The "model" is a simplifbd
ploture of certain key factors in a problem, Wthh is set out for the purpose of

analys1s, eliminating complex  and complloatlng 01roumstanoes met with in real

‘s1tuat10ns in the world. This method, which is based, I believe, on the methods

of study used in the physical soiences, has certain advantages in olarifying

complex problems such as those of the first stage of disarmament.

The first pointPoonoerns the timing of tbe release of information. necessary
for oontrol. The Soviet Union has eetadown_in artiole 2, paragraph 5, of its
draft Treaty that all parties —-= N _

" ..« shall submit to the Internatfonai.biearmament Organization in

good time such information. ... " (ENDC/2/Rev.l, p.4) --
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as is-required,for;pontrdl PUTLPOSES. Does this meéan that for the first stage
the Soviet-Union weould give complete information about numbers and locations of
all nuclear Weaponrvehicles which it has listed for déstruétion.._that is,
inte;ggntinental ballistic missiles, rockets of lesser range,. aircraft and
aftillery capable of-delivering nuclear weapons to their targets? And would this
be done-before the destruction commenced? If not,_how.ﬁould it be done and Whenf
would it.Dbe done? Or would the information be released in parts ~-part before
the start of disarmament, another part six months later, a further pért éfter‘
another six months,»énd>so on? This is something we should like to‘knpw in-
order to.assess the practicability of what the Soviet Union is- proposing, or.
alternatively to convince the Soviet Union representative heré of 1its
impracticability.

The next point we have to oonsidef is when the‘inspéotors who are to oversee:
all this destruction, and who are to superviée the_removaliof nuclear weapon
vehicles, .are to be brought to all ——I repeat, all~—-thevlooations-Where the
mifitary units operating nuclear weapon vehicles ‘are-in the Soviet Union and, of
course, in-all other countries. Is that to be done before»desthotion gtarts?
This is an extremely important point. - If not before . destruction starts —~-when?
It would appear that if the inspectors are to:do all the things enumezzted by
Mr. Tsarapkin on 7 April (ENDC/PV.181, pp.38-40) they must be present at-all the.
import@nt;ﬁilitary units of the Soviet Union and, of course, of other-equnt:ies.
It Would-not,befsufficient, for example, if inspectors were.allowed to .see
aviation squadron. "A", which had been declared as being equipped with .aircraft
for delivering nuclear weapons, and were not allowed to see-aviationQSQuédron npn
which was declared not to have them ——a declaration which it would be necessary
indeed :to verify. o |

The same consideration would apply to units of artillery and so forth. It -
would be clear that, if such an extensive ihspection of all military unite of the -
Soviet Union were to be agreed to, there would be very little military éebreoy.
left in that country or,  of course, in the other countries. concerned.. However,

there,is'nothing whatever in the past statements of our Soviet coneagﬁes here -
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that would lead one to expect them to allow the inspectors of the international

‘disarmament -organization to visit all the military units and see all nuclear

weapon vehicles before destruction began.

It would be interesting to learn whether the representative of the Soviet

' Union will state his country's position on that point.. If the reaction to the

firet model which I have just given is negative,  then presumably the Soviet Union

has another plan-or idea for phasging destruction and its necessary verification.

One such other plan might be to arrange for the destruction of -equivalent

quantities of nuclear weapon vehicles by the Soviet Union on the one side and
the(United States; the United Kingdom and any other nations possessing nuclear
weapon vehicles on the other. That, indeed, would be a kind of extension of
what has been proposed to us in this Conference ——~what is referred to as the
"bomber bonfire'.

l This might be practicable in the early stages of disarmament; but it is not

’Ilikely that either side would feel able to go on with this method until nuolear

'Weapon vehicles had been reduced to the numbers contemplated under the proposal

for a minimum continuing nuclear deterrent, or the so-called Gromyko "umbrella, .-
For one thing, if -the two sides have differing numbers of certain kinds of
weapons after even numbers on each side have been destroyed, - there would be an
ﬁndestroyed residue. For another thing, before thg final batches of nuclear
weapon vehicles had been destroyed, the parties would want assurance that rone had
been hidden. .This would involve the problem of opening national territories to
the internétional disarmament organization inspectors. S0, although this plan
or‘method of destruction of equal numbers might be simple at the start, it would
run into great difficulties after the early stages.

HOWevér, if neither of the two proposals, or models, which I have outlined are
Wﬁat the Soviet Union has in mind for the timing and verification of the
destruction of nuclear weapon vehicles, perhaps it contemplates reducing the
vehicles by phases, taking a proportion of each kind of vehicle on each side and

at each phase, and allowing inspectors to visit the military units from which they

- are being withdrawn and to supervise their destruction. This would also involve

opening up progressively areas in the territpries of the oohtraoting States to

:theAaGtivities of the inspecting teams.
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(Mr. Burns, Canada)

This, however, as the Commltt%e Wlll see, would be a plan qf percentage
reductlonS° although the Sov1et Uthn—n-lf 1ndeed they>contemp1ate thls method
of proqeed;ngw-rwould doubtless argue that the reductions could be Qarrled out
more quickly than the percentage reductlons env1saged 1n the United States | ;
p;opeeelsvﬁor<bes1o p;ov;31ons of disarmament. However, the principle Would be
the same ~— percentage reduction over a certain period —— and therefore it spoyl@
be possible to negotiete on the question of tiﬁing the periods required to effect
the reducfiens and.they way in which verification would be progressively oa:pied\
out and extended.

I hope that these speculations on the solution of the problem of. reducing
~the number of nuclear Weapon vehlcles, and the neceesary accompanying
verification, may result in our rece1v1ng a olearer exp081tlon of Soviet Union
thinking on this matter than we have had up to the present.,

A good deal was said by the representative of Romania and the representative
of the Soviet Union in regard to the views expressed by the Western delegations
about the necessity of having improved machinery for peace-keeping within the
framework of the United Nations; and we are reproached for wishing to have
something which would perhaps work a little better than the present arrangements.
My delegation will, probably at some later meeting, wigh to come back to this
subject. However, I could hardly help commenting at this time that, of the
eight neutral nations repreeented'here, 8ix have taken part in peace-keeping
operations; and I am sure that they are in an excellent position to know what
at the present time are the deficiencies in the way in whioh the Charter
provisions are allowed to operate.

Other subjects have been mentioned and other points raised; particularly
iﬁ the statement made by the representative of the Soviet Union, which I should

like to study further and on which I reserve my right to reply.
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The Conferenee deeided to issue the following @ommuniqués

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarméhent today '
held its 183rd pPlenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, gyder the.
chairmanship of H.E. Ambassadoxr Pu-Lind, representative of Sweden.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Romania, the'ﬁnitéd Kingdom,
Italy, the Soviet Union and Canada. _ »
. "The next meeting of the Conference will be-held on Thursday, 16 Apéi; 1964,
at-10.30 aeleMs . ..

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.ma




