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The CHAIRMAN (Romania) (translation f.rom French)~ I declare open the 

one hundred and.eighty-second meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disarmameni. 

Mr. HltSSLN (United iiTab Republic)~· On 25 February my delegation 

expressed the wish that the Foreign Ministers of all Member States represented 

in this Committee could be present here for the purpose of speeding up our work 

(~~DC/PV.l69, p.30). Therefore we welcome the fact that recently a number of 

distinguished statesmen have been able to.attend our meetings and address the 

Conference. Their presence is another proof of the importance of OUl' 

Committee as a useful forum for tackling and solving the vital problem of 

general and complete disarmament. · 

Owing to the lack of an agreed agenda on collateral measures - a fact which 

we have regretted and still regret -- our debate has been characterized mainly 

by its general nature. Each of the major parties has indulged in a unilateral 

exposition and reiteration of its point of view. .Such a state of affairs could 

not produce the fruitful and mutual exchange of views on specific issues which 

is indispensable for the progress of our work. Such an exchange of views could 

undoubtedly have created a more propitious opportunity for making eff_or_t~ _t_o 

smooth differences and remove obstacles. 

We should like to believe that we are entering a new phase in our deliberations 

on collateral measures~ a phase where both parties have terminated the exposition 

of all relevant aspects of their proposals, so that the Conference might 

concentrate on engaging in a thorough exchange of views on some of the collateral 

measures which offer large possibili tie's for agreement~ so that we might be able 

to report positive and concrete agreement to the next session of the 

General Assembly. 

Allow me now to deal with a question which, in our view, requires an urgent 

solutiong the question of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. \rie have 

listen'ed with great attention to what has been stated in the Committee in 

connexion with that problem. We feel that it would be appropriate for the 

Committee to concentrate on that item in order to reach an early agreement in 

that respect. 
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(Mr. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

In 1962, .when the Soviet Union and the United States submitted their draft 

treaties for general and complete disarmament, it was clear.that there was a 

great deal of similarity in their desire to prevent the f~ther spread of 

nuclear weapons. 

followsg 

J~ticle 16 of the Soviet draft treaty stated in part as 

11The States parties to the Treaty which possess nuclear weapons 

undertake to refrain from transferring control over nuclear weapons 

and from transmitting information necessary for their pro~uction to 

States not possessing such weapons". (ENDC/2/Rev.l 2 p.l3) 

The United States outline of a treaty contained the following~ 
11The Parties to the Treaty would agree to seek to prevent the 

creation of further national nuclear forces. To this end the Parties 

would agree that~ 

a. lilly Party to the Treaty which had manufactured, or which.at 

any time manufactures, a nuclear vreapon wouldg 

(1) Not transfer control over any nuclear weapons to a State which 

had not manufactured a nuclear v<e.apon before an agreed date; 

(2) Not assist any such State in manufacturing any nuclear weapons." 

(ENDC/30, p. 9) 

More recently, both President Johnson~s message to the Conference (ENDC/120) 

and the Soviet Union memorandum (ENDC/123) .have :pointed out the importance of 

reaching an agreement on the prevention of proliferation of such weapons. The 

Soviet Union memorandum statedg 
111i.. widening of the circle of States possessing nuclear weapons would 

increase many times over the danger of the outbreak of a thermonuclear 

war. lit the .same time a widening of the circle of nuclear States 

would also make it much more difficult to solve the problem of. 

disarmament." (ibid. 2 p.4) 

The Soviet Union memorandum went on to sayg 

"In order to shut off all possibilities for the spread of nuclear weapons, 

the Soviet Government proposes that an agreement on this g_uestion should 

contain, besides the prohibition to transfer such weapons or to give 

information on their manufacture to any particular government, a~so 

provisions to guarantee that such a transfer of nuclear weapons or access 

to them shall not take place indirectly, through military blocs, for example, 
through the so-called multilateral nuclear force of Nil.T0. 11 (ibid. 2 pp.4,5) ___ _ 
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(Mr. Hassan, United Arab Repu~lic) 

Our Western colleagues have expressed equal concern not only in the Committee 

but at the highest level as well. In the message of President Johnson to the 

Conference he said~ 

"··· to stop the spread of nuclear weapons to nations not now controlling 

them, let us agree~ 

(A) That nuclear weapons not be transferred into the national 

control of States which do not now control them ••• " 

(ENDC /120, p .2) 
Mr. Fisher sta:t·ed on 5 March~ 

"At present only a few countries can produce nuclear weapons. It is 

.in the interest of all the world that their number be not increased." 

( ENDC /P V. 172 , - p • 14 ) 

Our Indian colleague quoted on 12 March the final communiqu~ issued by 

the last Pugwash Conference, held in India recently, in which that distinguished 

group of scientists reminded us of the danger existing in the delaying of such 

an agreement (ENDC/PV.l74.J p.l6 ). 

In the meantime, most of the delegations around this table have made the 

point that a non-dissemination agreement would be the next logical step after the 

successful conclusion of the Moscow test ban treaty. Furthermore, as the 

Committee is aware, the problem of preventing a wider dissemination of nuclear 

weapons has been the centre of concern at previous sessions of the General 

Assembly •. Several resolutions have been passed to that effect. 

us resolutions 1380 (XIV), 1576 (XV), 1664 (XVI) and 1665 (XVI). 

We have before 

We in the 

United i~rab Republic delegation support wholeheartedly the Irish resolution 

(A/RES/1665 (XVI)), which was adopted unanimously at the sixteenth session of 

the General Assembly. Moreover, we think that that resolution can stand as a 

starting-point for achieving an agreement on the prevention of a wider dissemination 

of nuclear weapons. 

Apart from the benefits which could result from reaching an agreement on the 

non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, which I have no intention of enumerating 

here, it would be a high tribute to our Committee if we could work out such an 

agreement. The problem of "agreement in principle", which retards our 

deliberations on certain problems in this Committee, has no existence here, as 

the Irish resolution in itself stands for such an agreement~ moreover, in its 
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(lY[r. · Hassan 2 United itrab Republic) 

first operative paragraph it calls upon all States, and in particular upon 

States possessing at present nuclear weapons --· · 

"··· to use their best endeavours to secure the conclusion of an 

international agreement containing provisions under which the nuclear 

States would undertake to refrain from relin<luishing control of·nuclear 

weapons and from transmitting the information necessary for their 

manufacture·to States not possessing such weapons, and provisions 

under which States not possessing nuclear weapons would undertake not 

io manufacture or·otherwise ac<luire control of such weapons" • 

. (A/RES/1665 ·. (XVI)) 

I ain sorryto have had to <luote such a long paragraph, but we think that it is 

appropriate to. indicate the terms included in that resoluti·on, which represents 
. : 

a useful siarting=po.int- for achieving such an agreem'ent •. 

At;our meeting·o~ 10 June: 1963 I statedg 

"··· it is:~elf-evid~nt ihatthe freezing of the armaments race is 

closely tied up with and bears a direct relation to an agreement to 

prevent the prolif~raiion bf nuclear weapons as well as information 

relative to their manufacture or uses directly or indirectly, 

bilaterally or multilateraily, t~ other States which at present do 

not possess them"~ (ENDC/PV.l42 2 p.l5) 

It is obvious, from reviewing both sides 1 arguments on this subject during 

the past three months, that the main stumbling-block which >re are facing is the 

objection of our Eastern colleagues to the creation of the multilateral force 

within the NATO Alliance. Our colleagues from the socialist countries have 

continued to state on various occasions in this Committee their dissatisfaction: 

with regard to this policy? while on the other hand our Western colleagues do not 

envisage such a policy as being one of dissemination of nuclear weapons. It 

would.be a matter of polemics to go through such arguments and try to prove that 

the multilateral ·force is or is not a kind of dissemination of nuclear weapons? 

but whatever ~c~uld be the reasons, whether political or strategic, we feel that 

the best waY to ensure peace and security in our world.is to prevent any 

accessibility to nuclear weapons and therefore avoid complicating further the 

alreadY complex task of reaching any agreement on disarmament. 
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(Mr. Hassan, United .Arab Republic) 

• .. "-:: .. :· __ :.:~~~-~-:_;~~:E~p-:t:·~6f~:h:b~~df~:s:~ilifk~~tion in itself, as we understand it, is a kind 

of fi~~-z~ ·~f 1h~- de.pl~yment of riucleiir weapons. b;r other States. . On the other 

hand~ if we have correctly understood the Unit'ed States proposal for a freeze of . .;\··. 
strategi-c nuclear vehicles (ENDC/120) ~ as explained by Mr. Foster on 31' :r~nu~ry, 
it includes a freeze of t.heir- .. dep-1~yri1Bnt .. (ENDC/PV.i62; pp'~l6 et s~q.)· 

' . . 
We wonder whether it would he possible for-the domain of such. a propo~ed 

. ' . 
f'reeze:to ooverthe creation of the multilateral force. I~ othe~w6rds~. would 

it: be :feasible for the United States plan for a verified freeze of s.trategic 

nucTear weapons to be.applied·to the oreation .. of the multilateral force? On 

.such _.ar;i_.,ass'ump.tion; ·would it be acceptable·~ on the . other hand,. t~ our· Eastern 

colleagues -'to embark on reaoh:i:ng independent agreements on both the 

rfon:._diss~mination is~ue and the question o·f freezing strategic weapons under . 

. control measures acceptable to both sides? 

We bear in mind that our Eastern colleagues do not obje'et t.o the idea 

· .... of.··the .freeze· in itself. Mr. Zemla spoke to this effect at our mee~ing·on 
:'26•- Ma±ch:g .. 

·II~~.·: I: should like to emphasize that' as regards the fr~e~~ proposals ' 

· ·;iri :.g~b:eral; .. ~e 'db not oppose them a priori? 

_,·: ·.:':Posi;ti6n or{ them per se in prinoi~le." 
-~ . . 

Mr .• Zenrla .. ~i-erit on to sayg 

we do not take a· nega(ive· 

·. · iiThe fr~'-eze :would, no doubt~ be of importance in a number o,f. ' 

spheres.~' :-~r-t::.rrd:ght' play a· positive role in building a ba,;rrier~ .fc?.r 
. . . 

examplE(, against the undesirable dissemination' of' nuclear. weapgnf3 i;q, · ·-

s·~me·.'new sp·h~r~\i where they have not :penetrated so far."._(END.O/PV.l78
2 

·;p•2o).: 

·Therefor~ .;.,e afe ·convinced that it would not be beyond the resour9ef'ulness,and. 

realism: of· the nuclear Powers to find satisfactory solutions to those. suoj~ots·· 
in the near future~ ·in any form or at any level acceptable to both sides. _. 

The next 'item· with which I should like to deal is the question of halting 

production o-f fissionable rna terials for w·eapon use, arid the questio:n. of· the 

_.inspection and ooritrol involved. 1ve have welcomed the unilateral out-back in 

production announced by President Johnson (EN'DC/120) ~- and have listened with 

great. attention to what the United States· delegation had· ·to s~y on that question 

(ENDC /PY .166, pp .,16 e-t seq.}. • ' 1rve believe that· the use of nuclear energy for 

the. prod.uotion. of' • niicle·ar- weapons: shOuld be hal ted at once~ with the additional 

transfer of all stockpiles to peaceful· uses. · 1·Te aiso · ~gree that appropriate and 

effective verification should be applied to prevent the use of fissionable 
materials in weapons. 
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(Mr. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

The representative of India, Mr. Trivedi,- was quite right when he said on 

12 Marchg 
11 it is not intended that checks should be placed on the peaceful 

utilizatio_n_ of.nuclear energy. 11 (ENDC/PV.:l.74 9 £··18) 

He want on to say-at the same meetingg 

"Moreover, we believe that extension of the system of safeguards of the 

International Atomic Energy Agency, as at present established, to equipment 

and devices which serve a peaceful purpose would widen the gap between the 

developed countries and the under-developed countries .•. ~ n (ibid. 2 p .19) 

We agree with that conclusion drawn by Mr. Trivedi. In the meantime, we welcome 

the United States decision (ENDC/PV.l72, pp.l7 9 18) to open one of it_~ reactors to 

International Atomic Energy Agency inspection as a first step towards_ an ad·equate 

system of.safeguards. 

I should now like to· deal with a subject which has received renewed interest in 

our Committee~ the physical d~struction of some armaments, recently symbolized in 

the proposals con~erning the destruction of bomber aircraft. The memorandutn 

submitted by the Government of the Soviet Union (ENDC/123) contains a proposal for 

the elimination of bomber aircraft. A counter-proposal was presented in detail 
- I 

to this Committee by the representative of the United Sta·tes on 19 March, when he 
/ 

proposed the destruction by the United States and the Soviet Union of an equal 

number of B-4 7 and TU-16 bomber aircraft (ENDCjPV .1 76, pp. 5 et seg.). 

As a small non-aligned colintry,, we are in favour of the destruction of the 

m~;j<:>:z:: __ m_~a:_tLs· which the great Powers now have for delivering nuclear weapons to their 

targets; .that is why we welcome the underlying idea of the two proposals. After 

studying the Soviet Union and the United States proposals for the destruction of 

bombers, it seems to us that, behind their apparent dissimilarity, they have a 

built-in·logic which in the last analysis reveals a close correlation. 

Nevertheless the Soviet proposal appears to be more attractive, as it tends to 

dispose of an important means of delivery of nuclear weapons on a larger scale than 

its United States counterpart. However, the implementation of the Soviet Union 

proposal for the destruction of all bombers would perforce take some time; so, 

in order to be meaningful, it must logically be accom:par.1_;i._ed by a cessation of the 

production of bombers to be agreed upon concurrently._ 

destroy all bombers_ while producing new ones •. · 

It would be senseless to 
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(Mr. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

If we now turn to the United States. proposal in this regard we find that, 

while it presents some tempting advantages on account of its .. pr~cticability and· 

feasibility, it nevertheless falls short of expectations as an effective measure in 

the field. of disarmament, for two reasons. First, the two kinds of bombers proposed 

to be destroyed might be considered powerful weapons by smal countries; but, as 

far as relations between the great Powers are concerned, it is safe to ass~e that 

they can be considered obsolete. Secondly, the proposal for the destr1_1_ction of 

those two kipds~. CJ:.s it stands, vr.i.ll not prevent the production of new -a:pd :powerful 

types of bombers. 
·( .· That is why the implementation of th~ United States proposal, 

in order to be really _meaningful, must not be viewed as an isolated proposal but 

should be considered as an insta:)..ment in an agreed and. phased programme for the 

destruction of all bombers. . ,. 

Therefore a close analysis of, l:Joth th\3 United States and the Soviet Union 

proposals, in the light of the responsibility entrusted to us to facilitat~ general 

and complete disarmament and to achieve long~awaited tangible results in that field, 

seems to lead us to the three following interrelated conclusions, which could be 

discussed, co-ordinated and embodied in a single agreement with a carefully-phased 

programme for their implementation .• 

These conclusions are: (1) the cessation of production of all bombers; (2) the 
' destruction of all bombers; .and (3) the establishment of a. carefully-phased 

programme for the destruction of all bombers, v.rhich would start :;dth the .United, 

States proposal for the destruction of B-47, TU-16 and other bombers. Those are 

some though~s I sho~d like to put before the Committee for its consideration. 

Th~ preceding aua.lysim reveals that the United States and Soviet Union 

pro_posals for the destruction of bombers are not quite ordinary collat~ral measures; 

th':ly_differ in tneir contents and scope from any collateral measures on which 

agreement has been reached so far. Indeed, thos:; latter measures wer~ more passive 

in character, requiring no control or verification, and did .not imro]_ye physical. . ' .. 

disarmament. 
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(Nr. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

.Here. we are faced with a kind of collateral measure proposed by both sides 

which.includes more than one aspect familiar to ~neral and complete disarmament. 

The two proposals include, indeed, some elements of cessation of production, 

physical destruction, and a kind of control and verification. It is a hopeful sign 

that the Conference is now turning its attention to more meaningful and vigorous 

collateral measures in the field of disarmament. We welcome such a development 

and should encourage it as long as it facilitates general and complete disarmament 

while safeguarding the security of States. The destruction of bombers, which 

constitute an important means of delivery of nuclear weapons, would relieve the 

ht;trden of the first stage of disarmament and v-rould be valuable experience for the 

disarmament process and eloquent proof that the great Powers were sincere in their 

desire to start on the road of general and complete disarmament. 

There is another question which I should like to touch upon briefly, and that 

is the question of the establishment of observation posts to prevent war by accident, 

miscalculation or surprise attack -- a matter which has recently emerged again at 

.the surface of our deliberations (ENDC/PV.l78, pp.9 et seq.; ENDC/130), '''i"e think 

that the work done and the efforts exerted in the past, either in this Committee or 

before its establishment, in addition to the constructive working papers presented 

to this Committee, could serve a useful purpose in filling in the background which 

will help both sides to overcome the remaining difficulties in this re&peot It 

would be another tribute to this Committee if we could in the near future reach 

further agreements in the field of the prevention of surprise attack, following the 

successful conclusion of an agreement on the direct communication link between 

Washington and Moscow (ENDC/97). 

I should like to say a few words with regard to another subject·which seems 

to my delegation to be of particular importance: the question of underground 

nuclear tests. It is a matter of regret to my delegation that this problem, even 

though mentioned in the list of collateral measures presented by both sides, has not 

received any attention whatsoever from·the nuclear Povrers during the past three 

months. Moreover, as the Committee is aware, we have been requested by the United 

Nations General Assembly in its resolution 1910 (XVIII) (ENDC/116) to consider this 

problem with a sense of urgency and to report to the General Assembly at the 

earliest possible date. On the other hand, vJe also regret that undergrotmd nuclear 
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tests have been carried out, 

(}.~. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

~le had hoped that, despite the absence of a 

comprehensive test ban treaty, the nuclear Powers -would refrain from conducting 

such tests, In our view the fact that the l'Ioscow Treaty (EJ\TDC/100/~ev,l) left out 

underground tests does not in any way legalize the carrying out of such tests, 

Meam'lhile, as the question of verification continues to be the stumbling-block 

in the way of reaching agreement on the cessation of all tests -- a matter which 

does not appear to us to be a.n insoluble difficulty - the United Arab Republic 

delegation at the eighteenth session of the General Assembly, fully aware of the 

remaining differences, made the following statement: 

11 It is self-evident that the more improvements are brought about in the 

detection techniques of all concerned, the easier it vall be to reach 

agreement on underground tests. 

-"As the chief issue on inspection is the adequacy and efficiency 

of the manner i~ which the desired results are assessed, my delegation 

is -convinced that scientific progress vall enable us to reduce the 

number of on-site inspections and that more· future· progress v-rill · 

eventually lead even to its becoming unnecessary. 11 (A/C,l/PV.l310 p.28-30) 

We went on.to say that improvement in the 
II ... techniques of de.tection and identification, unilaterally, bilaterally 

and multilaterally, by exchanging scientific information .•• 11 (ibid.)

wou~d lead to that goal. 

The Prime lunister of the United Kingdom, Sir Alec Douglas-Home, was of the 

same opinion when he said on 12 December 1963 that he was "anxious" to get talks 

going among Soviet, United States and United Kingdom scientists in order to work 

out a method of detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions which would 

make it possible to extend the Moscmv Treaty to all fields. 

Nearly five· months have passed since·that idea was proposed, during which we 

have heard no objection from either side. In vie,,r of· recent scientific developments 

in the field. of detection and identification, 11fould it be possible for th~ nucl~ar 

Powers to consider a kind of co-operation in this scientific field, perhaps in 

conjunction with some advisory. scientific organ, or. within the sphere of our test 

ban Sub-Committee, or in any acceptable form? On 26 Iviarch Mr. Barrington 

suggested the idea of reactivating the Sub-Committee on Nuclear :veapon Tests. He said: 
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(~rr. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

"Consequently my delegation wonders whether the time has not arrived 

for us to-consider reactivating the Sub-Committee on the Discontinuance 

of Nuclear Weapon Tests which, as in the past, might report to the main 

Committee from time to time on the progress of its deliberations." 

(ENDC/PV.l78, p.36) 

We believe that the consideration of these ideas would prove to be an effective 

means of obtaining speedier concrete results -- a matter that would put the 

comprehensive test ban treaty within our reach. 

Ivieamrhile I should like to refer to the constructive proposal put forward on 

24 l'fJarch by }IT. ·de Araujo Castro of Brazil during his short stay with us~ 1-1hen he 

said that underground tests above a certain range which both sides agreed could be 

identified within their developing systems might be added to the interdiction area 

of the Moscow partial test-ban agreement (ENDC/~V-177, pp.9,10). In view of the 

fact that both sides in 1960 included in their negotiations the idea of bam1ing all 

tests, including underground tests above seismic magnitude 4.75, we believe -- in 

view of the recent development in the detection and identification systems -- that 

the Committee should call upon the nuclear Powers to enlarge the partial test-ban 

treaty in order to cover the banning of underground tests, at least of the above

mentioned seismic magnitude. 

In this connexionJ we were very interested to read in The New York Times of 

4 April that the underground Soviet test in Central Asia in February 1962, and the 

underground French test in Algeria in f.!Iay 1962, were detected with unexpected clarity 

by seismic stations in the central United States up to 6, 000 miles away. ~Jhile the 

two underground tests were described as large ones, it was reported that the strength 

with which seismic signals were received was "surprising" and that promising new 

possibilities were being opened for monitoring a ban on underground tests. We think 

that scientific co-operation under the formula we suggested before could help to 

improve the capabilities of detecting and identifying smaller underground tests, and 

the threshold could be progressively lowered to match such improvements. This 

could be on the whole another step forward towards banning all tests for all time. 
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(~~. Hassan, United Arab Republic) 

I should like to touch upon another subject which has received close 

attention in our Committee. It concerns the proposal to curb the arms race and to 

pave the way to disarmament through reduction of the military budgets of the big 

Powers. A great deal has been said about the usefulness of such a measure; 

different approaches and various suggestions have been put forward as regards its 

implementation; many of its aspects have been dwelt upon, including the problem 

of verification. 

vlliile discussion on the reduction of military budgets continues in our Committee, 

and pending the conclusion of a formal agreement on this reduction, my delegation 

sincerely believes that there is a concre.te measure 1vhich our Committee can call. 

upon both parties to take right now. If one party finds it difficult to reduce its 

military budget through a binding agreement now, nothing prevents it from carrying 

on further reductions in accordance with a policy of mutual example. Both parties 

can use our Committee as a sort of clearing-house for proclaiming their intention 

to reduce their military budgets in the future, with a declaration of the amount they 

want to reduce each year. At the same time, it will be very useful if they inform 

the Committee of the items where the cuts have been made. 

Such a course of action would keep the momentum gained by the early reductions 

made by both the Soviet Union and the United States; and it is of the utmost 

importance that such a momentum should be maintained and developed until a concrete 

and definite agreement on the reduction of military budgets can be reached. lfbreover, 

whether they are able to reach such an agreement or not, the continuous reductions 

made under the policy of mutual example will make it easy, when the first stage of 

the disarmament process starts, for the parties concerned to adjust their military 

budgets smoothly and avoid sudden and drastic changes which might be detrimental to 

the economy. 

As to the field where reductions should be made first, my delegation thinks that 

we should begin with the resources earmarked for the nuclear weapons which are the 

most destructive ones and of which both sides have more than they need.· In any 

case, my delegation feels that our Coramittee could make a useful contribution to our 

work if it were to appeal to ~ll the major Powers, whether represented in our 

Committee or not, ~d not ~erely to th~ United States and the Soviet Union, 

unilaterally to reduce or to continue to reduce their military budgets in the future 

on the ·basis of mutual exampl·e. 

u_nbeeded • 

We feel certain that such an appeal will not go 
i 
I 
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In conclusion, we hope that very soon we shall have exhausted the presentation 

and discussion of the various aspects of the collateral measures before our Committee. 

As I remarked at the beginning of this statement, there seems to have been a 

tendency during our recent meetings for the parties to engage in unilateral 

expositions and reiterations of their respective points of view, There also seems 

to have been a tendency for each of the major parties to engage more in debating 

. the general merits of its own position than in exploring in depth the other side's 

position in order to ascertain and enlarge the points and areas of agreement. In 

these circumstances we are constrained to wonder whether a continuation of this 

method of work might not tend to harden the differences between the parties rather 

than to dissolve them. 

In this connexion, we cannot help speculating whether progress might not be 

more quickly achie~ed if the negotiations could proceed on the basis of a detailed 

exploration of the problems involved in each specific measure, rather than making 

such negotiations subject to various conditions or to progress on other measures. 

The e·xperience of the year 1963, which witnessed the first three agreements in the 

field of disarmament, would seem to indicate that progress and agreements are more 

easily and quickly attained if they are restricted to limited practical first-step 

measures that lead towards more comprehensive ones, In any case, we wonder whether 

the time for such reflections on the future course of our work has not already 

arrived, or will not very soon be reached. 

In terminating, we should like to leave these thoughts with our co-Chairmen, 

who, I am sure, with their usual wisdom, will find the most practical way of putting 

them into effect, 

}tr, BURNS (Canada): The Canadian delegation has listened very carefully 

to the thought-provoking address just delivered by the representative of the United 

Arab Republic. I think we should be grateful to his delegation for the efforts 

it has made to suggest ways in which our discuss-ions of collateral measures might 

be carried on more usefully, and to suggest various possibilities of agreement on 

such measures either by treating them separately or by perhaps combining them. 

~tt. Hassan had so much to give us that we shall necessarily have to read his address 

· carefully to see which of his suggestions seem to offer the most promising ways of 

reaching the sort of agreement that I am sure all of us here wish we could reacha 
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I now turn to the question of the establishment of observation posts. In a 

statement made on 26 March J:!Jr. Martin, Secretary of State for External Affairs of 

Canada, mentioned the subject of observation posts, (E:NDC/PV.l78, pp.20,21) the 

purpose of which, as we know, is to reduce the risk of war through surprise attack. 

:Mr. l'iartin thought this was a promising collateral measure for our discussion at 

this time, and welcomed the submission of a paper by the United Kingdom.representative 

(ENDC/130) as a positive contribution towards this discussion. 

Today I should like to elaborate further the views of the Canadian delegation 

on observation posts. However, first, as a background to what I have to say on 

this particular subject, I think it is important to understand the nature of some 

of the proposals which have been put forward as measures to reduce tension and to 

halt the arms race. Each side claims that the measures it advocates would achieve 

those aims. Their unacceptability to one side or the other depends to a great 

extent on the context in which they are submitted and the degree of control which 

is to accomp·any tliem. 

Soviet Union representatives in this Conference have often told us that there 

can be no control without disarmament. Yet I do not believe that anyone can 

dispute the fact that both sides, the United States and the Soviet Union, have put 

forward measures which do not entail the actual physical destruction of weapons or 

disbandment of forces -- which is the definition of disarmmuent -- but the 

implementation of which requires some degree of control if they are to have any 

meaning. Such measures are the following: the withdrawal of foreign troops from 

the territories of other countries; the establishment of denuclearized zones; 

measures·to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons; the prohibition of underground 

tests; the freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles; halting the production of 

fissionable materials for weapon use; and measures to reduce the risk of war by 

surprise attack. I suggest that all these measures must have some control 

associated with them. 

Let us take, for example, the Soviet Union 1s proposal to withdraw all foreign 

troops fron1 the territories of other countries (ENDC/123). This is not a measure 

of disarmament in the true sense of the word; it is a-redeployment of forces. 

The forces are not being disbanded, the armaments are not being destroyed; they 

are being moved to some other place. What Chairman Khrushchev said in this 
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connexion in his ci6sing speech to the Plenum of the Communist Party of the Soviet 

Union fn .. December 1963 is of interest, and I would quote an extract from that 

speech. He,said: 
11When-we speak about reducing armed forces and armaments, ,including 

foreign troops in European States, we are not seeking to damage any 

cciuritry. We· assume this can be carried out· without violating the 

balance of the forces of States belonging to NATO and the \rlarsaw Pact. 

· · 11 Obvi'ch.u3"ly, as before, we are proposing the establishment of 

control over implementation of these steps. Apart from that, as is 

··known, we :a.re proposing the establishment of control posts on territories 

of.· States belonging to both groups to prevent a secret concentration of armed 

· · forces and avert a surprise attack 11 • (Pravdai 13 December 1963) 

It is clear from that statement that~~. Khrushchev does not contend-that the 

withdrawal·or all or some foreign troops from the territories of other countries 

could be put into effect without some form of verification. Why, then, should 

~rr. Tsarapkin object to the United States proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear 

vehicles (ENDC/120) on the ground that it would constitute control without· 

disarmament?. 

It seems to us that the Soviet Union delegation is also inconsistent in re·gard 

to control of collateral measures, since it supports the Poli·sh initiative 

concerning the· freezing of nuclear weapons in central Europe. On 26 Na.rch 

iYir. Tsarapkin told us (ENDC/PV .178, p.52) that the Soviet Union regards the Polish 

proposal as a positive one. That proposal is for a freeze and does not entail the. 

actual destruction of weapons -- that is, there is no disarmrunent --; but, if we · 

understand it correctly, it would be subject to rather-elaborate measures of 

control.·· 

At the same meeting, when referring to the United Kingdom proposal concerning 

the establisrunent of a system of observation posts, ~ir. Tsarapkin said: 
11The first thing that strikes one about this propGsal is the complete 

·absence of any new ideas ••• 'It. essentially ·amounts to control without 

disarmament ••• 11 (ibid., p. 53) . 
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Wl1en one examines the So-riet Unionls position with regard to control over 

collateral measures, it becomes apparent that it does not adhere rigidly to "its 

maxim "No control without disarmament",. but will accept control over a measure 

which does not entail the reduction of arms if that measure is clearly to its 

advantage .. 

I am sure that all members of this Connnittee are looking for a collateral 

measure which wi11 rec3.uce tension, increase the security of States, will not upset 

the balance, and will be cf advantage to all and of disadvantage to none. The 

establishment of a system of ground observation posts appears to the Canadian 

delegation to meet all those criteriao Observation posts can provide a means by 

which the host country -- that isJ the country on whose territory the posts are 

located -- can reassure the nation or nations manning the post that its actions are 

peaceful and defensive ancl that it has no aggressive intentions. In that way 

tensions on both sides, will surely be reduced. 

It has been argued that attempts by posts to gain rnilitary information outside 

t:-l8 scope of what was agreed could greatly increase suspicion and tension. 

any nation manning the posts should allow l:jhis to occur, however, it would be 

a c1ear indication that it had no serious intention of making the system 

work~ There 1-rill no doubt be fears on both sides in this regard; but 

safeguards can and should be built into the system which would eliminate the 

possibility of improper collection of intelligence -- or, as our Soviet 

colleagues prefer to ca1l it, espionage •. 

A system of ground observation posts would: in the opinion of the 

If 

Canadian delegation;. clearly favour nations ha1dng only peaceful and defensive 

intentions, aDd would deter aggressionc No country or group of co'lintries vrould 

accept posts on its ·territory if it contemplated aggression to further its 

poli.. tical aims. If one pu.rsues this line of thought further, it becomes 

clear that the mere fact of accepting posts on its territory and facilitating 

the use of these posts for the purpose for which they are intended would indicate 

a nations peaceful intentc 
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If the system operates as it should, the nation whose posture is defensive 

1110uld obtain information of an impending attack in time to bring its defensive 

forces into a state of readiness. The nation initiating or intending to initiate 

an attack would have either to interfere with a post to prevent it from passing 

legitimate information -- and that in itself would arouse suspicion of hostile 

intent.-- or to deprive itself of the use of transportation faciltties monitored 

by the post, thus limiting the possibilities for effecting a nrllitary concentration 

and bringing off a surprise. 

The establishment of a system of observation posts, if put into effect as an 

isolated measure, could not possibly upset the balance now existing between the 

major Power blocs in Europe and thus could not work to the disadvantage of either. 

Apart from the purely military advantages I have mentioned, there are political 

aspects which, in our view, are also significant, A system of observation posts, 

however modest at the start, vrould contribute greatly to the grovrth of confidence 

in an area of existing tension~ and such confidence is required for the solution · 

of politica.l issues which now n~ke progTess on disarmament difficulto 

Those are only some of the considerations which my delegation thinks should 

co~~end this measure to the Conunittee. If the initiative of the United Kingdom in 

submitting the paper on this subject stimulates serious discussion -- which I hope 

it will -- we shall join the debate again in an attempt to promote agreement on 

a system of observation posts, I.Jhich, I am sure, can be made to work to the advantage 

of us all. 

iYtr~ LO~ODYCZ (Poland): The Polish delegation proposes in its statement 

today to deal with a question vrhich, though rrmch discussed here last year, has 

been to our regret passed over in silence by the v.Jestern delegations during the 

current session of the Conference. I have in mind the proposal to conclude a 

non-aggression pact between the States parties to the Warsavr Treaty and the States 

members of the North Atlantic Treaty 0-.cganization. It is not my intention to 

inflict upon the Committee a detailed history of the proposal, but I shall take the 

liberty to renrlnd my colleagues of a fevr pertinent facts of the recent past. 

Fact nurnber one: in his reply of 27 October 1962 to Prenrler Khrushchev's 

message, President Kennedy stated: 
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llif your letter s;i.gnifies that you are prepared to discuss a 

§etente aff~cting~~~ and the Warsaw Pa~t, we are quite prepared to 

cor~sider. with our allies any useful proposals." 

Fact number two~ on 20 February 1963, in the Eighteen~Nation Committee on 

Disarmament, the delegation of the Soviet Union submitted such a proposal _;,;...··'a draft 

non-aggression pact between the two alliances (ENDC/77). 

Fact number three g on 25 July 1963, at the conclusion of the negotiatiohs 

on a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer sp~c·e. i.md 

under water, an agreed communique was issued in Moscow which read, in part~ 
11Th,e heads of .the three delegations discussed the Soviet proposal 

.; 

relating to a pact of non=aggression between the participants· in the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the participants in the Warsaw · 

Treaty. The three governments have agreed fully to inform their respective 

allies in the two organizations concerning these talks and to consult with 

them about continuing discussions o~ ·this question with the purpose of 
achieving agreement satisfactory to all participants." (ENDC/101, p.2) 

,, '• .. 

Finally,. ,fact number four~ on 16 August 1963 the representative of ·the 

United States, referring to that communique, saidg 

"Th,e :United States, together with the United Kingdom, has informed its 

allies concerning the Moscow talks, but the consultations with our 
·. .··,·\ 

allies are just beginning. 11 (ENDC/PV .J52. p.38) 

In a few days, eight months will have elapsed since that statement was made. 

It seems to us that the Committee is entitled to know what progress has been made 

in the consultations betw~en the parties. The Committee is entitled to that 

information because the. draft non=aggression pact was presented in this Committee 

and appears onits agenda. As a matter of fact, we expect information from the 

Western Powers; and may I note, incid~ntally, that some of the Western Powers, 

with certain reservations, did favour :i.~ principle the idea of ~onciuding; a 'non= 

aggression pact? Thus, for instance, ~n 20 February 1963 the .representative 6r the 

United -Kingdom clearly indicated that his Government was certainly not opposed. to 

the conclusion of an agreement of. non-aggression between the sign~tot:i..~s of the . . . ,. . 

two pacts if it would · pi-ove helpful (ENDC/PV. 100, p. 44) ~ and th~: Mini her of 

Foreign Affairs of Belgium, also a member of NATO, stated at the iast ~ession 
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of the General Assembly of the United Nations that the concluding of such a pact 

would be a reaffirmation of principles already accepted in international relations 

(J,/PV .1233, J2.rovisional, .P• 59=60). 

The position of the socialist States on the subject is well known. For years 

the socialist countries have been of the opinion that a non=aggression pact, which 

would rule out the threat of the use of force in relations between States and commit 

the States to resolving all international disputes by peaceful means only, could 

become a turning-point in the relations between East and West. We are sure that 

the concluding of a non~aggression pact would improve the international sit.uation~ 

creating an atmosphere of increased qonfidence among nations. We are also convinced 

that such a pact would create a favourable basis for the solution of other urgent 

international problems and would facilitate negotiations on general and complete 

disarmament. 

The relations between the two major political and military groupings covering 

the territories of three continents -- Europe, North America and Asia -- and 

including all the nuclear Powers are decisive for the fate of peace in this world 

of ours. Awareness of that fact of contemporary life has been reflected in 

statements delivered here by the representatives of the non~aligned countries. I 

should like to refer to some of them. 

The representative of Brazil, on 15 February 1963, in enumerating matters 

receiving immediate and explicit support from the Brazilian delegation, 

mentioned in the first place the non-aggression pact between the countries of the 

Warsaw Treaty and those of N~O (ENDC/PV.98, p.l9). On 29 August 1963 the 

representative of Burma expressed his belief that~ 

n •• ~ the formulation of the proposed non-aggression pact between the 

N.ATO and Warsaw alliances should go a long ways towards facilitating 

a solution, and that the conclusion of such a pact would make a great 

psychological impact ·on the entire world.n (ENDC/PV.l56, p.56) 

The representative of Ethiopia asked on 20 February 1963~ 

"· •• that members of the two alliances should give careful consideration 

to the advantages such a pact would yield in the search for a comprehensive, 

lasting and reliable programme of disarmament. 11 (ENDC/PV.lOO,~) 

The representative of India stressed on 29 August 1963~ 
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11 non~aggression pacts are to be welcomed wherever they can be applied 

because they help to lessen the danger of war and promote a peaceful and 

tolerant atmosphere. n (ENDC/PV .156. p.l5) 

The representative of Mexico said at the same meeting~ 
11A pact ~~hich committed the parties to refrain from resorting to 

aggression and to resolving their disputes solely by peaceful means, 

through negotiations or the application of the other procedures laid·down 

in the Charter of the United Nations would be in essence a treaty on 

pacific settlement." (ibid •• ~) 

The representative of Nigeria expressed the view on 15 February 1963 that the 

relief of humanity would be immense if, among other measures --

11 ••• a non-aggression pact were concluded between the two giant military 

blocs ••• 11 lENDC/PV.98. p.30) 

The representative of the United Arab Republic, speaking about the non=aggression 

pact on 29 August 1963, drew our attention to the fact that --

"· •• members of this Committee are entitled to hope that both sides will 

find it possible to achieve a quick agreement satisfactory to all 

concerned." (ENDC/PV,l56. p.40) 

From that rather incomplete compendium of views it can easily be concluded 

that the majority of the Committee attaches great significance to a non~aggression 

pact and calls for its conclusion. It would hardly be an exaggeration to say that 

this view prevails in world opinion. The question, then, arises why an undertaking 

of such paramount importance, and so easy to carry into effect, has not as yet 

materialized. Who stands in the way of its implementation? A non=aggression pact 

can be inconvenient only to those who are interested in preserving 11 cold war" 

relations amo~g the Powers, It can be inconvenient only to those who want to 

perpetuate this state of affairs, for which some theoreticians have coined the 

rather peculiar term listate of intermediacy", meaning a state of re],ations in which 

there is neither peace nor war. Such an approach,- which is nothirtg more than an 

approval of international tension, can be profitable only to those wh'O' ~intend to 

change the present political situation by every means. It is a public secret that 

such forces do exist in the North Atlantic Treaty alliance, namely.in the German 

Federal Republic. 
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We realize that the repr~sentatives of the Western Powers are sensitive to 

any cri ticj,sm directed against .their West German allies. Whenever we refer to 

facts proving the existence in the German Federal Republic of a trend towards 

revising the political situation which came about in Europe as a result of the 

Second World War, we receive as a rule stereotyped explanations to the effect 

that the phenomena we are concerned with are isolated and of marginal significance; 

that they do not jeopardize the security and integrity of European States; that we 

in Poland are over=sensitive on this subject and tend to exaggerate allegedly 

unimportant events. But are the Western Powers really not aware that political 

trends towards revision of the existing State frontiers in Europe not only enjoy 

the wholeheai·ted support of, but are. also being fostered by, the Bonn Government 

itself? We' have recently had. fresh evidence of this. 

On 22 March 1964 -~ that is, only three weeks ago ~~ the \>Test German 

Chancellor;. ·Professor Erhard, took an active part in a manifestation by the most· ··· 

rabid opponents of stabilization and normalization of the political situation in 

Europe, at a· .rally of the outright proponents of territorial claims with regard to 

the eastern neighbours of Germany. More than that, this high official of the 

Federal Republic of Germany did not hesitate to stir .emotion.s of revenge_ by putting 

forward a demand for the restoration of the German borders-of 1937. Is·that not a 

demand to change the existing borders of Poland and those of other countries, 

borders which have been established by virtue of international agreements? Is there 

any doubt left, in the light of numerous political declarations by the West German 

Government, that a demand is·· also being put for1.Jard to absorb the German Democratic 

Republic? No. juggling with words about so-called peaceful changes of borders can · 

alter thes·e facts-...:.~ for :who would believe that foreign territories can be captured., 

peacefully th~ough negotiations? 

In this connexion I should like to quote the leader of the Polish delegation 

at the fifteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly, :Mr. Gomulka; who, 

in referring to the West German· Chancellor 1 s programme of territorial expansion to-.· 

be carried out without the use of force, saidg 

n,., it is easier ••• to determine the sex of angels than to answer the 

question: how ••• to cut Poland 1 s throat without using a knife." 

(A/PV. 87 4, para. 82) 
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The refusal to undertake a legal commitment not to use force against the countries 

included in its plans for territorial expansion, and the continued refusal to 

normalize the political situation in central Europe, determines the attitude of 

the West German Government towards the idea of a non=aggression pact. That 

attitude came as no surprise to us. However, we cannot but express our deep regret 

that the policy of the Federal Republic of Germany still influences and in many 

respects bears upon the policy of the Western Powers. 

The Soviet proposal consists of two essential obligations~ first, to refrain 

from attack and from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the 

Purposes and Principles of the United Nations Charter; second, to resolve by 

peaceful means all disputes that may arise between the parties to the alliances and 

to consult together with a view to taking such joint measures as may be considered 

appropriate. The two commitments are closely connected with each other and cannot 

be separated. 

In evaluating any collateral measures proposed for discussion here, the Western 

Powers usually apply two criteria~ the criterion of balance and that of control, 

A non-aggression pact, as we all know, prescribes identical obligations for both 

sides. It does not in any way affect the military potential of any of the alliances. 

In particular, it does not imply any shifts in the military mix, which has become. a 

sort of fetish in all Western considerations. 

Briefly, the concluding of a non=aggression pact could by no means place in 

jeopardy the security of any of the parties or upset the so-called balance. The 

requirement of control is simply not applicable to the subject under discussion, 

for political declarations related to intentions are naturally not subject to control. 

Consequently·, from that point of view also there can be no difficulties in the 

signing of a non-aggression pact. 

Doubts were expressed here some time ago about whether a non=aggression pact 

was needed in view of the existence of the United Nations Charter, which explicitly 

prohibits armed aggression. We have adduced a number of reasons why we deem it 

necessary to translate the general rules embodied in the United Nations Charter 

into concrete juridical norms adapted to the political realities of the world of 

today, divided as it is into two main opposing political and military groupings. 

lvhat we have in mind is the concluding of a pact which could fulfil certain 

functions of an agreement of mutual security between the States forming the two 
groupings. 
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· ·.Moreover, by extending the obligations to ·certain States which are members of 

one group or the other but which are not so. far Members of the United Nations,- arid' 

by banning:.the use of force: n·ot only in relations between the members of the two 

alliances but also in th·eir international relations in· general·; ·a non-aggression 

pact between the NATO·_,:and .the Warsaw Treaty countries could bring us closer to the . 

ideal of universal collective security which constitutes the core of the United 

Nations Charter. 

Some doubts have been exp·ressed also about the form in which a non-aggression 

pact should be concluded. Any apprehensions in that respect must have been 

dispelled by Prime Minister Khrushchev, who· at a press interview on 27 July 1963 

stated~ 

·. 11As .. regards the question .of how the non-aggression pact should be 

formulated, we are certain that· on this score there will be no difficulty 

in reaching agreement; there are no insuperable obstacles, nor can there 

be any. tt (ENDC/l03, __ :Q_~]J 

The question of the forum where a non-aggression pact should be negotiated is 

of secondaryimportance. It is irrelevant whether the final draft is adopted and 

signed here.:,or .elsewhere. The essential thing is to arrive at an agreement 

consecrating the principle. -of peaceful coexistence and the obligation t.o resolve 

by exclusively peaceful means all conflicts which might arise between states~ The 

essential thing i:s. to curb the proponents of aggressive policies. 

It is essential to ·create a political~ legal and moral instrUinent directed 

against any aggressive des;j..gn. A militarY conflict can break out· only when there · 

. are means to wage war and: when there is an intBntion to start one. -I refer, of 

course, to a premeditated conflict; for that is the subject. of my statement today. 

I leave aside the problem of accidental wars. Of the two elements which enter into 

the equation in the case of premeditated :war:, the element of the material means for 

waging war is the more important. It ·is self-evident that, if we eliminate the 

physical possibility of starting a war, the war itself will become an impossibility. 

The awareness of that truth motivates bur thoughts .on general and complete 

disarmament. 

However, in default of progress in.the field of general and complete 

disarmament -~,or ev.en ·in the field of partial disarmament. measures ==;·we should 
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at least erect a barrier against any intentions aimed at starting an armed conflict. 

Thus we could set up a favourable framework for effective disarmament· negotiations. 

We are deeply convinced that there are no objective obstacles to reaching an 

agreement on a non~aggression pact. The existing difficulties are purely subj.ective 

in nature. They should be overcome. The people of the world have the right to 

expect it from us. 

Mr. FISHER (United States of America)~ The United States has already 

noted the fact that the year 1964 has witnessed Soviet and United States announcements 

of reductions in military budgets. Those reductions were the result of independent 

assessments by each of the two Governments of its security needs. We hope that ~he 

disarmament agreements negotiated at this Conference will make additional reductions 

possible. The signing of agreements for the verified reduction of arms is the 

surest way to reduce expendit1..1re for military purposes. 

As President Johnson indicated in his State of the Union Message, the United 

States has taken new steps == and has advanced new proposals at this Conference == 

looking towards agreement on the control and the eventual.abolition of arms. But 

President Johnson also stated~ 

"Even in the absence of agreement we must not stockpile arms beyond our 

needs or seek an excess of military power that could be provocative as 

well as wasteful. 11 

We hope that other States v1ill find it possible to reduce their military 

expenditures as far as their special security problems and their peace-keeping 

responsibilities to the United Nations will permit. 

The representative of the Soviet Union has put forward on behalf of his 

Government a proposal dealing with military budgets, which I should like to discuss 

today. Point 3 of the Soviet memorandum of 28 January 1964 saysg 

"The Soviet Government proposes that agreement be reached to reduce the 

military budgets of States by 10 to 15 per cent.u (ENDC/l2kp.3) 

This is the Soviet proposal; this is all.of it. This appears to be a simple 

proposal. Indeed, on its surface the subject of budgetary limitations appears to 

be simple; but this is a deceptive simplicity. Actually the subject of budgetary 

limitations is one of the most complex matters with which this Conference could 

deal. By apparently overlooking the real complexity of the subject, the Soviet 
proposal raises a myriad of questions. 
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Since we have before us a Soviet proposal dealing with military budgets, it'is 

natural to look at the Soviet military budget to see if ther·e is anything in it which 

will throw light on the Soviet proposal. There is not very much. :This year, for 

example, the .Soviet military budget which was published and made available to the 

rest of the world consisted of sixteen words and.one sum. Let me read to the 

Conference an unofficial English translation of that budget~ 

11To establish in the State budget of the Soviet Union for 1964 an 

allocation for national defence of 13,289,000,000 roubles~ 11 (Pravda, 

20 December 1963) 

What I have read . is the published military· budget of the Soviet Union· -- all of 

it, or at least all that is available to us. And,· so far as we can ascertain, what 

:j_s now proposed is that other States, which make their budgetary decisions in front of 

all the world, should reduce their military· budgets by 10 to 15 per cent. In return, 

so far as we can ascertain, they .. will be able to read more or less the same sixteen 

words in future Soviet budgets, and to make a simple mathematical calculation based 

on the one sum that is made· public. Clearly· that proposal raises many· questions • 

Now,. some of those questions relate to the actual nature of the proposal itself. 

It is not clear, for example, whether the proposal is for one reduction of military~ 

budgets by 10 to 15 per cent,. or for a continuous process of reductions year after 

year, If the latter were the case, of course, then military budgets would ultimately 

be reduced to next to zero and the proposal would be one for general and complete 

disarmament, not for a collatera:l measUre. But it would be general disarmament 

without control,- without peace-keeping machinery, with no assurance of balance or 

verification -- indeed, ·without any· compliance with the principles already· jointly 

agreed to govern disarmament negotiations (ENDC/5). 

One might ask the question~ is this prtrposal intended to apply at once to 

all States'! The armament efforts of· most States are determined in relationship to 

those of others. What of the States which may not accede to this proposed agreement? 

.Are we to supppse that ~om~ hold back while others race ahead? 

It may be suggestod:that the proposal need not apply to new States which have 

not yet.developed the military establishment necessary for their security. ·Yet we 

know .. of: States with developed military institutions which feel· that, in the face of 
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agression or the threat of aggression, they· must increase their military budgets 

however much they would prefer to reduce them. We have heard the suggestion today 

that the major Powers should agree and that others might follow later; but the issues 

posed by this prcposal affect all countries. 

The most serious questions -- to which we have been given no answers as yet -

dea1 with the rele.t:i..onsh:l.p of E:ili tary bv.dgets to over-all arr.w efforts and total 

mlli tary capabilities. 

serious issue. 

Let me give this Comrnittee one illustration of why this is a 

We all know, and note with regret: that the arms race has involved ever-increasing 

costs in a di7izy·ing upward spiral which beca;~1e part:Lculat'ly steep by the mid~l950s 

'l.Ji th the onset of large~scale development and deployment of missiles and other. 

nuclear weapons. The vJarsaw Pact was signed in 1955. In 1957 the Soviet Union 

announced its first successful intercontinental ballistic missile. During the late 

1950s the Soviet Union also produced and deployed hu..."ldreds of medium and inte~mediate 

range missiles again,st Enrope, During the same period the Soviet Union developed~ 

testedand produced nucJ.eal~ Harheads on a massive scale. 

Did the published Soviet military budget reflect that accelerating arms race? 

It did not. On the contrary) it declined, In 1955 it was 10,700 million 

roubles; in 1960 it was 1 7 500 million roubles less3 and in the intervening 

years it ranged from 1,000 million to almost 2,000 million roubles below the 1955 

figure. . It vras not until 1961 that the published Soviet military budget surpassed 

its 1955 leveL 

Now, let us suppose th'3.t tha reduction from 1955 to 1960 had been by agrc:ement, 

on our innocent assumption that it would result in some comparable measure of 

disarmament, or that the threat from Soviet weapons would be reduced. How wrong we 

should have been proved five years laterl This leads one to ask what relationship the 

Soviet military budget has to Soviet military capability. 1->Jhat assurances have we 

been given by the proponents of the proposal that what happened between 1955 and 1960 

would not happen again; that: 1.,rhile the published Soviet military· budget would decline, 

its arms level would skyrocket? 

Ind.eed, we might ask what exactly would be reduced under the Soviet proposalc 

The terms 11milita.ry· budgets 11 and 11military expenditures 11 have been used interchangeably· 

by the advocates of the proposal:; so we do not know which is meant. Yet from nation 
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to nation there are differences between military budgets and expenditures which may 

in some cases be so vast as to destroy any prospect of agreed balanced reductions, 

.· if one speaks of budgets alone, as does the text of the Soviet memorandum. 

Just what is included in, and excluded from the sixteen words and one sum which 

make up the published Soviet military budget? Specifically·, we are entitled to 

ask~ are there other items in the .Soii·iet nation budget, but not included in the 

military budget, which contribute to Soviet military strength? 

possibilities. 

Let me mention a few 

Do we know whether military research and development --· the development, testing 

and evaluation of weapon systems -- is covered in the Soviet military budget? Or 

could all or part of it be covered under the budget for science? 

Do we know whether all construction and maintenance expenditures for base 

facilities, missile sites and airfields are covered under the Soviet military budget? 

Or could some of them appear under communications or public works? 

Do we know whether the cost of running military training establishments is 

covered in the Soviet military budget? 

educational· budget? 

Or could all or part of it be covered in the 

Do we know whether the stockpiling of strategic defence materials is covered 

under the Soviet military· budget? 

Finally·, do we know whether the financing of industry for military purposes is 

included under the Soviet military· budget? Or could all or part of it be financed 

under the item dealing with the national economy·? 

Moreover, there are important sources of funds for possible military use outside 

the Soviet national budget1 this is true of other countries also. Soviet publications 

often explain that a significant source of funds within the economy is the profit of 

individual plants, factories and other enterprises. These funds are available 

outside the national budget. In an economy where prices, profits and industry· itself 

are controlled by the government, we are entitled to ask~ what contribution to 

military expenditures do these funds make? Could this contribution result in an 

increase in military activity not reflected in the military budget? 

In addition to all those problems relating to the items which are inside -

and those which may be outside -- the military budgets, we have the question of 

prices. . Prices necessarily affect the size of military budgets and their relationship 
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to total military strength. .An increase in a military budget resulting from a price 

or a pay increase has quite a different significance from an increase resulting~ say·, 

from a rise in operational and maintenance costs or from a rise in procurement. 

Elf the same token, a decrease in a budget resulting from, or achieved through, a 

decline in prices is probably not what a disarmament conference expects to produce 

by a reduction of military budgets or expenditures. This problem is particularly· 

critical when one deals with a controlled economy, where prices can be set at will • 

.And so we arrive at the question of verification. Here we are told by the 

representative of the Soviet Union that we should agree to the proposal now and 

concern ourselves with verification later. It has been suggested that we can look 

at the military budget of States, and that this is all that is required. We are 

told that this is so because we should not distrust the statements of responsible 

officials speaking on behalf of their governments on fiscal matters. 

The Government of the Soviet Union, like all responsible goverTh~ents, does not 

rely solely on trust of its officials to ensure compliance with regulations in 

fiscal matters. It has its own audit procedures to give it assurance that fiscal 

regulations are being complied with. Surely other States, to vrhich the Soviet Union 

has proposed mutual reductions of military budgets, are entitled to similar 

assurance. Surely· they are enetitled to something more than merely reading the 

sixteen words and the one sum which are available in the published Soviet military 

budget. 

In concluding, I should like to make one point clear. In raising the questions 

to which I have referred, the United States is not making any accusations. We are 

not questioning the internal fiscal policies or the economic system of the Soviet 

Union, or those of any other government. We do not ask the Soviet Union to justify 

its economic or budgetary sy·stem to us; that is its own affair. But we do submit 

that, if we are being asked to agree to a reduction of military budgets, we are 

entitled to know what is being proposed for reduction and what is not, what impact 

these reductions will have on military strength, and what assurances we shall have 

that they· will be carried out. 

In fairness, it must be said that many of these questions apply to the budgetary· 

systems of all nations. The Soviet Union may well have similar questions about the 

military budget of the United states, for example,. published in detail though it is. 
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But the questions I have raised are not idle. They are designed to come to 
grips with the S?viet proposal, not to avoid it. Without the answer to these 

questions, the proposal to reduce military budgets is more show than substance. 

§ir Paul MASON (United Kingdom)~ Before I turn to the main part of my 

statement this morning, I should like -- following what the representative of 

Canada said earlier -- to observe -vlith what interest my delegation listened to the 

very thoughtful and far-reaching statement made earlier this morning by· the 

representative of the United Arab Republic. Indeed, what .fVJr. Hassan had to say was. 

so far-reaching that it is clearly impossible to try to take any kind of position 

towards it at once; his remarks will need very careful study. I shall only express 

the hope that that study will justify· us in feeling that he has produced suggestions 

which will aid the Conference, and particularly· our co-Chairmen, in drawing together 

the threads o~ our discussions on collateral measures -- something that we all very· ···r 

much want to see achieved. 

I have, hm.Jever, asked to speak this morning primarily in order to correct some 

observations made by the representative of the Soviet Union on 2 April with regard 

to the statement made by the leader of the United Kingdom delegation, Mr. Thomas, 
on 26 March. 

First, I wish to re£er to what Mr. Tsarapkin said on the subject of military· 

expenditure, and to the remarks -vrhich he purported to find in what Mr. Thomas had said 
the previous week. 

Mr. Tsarapkin quoted (ENDC/PV.l80, p. 24) .rv~. Thomas 1s own statement that--

11At present the gross def~nce expenditure of the United Kingdom, 

according to the figures we publish, is going up, ':'bile the gross 

defence expenditure of the Soviet Union, according to the figures 

it publishes, is going down.n (~NDC/PV.l78, p. 7) 

And Mr. Tsarapkin asserted that that was a fact which the United Kingdom representative 

wanted to hide. · I find it, incidentally, an interesting theory that anyone should . 

deliberately put a point in a speech in order to hide it. The representative of the 
Soviet Union then went on to say· that Mr. Thomas 

11
• • • does not talk about reducing military· expenditure, but about studying 

a whole series of technical questions. He invites us to go with him into 

the laboratory, obviously in order to confus·e matters and to turn black into 
white. 11 (;!j::NDC/PV .]go_,__ o. 24) 
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That,. I suppose,- is what Mr. Tsarapkin meant in his allegations about concealment of 

the facts, 

If I look at what JVJ.r. Thomas said, what I find is a very· simple and 

straightforward statement. It is that, if one is to ask who is and who is not m~ging 

on the arms race, one cannot find the answer and here I use Mr. Thomas's words --

11 ••• without examining what is put into published figures for military 

expenditure and what is left out; without comparing this year's cuts 

or increases with last year 1 s -- or the last several years 1 -- f{gures; 

without weighing changes in pay scales, unit costs and the like; without, 

in fact, making sure that what you are comparing is comparable. 11 

Mr. Thomas went on to sqy~ 

"Nor is it, of cour.se, very realistic •• o to examine the levels of 

defence expenditure without giving any consideration to what the country 

concerned feels obliged:to defend itself against." (E,NDCLPV.l78, p.7) 

I may say that these considerations seem reasonable enough to me. Perhaps 

that was why the Soviet representative thought it better not to quote them. It is 

doubtless easier to dismiss them as technical matters9 but of course we all know 

and our Soviet colleague knows as well as any of us that they are vi tal to any 

reasoned and objective examination. 

Perhaps our Soviet colleague had in mind trying to divert attention from the 

fact quoted by· Mr. Butler in this Committee on 25 February that, while the Soviet Union 

is at present making such a point of having reduced its estimated military· expenditure 

this y·ear by 4.3 per cent, Soviet defence expenditure, as itemized in its budget; went 

up between 1960 and 1964 by 43 per cent (ENDC/PV.l69, p. 15). A 43 per cent increase 

and a 4.3 per cent decreaset That seems to me to be an interesting comparison:, but 

I hasten to sa;>r that I do not quote it in order to point a finger of blame. 1iJe are 

not inclined to believe that any responsible government -- Eastern or Western -·-

would increase the very heavy burden of defence expenditure weighing on its people 

unless in sober judgement it considered it unavoidable. All we ask of our colleagues 

from eastern Europe is that they will give us the benefit of a similar degree of 

understanding and that they will also agree to approach these matters by· taking all 

the relevant factors into account. The United States representative has just given 

us a very clear idea of what some, at any· rate, of those relevant factors are. 
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Now I should like to turn for one moment to the question of observation posts. 

On this subject -- again on 2 April -- the Soviet representative quoted a remark 

made by Mr. Thomas at the meeting of 26 March. At one point at that meeting 

Mr. Thomas said~ 

"It would, of course, be going altogether too far to suggest 

that even the most far-reaching system of observation posts could 

of itself prevent war if anyone were so mad as deliberately to 

embark upon it." (El.'ifDC/PV.l78, o.ll) 

The Soviet representative's comment on this was~ 
11 By this remark of Mr. Thomas we see the. adril.i'ssion of·:the fact 

that observation posts in themselves are not a panacea against war 

or against surprise attack." (ENDC/PV.l80, provisional, p.56)1/ 

Perhaps I may respectfully ask Mr. Tsarapkin who is talking of a panacea? I should 

not have thought that· eve.n the Soviet Union would have maintained that any of their 

proposals on collateral measures provided such a panacea.· If there were a collateral 

measure which provided a panacea against war, ~hy· should we be engaged in trying to 

negotiate general and complete disarmament? 

In fact the Soviet representative has put up a straw man and tried -- and, I am 

bound to say, not very· successfully -- to knock it down; but what he has not knocked 

C.own are Mr. Thomas's arguments, or the idea of a system of observation posts as a 

collateral measure which might -- and here I quote that part of~~. Thomas's remarks 

which the Soviet representative omitted --

11 ••• make a very· important contribution to the reassurance, the relaxation 

and the building-up of mutual confidence, with which progress towards 

··general and complete disarmament is so intimately· allied. 11 (ENDC/PV.l78, p.ll) 

We realize, of course, that this idea is novel in its implications and that, 

if I may use J'f.tr. Thomas t s own words; it "would have been regarded by· our grandfathers 

as beyond the realm of fantasy 11 (ibid., p.l3). We do. not insist that it should be 

accepted in principle right awa;y ~ but we do suggest that it merits examination 

and that, if the Soviet representative will.not insist on regarding it throug? 

nineteenth-century ey·es, it might form the basis of a plan wh:i,ch, in its turn, might 

help to build a solid machine. ·. 

1/ The trro1slation of the Soviet representative's comment in the final record 
(ENDC/PV.l80, p.29) employs different language. 
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This morning the Canadian representative has indicated some of the point,s which 

do reQuire study in this connexion, and·some of the possibilities which a scheme of 

this kind mig.ht offer., It seeras to us that we could \velllook into these possibilities 

and carry out the groundwork without anyone having to decide at this stage whether or 

not other ideas should be linked with this one before the machine is set in motion. 

We believe that such an examination would show the idea of observation post,s to have 

merits of it self without such link.s; but we· do not ask anyone to accept that until 

the examination has been made. What we find difficult to accept is the argument, 

which I feaY we hear all too often from our Eastern European colleagues, that before 

embarking on an examination we should draw the conclusions from it. 

Ru.ssi8.Il) : 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (_tran~-~tion from 

Last Thursday, 2 April, Mr. Fi.sher, the representative of the United 

States concluded his speech by .st2ting that 11for its part the United States sees no 

grounds for pessimism". (ENDC/PV.l80, p.22) But, as Mr. Fisher realizes that the 

lack of progress in the Committee's work and the lack of any agreement on the QUestion 

of disarmament provide grounds for pessimism, he found it necessary to oppose thj_s 

method of evaluating the Committee 1 s \vork. He said: 

11At this stage in our work this year, it is the direction in which we are 

moving, rather than the nmnber of agreements reached, by which we should 

judge our progressn. (ibid.) 

We, of course, cannot agree with such an attitude towards the negotiations. 

This statement by Mr. Fisher is obviously most revealing and clearly explains why 

the Committee has so far failed to reach any agreement. 

Yes, Mr. Fisher, on the eve of the twentieth century there were personalities 

like Bernste~n of the German Social Democratic Party1 who propagatsd the philosophy 

that movement is everything and the final goal nothing. This philosophy, which 

deprived the workers 1 inovement of any prospect or aim, was completely rejected. I 

must point out, Mr. Fisher that the peo1Jles will judge the work of the Committee, 

not by the number of its fruitless meetings but by its concrete results -- that j_s, 

by the understandings we achieve, by the practical measures on who.se implementation 

1ve reach agreement in one form or other. To obtain such tangible resul t .. s, the 

Co~nittee 1 s discussions must be steered out into a wide straight channel e~d must 

not be kept within a closed circle, a.s the Western Powers are attempting to do. 
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The facts show that there are at present.objective possibilities of reaching 

agreement on the reduction of military budgets. All that is required is for the 

Western representatives to stop juggling with words and to show a readiness to 

reach agreement. 

In his statement today, the re:presentati ve of the United States dealt vri th 

matter,s bearing no relation to the :problem of the reduction of military budgets. 

He brought these matters U}) none the less. He displayed an interest in and i:Jould 

lH:e detailed information about such sections of the Soviet budget as education, 

science, industry, road-building, and the like. But by listing all these budget 

sections, Hr. Fisher in fact revealed the real aims of the ioJestern PovJers in raising 

these issues in connexion with the question of reducing military budgets. 

They are :plainly interested,. not in the reduction of military expenditure, but 

in economic and financial intelligence, in obtaining information on the state of the 

economy of the Soviet Union in general and as a whole. As .everyone knovrs, the budget 

is a mirror of a country's economy. In connexion vrith the reduction of military 

, budgets, Mr. Fisher brought u:p such matters as price relationships and structure, the 

system of price-fixing in the Soviet Union, the hiring and dismissal of vrorkers, 

training of cadres, road-building and many others. What bearing do such matters have 

on the question of military budgets? 

The point is that there is a. total figure for the military budget in the national 

budgets of all countries, in the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, 

the Fe(\.eral Republic of Germany, Brazil and everywhere e],.se. He have :proposed that 

this total figure should be reduced by 10 - 15 :per cent. In proposing this, we do 

not wish to raise complicated issues or to indicate to any country the type of troops 

which should be disbanded or reduced, or the area in which military expenditure should 

be cut,or the like. We leave specific decisions on these points to the discretion 

of governments themselves. But the very fact of a reduction .in the total figure of 

military budgets will undoubtedly have an impact on expenditure, which will decrease. 

This is what we are aiming at and this is what. we propose. 

Passages have already been quoted in the Conunittee from statements by :persons 

of authority in the United States-- for.example by Mr. Gilpatric, the former Deputy 

Secretary of Defense of the United States about the practical feasibility of reducing 

the United States military budget by 25 per cent within the next few years 

(ENDC/PV.lSO, p.7); but you, ~tr. Fisher, are ignoring these statements. But 
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Mr, Gilpatric is obviously as well informed about military budgets as those 111ho 

are opposing their reduction here. I will also quote the opinion of a well-lmown 

and respected United States expert on disarmmnent, Professor Seyraour Millman, who 

wrote as follows in an article published in TI1e Chicago Sun-Times on 26 January 1964: 

HGenerally speaking, the budget calculated merely for the maintenance 

of the existing level of aTmed forces amounts to 34,000 million dollars, 

which is 22,000 million dollars less than is required for the draft budget 

for 1964, submitted by the Government. nY 
You see what a vast re,serve is available to the United States for the reduction 

of military expenditure if, as we have been assured by the United States repre,sentati ve, 

that country genuinely 1-vishes, if not to end, at least to slow dovm the arms race. All tl: 

that is necessary is good will. i,{e do not maintain that it is essential to conclude 

a formal agreement in order to implement this proposal. It would be possible to 

use the method already adopted: that is, the method of mutual example. If your 

present objections to the reduction of military budgets 111ere valid, Mr. Fisher, they 

ought to have been taken into account earlier, a few months ago, when the United 

States Government announced its intention of reducing its military budget for the 

next finm1cial year. 

But these ideas of yours were not taken into account at that time; they did not 

merit attention. I think the same fate also a1..Jaits your views on future reductions 

of military budgets; in other 1-vords, they will be ignored by the parties when they 

reach agreement on the question of military budgets. Where verification is concerned 

vJe have no objection; and 111e have already told you several times that we are prepared, 

within the necessary limits, to agree on methods of controlling such an agreement on 

the reduction of military budgets. There is no difficulty there. 

Let us take another question, that of measures to prevent surprise attack. It 

is obvious to everyone that surprise attack can be :prevented only by measures which 

can exercise a real a.11d effective influence in the direction, if not of' complete 

elimination of the possibility of surprise attack, at least of substantially reducing 

such a possibility. These important measures should clearly be carried out in the 

most s'ensitive and threatened part of the world: the area where the two powerful 

military groupings of States face each other, the NATO countries on the one side and 

the "(..Jarsaw Treaty countries on the other. 

1/ Translated from Russian 
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It may be asked \vhat sort of measures can adequately and effect· ively prevent 

surprise attack. A passive measw:e such as the establishment of observation posts, 

by itself and unco-ordinated with genuinely effective measures that could in fact 

physically reduce the pos.sibilities of a military clash; is clearly of no positive 

value. The establishment of observation posts in isolation from any concrete 

measures to ease international tension and to limit armaments cannot achieve the 

desired aim: namely, to increase confidence among States and thus to reduce the 

danger of war. On the contrary, as we have already said many times, it could even 

heighten mutual suspicion ffi1d exacerbate the international situation, because a 

nEri:i1r10rk of observation posts could not in itself prevent surprise attack; but, in 

the event of anyone contemplating aggression·, a network of such posts on the tel~ritocy 

of the other side could :provide the intending aggressor 1rri th extremely valw.tble 

information which could facilitate preparations for carrying out the attack. 

That is why the Soviet Government has proposed that we should agree to the 

establihsment of a network of observation posts in the territories of both opposed 

groupings of States in conjunction with .spe'cific measures to ease international 

tension, such as the reduction of foreign troops in the territories of the Euxopean 

States, and the assumption of an undertaking not to station nuclear weapons in the 

Gennan Democratic Republic or the Federal Republic of Germany. The establishment 

of a system of observation posts can prove useful only in conjunction with these 

specific measures to reduce the danger of war. 

The memorandum of the Government of the USSR on measures for slo-vling doHn the 

armaments race and relaxing international tension contains the follO\•Jing statement: 

"Practical steps for a real lessening of the possibility of an outbreak of 

military conflict ·in Europe and observation posts would in that case be tHo 

compl·ementaxy aspects of a single process - the lessening of tension in the 

danger zones where the armed forces of the two opposing groups face each other." 

(ENDC/123, p.5} 

What is the attitude of the United·States representatives to this problem? One 

can only ex:press regret that the tlestern Pawers are unjustifiably attempting to over-· 

simplify a problem of such grav'e ·,s ignificsnce as the prevention of surprise attack. 

They divorce the establislunent of a system of observation posts from such ·measures 

a.s the reduction oi' foreign troops in the territories of the European States, or the 
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assumption of an undertaking not to station nuclear weapons in the German Democratic 

Republic or the Federal Republic of Germm1y. For many years nov1 the representatives 

of the Western Powers have stubbornly persisted in this attitude, which is absolutely 

m1acceptable to the other side. 

Being unwilling to discuss the substance of these mo,st important aspects of the 

problem, Mr •. Fisher asked us the following question: cannot the Soviet Union, 

which advocates the linking of this measure with other measures, 11lay aside its 

conditions long enough to explore the question of posts on its merits? 11 (IDTDC/PV.l80,p.20) 

But we could ask you exactly the same question, Mr. Fisher: why cannot the United 

States lay aside its conditions fm· the study of observation posts? Why could that 

question not be studied in connexion with effective measures for disarmament, such as 

the reduction of foreign troops in Europe and an agreement not to station nuclear arms 

in the territories of the two German States? 

According to the United States representative, the approach of the so.cialist 

countries to the question of the system of· observation posts creates political 

difficulties. May I ask, Mr. Fisher, what are these political difficulties vJhich 

prevent the United States from agreeing not to station nuclear vTGapons in the two 

German States and which :prevent a reduction in the nUmber of your troops 10md our 

troops in Europe? The Soviet Union is ready to agree to this. Why should "che 

United States and its allies refuse to free ·Europe from the dangers m1d threats at 

present facing it m1d from its present burden, all these being directly due to the 

concentration of armed forces in the very heart of Europe on a scale unprecedented 

in time of .peace? 

The Western PovJers wish to reduce the question of preventing surprise attack 

to the establishment of a sy,stom of observation posts a.n.d nothing else (EJ:IDC/130). 

They are in effect proposing control without disarmament measures. To insist on 

such solutions is frivolous, to say the least. It is chffi"acteri.stic that the 

Western representatives do not themselves believe in the effectiveness of this 

proposal of theirs. Although mr Paul Mason may not like it, I would again remind 

him that on 26 March Mr. Thomas admitted that even the most far-reaching system of 

observation posts could not of itself prevent war (E~uC/PV.l78, p.ll). 

It may be asked why the Committee should waste its time in discussing .such 

a 1,,;eak and ineffective proposal. If the representatives of the Western Powers 

really wish to come to terms on measures which will help to prevent surprise attack~ 
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-w-hy do they not accept an agreement based on a constructive combination of a system 

of observation ~0osts with a reduction of foreign troops in the territories of the 

European States and the assumption of an undertaking not to station nuclear weapons 

in the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany? vJe see no 

obstacles to this course. The Soviet Union, for its part, is ready to agree to it 

at any time. The matter rests Hi th the western Powers. 

It has bscome clear from the discussion of this problem in the Committee and 

especially from the stateE18nts by representatives of the western Pmvers, in particular 

the United States,. that there is a definite connexion between thi.s problem and the 

problem of the non-dissemination of nucleer weapons. Analysis of the statements by 

the United States representative has made it possible to establish a definite chain 

of cause and effect. The United States objects to linking the q_uestion of observa-

tion posts with the question of States assuming an undertaking not to station nuclear 

weapons in the two German States because this proposal would deny West Germany access 

to nuclear weapons, wherea,s the United StatGs is at present activel;y- malcing formal 

arrangements to give Hest Germany access to nuclear weapons through the so-called 

NATO multilateral nuclear force. 

On the question of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons the Hestern Pov;ers, in 

general and as a whole, are occupying an m1tenable position. The United States, 

while stating that it is in favour of putting an end to the further dissemination of 

nucleex weapons, is in fact speeding up negotiations on the establislLment of the so

called NNro multilateral nucleru.· force, which would include West German armed forces. 

A re1Jort ha.s already come in from Bonn to the effect that on 15 July -- that is, 

in three months t time -- a tJest German military contingent consi.sting of radar and 

missile specialists will start serving in Norfolk, u.s.A., on the United States 

destroyer "Biddle, 11 which is equi1)ped with nuclear missiles. The eagernoss of the 

west German Bundeswehr to obtain access to nuclear missiles is shown by the haste 

with '.·Jhich it supplied this contingent and by the fact that, after the .Arnerican, 

its contingent is the largest on the 11Biddle". 

In the discussion both of measures to prevent surprise attack and of the 

non-di.ssemination of nuclear weapons, the United States is trying to adl1ere to its 

firm policy of giving vJest Germany acce.ss to nuclear weapons. In both cases the 

United etctes is advertising to the whole world its willingness to support West 

Germany's nuclear claims, even at the price of frustrating agreement on the prevention 
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of a surprise .attack and the non-dissemination of nucl~ar weapons~ The United ,States 

i.s. thus shmving that it prefer.s a nuclear military alliance with West Germany to 

disarmrunent. This is one of the most tolling pointers to the true character of tho 

position of the Western Pmvers, a position which is acting as a brake on the 1wrk of 

our Conrrni ttee. It is ha.:rm:ful to this Conrrnittee.? the peoples of the world and the 

Western Powers themselves. 

In speaking _in defence of "\-lest Germany's nuclear claims, the United States 

ropresentati ve has. shown a. lack of discrimination in his choice of _arguments. The 
. ' 

United States and its NATO allies turn a blind eye to the fact that it is they who 

have S1I!Tounded the Soviet Union to the west, to the east, :to the_ south and at the. 

North Pole with thei.r military bases, at which nuclear .weapon .deli very vehicles are 

stationed. From these bases their military aircraft carry out recoilllaissance 
' • • • l •• •• 

assignments and deliberately invade the air .space of the socia.I,ist. States, blatantly 

violating their frontiers and sovereignty. From the,se bases, bombers of the strategic 

air forces of the ·western PoHers, with nucloar weapons on board, regulEJ.rly mclce 

provocative flights in the direction ,of the Sovhlt Union •. 

But when the Soviet Union. stations its 01.-m missile .equtrment as required for 

defence purposes, representati vos of . the 1-J~stern Pow~rs take it ~pon tlwmsel ves, as 

l'lr. Fisher did at the meeting of 2 April(and again today), to t.alk about a Soviet 

nuclear threat which, to quote Mr. Fisher, 

. "· •• includes hundreds of medium and intermediate rEmge ballistic missiles, 

armed with nuclear warheads and aimed at the densely-:oopuleted cj_ ties and 

industrial areas of Western Europe". (El'IDC/PV .180, p.l9) • 

The representatives of the 1-Jestorn Powers, who aro determined to reject the 

Soviet 11nuclear umbrella" prOjJOsal (ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add.l). at all costs, even go ,go far 

as to make outrageously stupid statements to the effect that this Soviet proposal 

threatens the security of the non-nuclear remainder of the >·mrld and that the 

llnuclear umbrella11 might become 311 instrument of blaclanail against the non-nuclear 

countries. 

Mr, Fisher, if you are genuinely conce:cne~ about the fate of the 1/J.est European 

peoples, if the United States r.oally wishes to free the European States from the 

threat of a retaliatory nuclear strike,. there is an excellent way of doing .this. 

Dismantle the bases. which you have brought up close to the frontiers of the Sovic;t 
. ; •' 

Union and other socialist countries; keep your nuclear we~pons in your own ~erritory, 
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But tllis is just what the United States strategists 

do not want. They prefer to subject the peoples of Western Europe to this threat, 

hoping by this meaDs to reduce the resource.s available for a retaliatory strilce against 

Ul1i t;_:,d Stutes territory. Proninont Americans frequently have express..:;d their vie'I.-JS 

on this subject openly m1d cynically, a fact to which I have already drm~ attention 

in some of my earlier statements. 

In this connexion, I must say that Mr. Fisher's remark at the 180th meeting about 

the Soviet nuclear threat was surprising, to say the least. The Soviet Union is 

proposing the elimination of all nuclear weapon deli ver.J vehicles at the very first 

stage of disarmament. Accept this proposal of ours, and all those hundreds of ballistic 

missiles aimed at the "densely populated cities and industrial areas of \-Jest ern Europe11 , 

to which you, Mr. Fisher, referred last Thursday, will be destroyed under strict 

inte:rnational control. 

The position of the representatives of .the Western Powers in this Cow.mittee is 

astonishing: on the one hand, they do not accept the Soviet Union's proposal for the 

elbnination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, a proposal that would remove the thrBat

of a nuclear missile ,;-r2.r; while on the other hand they raise a clamour about a "nuclear 

threat!' and 11nuclear blac.kmail11 • In refusing to accept the Soviet proposal for the 

elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles except for those to bo left as 

part of the "nuclear umbrella11 , the United States and its allies, and they alone, are 

responsible for the fact that the centres of itJestern Europe are nuclear targets. 

This disagreeable state of affairs is the lO§ical m1d inevitable consequence of the 

belligerent attitude of the United States and some of its allies. What has the 

Soviet Union got to do Hith i:;his? As the Russian proverb says, IYhe is doing both 

the beating 8lld the howling", 

In displaying this affected concern for the safety of the States of Western 

E1.u·ope, the United States rep:cesentati ve seems unintentionally to have given mmy the 

real purpose of the United States proposal for freezing strategic nuclear weapon deliver: 

vehicles (El'IDC/120). As you lmm-Y, these vehicles.could cover the dist8llce, .so.y, 

betMeen American and Europe or hnerica and Asia in a faw minutes. This is obviously 

most unpalatable to the United States, which has up till now enjoyed invulnerability, 

separated a.s it is from the rest of the "World by the vast expanses of the Atlantic 8lld 

Pacific Oceans. It is precisely the.se vehicles for which the United States is 

proposing an immediate freeze. 
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So far as shorter-range and tactical delivery vehicles are concerned~ the United 

States tells us that it intends to continue the arms race unabated. As you know~ the 

United States stations these delivery vehicles~ not in its own territory~ but in 

military bases in the.territories of other States in Europe.., Asia and Africa~ so as 

to be closer to the frontiers of the socialist countries" In making its freeze 

proposal the United States is simply.seeking to shift the emphasis in the arms race 

from one type of nuclear weapon :delivery vehicle to another; as I have just shown~ 

this shift would not only not strengthen the security of the States of Western Europe 

but would actually increase their danger. 

It is difficult to avoid the conciusion that this military consideration is the 

true explanation for the unwillingness of the United States delegation to accep~ the 

establishment.of a system of observation posts simultaneously with the reductiqn of 

fo1'eigi1 troops in the territories of European States and the assumption of an 

undertaking not to station nuclear weapons in the Federal Repu~lic of Germany and the 

German Democratic Republic. The United States wants to do just the opposite~ to 

station greater numbers of such weapons in Europe-' to saturate Western Europe with 

nuc~eir warheads and vehicles for their delivery to targets. It is easy to 

understand the motives actuating United States military men in this connexion and 

the reason why such a progr~Tie is defended by the United States representatives here. 

On the other hand~ the attitude of~~. Cavalletti-' the Italian representative~ can 

only be regarded as extremely surprising. 

1'1~. Fisher referred on 2 April to the non-dissemination of nuclear··weapons based 

on the Irish resolution~ adopted by the General Assembly as resolution A/RES/1665 (XVI). 
; 

Iv~. Fisher stressed that lithe United States does not intend to take any action 

inconsistent with the Irish re8ohrt.ion. 11 (N'lP..QLPV .189, p.l8) This statement by 

Ivir. Fisher would satisfy everybody if United States d.eeds· corresponded to these words. 

The facts are, however, quite different. Neither th~ text of the Irish resolution 

nor the interpretation given to it at the General Assembly by various delegations, 

including its sponsors_, gives any ground for asserting that it prohibits only direct 

national ownership of nuclear weapons· ·and· not the granting of indirect a·ccess to such 

weapons -- that is, the dissemination through military ·alliances of nuclear weapons 

to countries not yet possessing them. 
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In brief~ the United States considers that the granting to West Germany of access 

to nuclear weapons through the so-called NATO multilateral nuclear force is fully 

compatible with an agreement on non-dissemination. We are absolutely amazed at this 

frivolous and., I would even say_, farcical attitude of the United States to such an 

extremely important question. This attitude clearly shows that the United States 

does not want to engage in serious talks and is not disposed to seek agreement on 

the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, preferring military nuclear co-operation 

with the West German armed forces to an agreement on this matter. 

This idea was expressed very clearly by J.VIr. Fisher on 2 April when he stressed 

that the multilateral force is being devised to enable Western European members of 

the Alliance -- that is, including West Germany -- jointly with the United States 

(ibid., p.l9) to use this nuclear force in their military planning. 

The representatives of the non-aligned countries represented in this Committee 

have repeatedly referred in their statements to the necessity of banning underground 

tests of nuclear w·eapons. The Soviet position in this matter is well known and was 

set out in the memorandum of the Government of the USSR, dated 28 January 1964, from 

which I quote~ 

llThe Soviet Government declares its readiness, as before, to reach 

agreement on extending the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the 

atmosphere, in outer space and under water, to underground testing. 11 

(ENDC/123. p .6) 
We are highly gratified by the positive results achieved by the conclusion· of 

the lvioscow Treaty banning nuclear w·eapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 

under water (ENDC/100/Rev.l). Clear and convincing evidence of these results is 

provided by the scientific data and cal ,ll.lations concerning the improvement in the 

radioactivity situation in the world, given in a commw1ication from the USSR Academny 

of fiiedical Sciences, which was distributed by the Soviet delegation on 20 Narch as 

an official Committee document. This comraunication contains the following passage~ 

llThe conclusion of the Moscow Treaty ••• put an end to any further 

ejection of radioactive substances into the external environment and 

created the prerequisites for a rapid improvement in the general 

situation with regard to radiation." (ENDC/129. p.2) 
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T,b.ere is no doubt that an agreement prohibiting all Wlderground tests w·ithout 

exception would be a very valuable and important step.!' which would be welcomed by 

the Hhole world. The conclusion of such an agreement is" however_. impeded by the 

position of the ~Jestern Powers_, especially .the United States, which are Wljustifiably 

continuing to insist on international control of a ban on LL'1dergrolllld tests. It has 

already been fully demonstrated in practice that special international control is no 

more needed for detecting _lllldergrollnd nuclear tests than it is for tests in the 

atmosphere.!' in outer space·and llllder water. 

In this connexion it is interesting to note an article in The New York Times by 

iYl>:> o John Finney.!' the well-knoHn Hriter on nuclear questions)> to which the 

representative of the United Ar_ab _,R.epublic referred today. In his dispatch from 

Washington published in The -New York .1,;Lm.e1i on 4 April, lvir. Finney states t~at on 

2 February 1962 the United States s-ystem for observing llndergrolllld nuclear tests 

detected with Wlexpected clarity a small undergrolllld nuclear exploston set off the 

same day in the Soviet Union 6.!'-000 miles 2,way o The same was true of ·an Wldergrolllld 

nuclear explosion set off by France in the Sahara on 1 :tviay 1962_, which was also 

reg:Js·cered with llnex:pected clarity b;y the United States seismic observation service 

in United States territory.!' in other words" Eeveral thousand kilometres from the site 
of the explosion. 

Another point Mr. Finney revealed ip his-_ article was that" at that time_, United 

States Government agencies ·i:.ried to conceal -~hese facts so that the United States 

delegation in Geneva could go on asserting that national observation systems could 

not eff'ectively detect tmderground nuclear explosio:1s and so that it _1:ras not prevented 

from pressing its demand fol' the establishment of international control in tb.e 

terri tory of the. Soviet TJniolL 2'2::·. F:'w.-li''l.GJ? 's artic.lr:> clearly. shows that as early as 

1962 the United States had no grollllds for demanding the institution of international 
. . •} . . .. 

control. It is all the more strange.!' t1.-ro years later .. to see the United St::rtes still 

maintaining its old and Wljustified- attitude in this matter, 

These baseless demands by the United States are the sole obstacle to the 

conclusion of an agreement on prohibiting underground tests, If the United States" 

the United Kingdom and the other t-Jestern Powers were to give llp their be.seless 

demands for international control" a comprehensive agreement prohibitli1.g all nuclear 

weapon tests in all media" inclllding llnderground)l would be concluded. 
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A review of the state of our Committee's negotiations on these and other measures 

shows a total lack of progress. The deadlock in the disarmament talks and the total 

lack of progress cannot~ of course~ fail to arouse concern and anxiety among all those 

who favour disar1nament and are seeking to eliminate the threat of a nuclear missile 

war. It is now clear to all that the United States~ the United Kingdom and their 

NATO allies oppose disarmament. 
In general the position is such that the \~estern Powers should seriously ponder 

what their next step should be. Once you rightly recognize that in this nuclear age~ 

in this era of missiles, war is unthinkable" then" having said 11A11
, you must also 

say 11B11 • You must firmly, resolutely and unhesitatingly enter on the path of 

disarmament; progress in our talks will then be assured. 

In conclusion~ I should like to say that we listened with great interest to 

today 1 s statement by Ambassador Hassan~ -the representative of the United Arab Republic. 

His statement contained a number of valuable ideas concerning solutions to a number of 

problems before our Committee; these ideas should certainly help us to find a 

positive solution. The Soviet delegation will, of course, study VIT. Hassan's ideas 

closely; but we should here and now like to pay tribute to the constructive approach 

and the desire to advance our talks which were the keynote of his statement today. 

The CHA~UU~ (Romania) (translation from French): I call on the 

representative of the United States in exercise of his right of reply. 

~tr. FISHER (United States of America): The representative of the Soviet 

Union had some rather harsh things to say today about the policies and motives of the 

United States, and he covered a broad range of subjects. I think that it will be no 

surprise to the members of this Committee that I find myself in rather thorough 

disagreement with most of what he said. 
However~ I do not think that it vmuld be consistent 1fiith the objective that we 

all have -- that is~ to get on with forward-looking, practical disarm.am.ent measures 

for me to make a detailed reply at this stage. I propose to do that at the proper 

time. 
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The Conference decided to isslle the following commlllliqlle .~ · 
11 The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 

today held its 182nd meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva., llllder 

the chairmanship of H.E. Arabassador V. Dlllllitrescll, representative of 

Romania. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of the United Arab 

Republic, Cru1ada, Poland, the United States, the United Kingdom and 

the Soviet Union. 

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

14 Ap.riLJ.964.fo at 10.30 a.m. 11 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 




