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The CHAIEMAN (Romania) (translation from French): I declare open the

216th meeting of the Conference of the Hightcen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Before I call on the first spealer, I should like to point out that a number
of documents have been circulated to the members of the Conference:

(1) a communication from the delegation of Burma, dated 14 September 1964,
on behalf of the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria,
Gweden and the United irab Republic, concerning a memorandum of the eight

‘delegations (ENDC/143);

(2) memoranda from the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico,
Nigeria, Sweden and the United irab Republic, containing a brief résumé of the
suggestions and proposals made by each delegation on measures of disarmament and
collateral measures discussed by the Conference of the Highteen—Nation Committee on
Disarmament during 1964 (ENDC/144);

(3) a joint memorandum submitted by Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico,
Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic (ENDC/145);

(4) a draft report to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and the

General Assewmbly, recommended by the co-Chairmen (ENDC/146).

Ato S. TEFERRA (Ethiopia): I have asked for the floor this morning

because I have been requested by the eight non-aligned nations to draw the
attention of the Committee to document ENDC/145, dated 14 September 1964, which
is a joint memorandum of the eight non-aligned nations concerning the test-ban

Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l).

Sir Harold BEELEY (United Xingdom): Although I myself have participated

in the Conference for only two weeks, I should like, if I may, to offer some comments
on the course of the Committee's work during the past three months.

It is, of course, disappointing that the Committee has been unable during this
session to reach agreement on any disarmament or collateral measure. It is the
more disappointing because the previous session ended on a promising note with the
announcements by the Governments of the United States, the Soviet Union and my own
country of reductions in the planned production of fissile material for weapon
purposes {(ENDC/131, 132). s a newcomer [ was surprised to learn, for example,

. that the Committee had spent olmost all its Tuesday meetings this session trying



(Sir Farold Beeley, United Kingdom)

4o resolve the basically-simple proecedural question of setting up & working group
on nuclear delivery vehicles, o question on which there was & considerable measure
of agreement from the outset. It seems clear thet the majority ol representatives
consider that the time has come to e¥xnand our traditional procedure by establishing
such a group.

I regret to say that my study of the records justifies only too clearly the
conclusion drawn by the leader of my delegation on 25 iugust (ENDC/PV.210, pp.> et _seg.)
that the basic reason for the present impasse on this quection lies in the attitude
adopted by our Soviet colleaguc. The Coviet representative has been frank enough
to t211 the Committee that, in his view:

"eeo @t the present time, the conditions are not yet ripe for the

establishment of a working group in connexion with the problem of

eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles." (ibid, .28)

He has even rejected (ENDC/PV.212, pp.37, 38) the proposal put forward by our
Swedish colleague for a preliminery working groun (ENDC/PV.210, pp.33, 34).

I think it is fair to &s% == and the General Assembly will no doubt ask -- why,
after an initial show of willingness, the Sovied delacaticn backed eway from its
own suggestion for a working group. We must also ask why it did so when Western
and non-aligned delegations had responded promptly and favourably to this suggestion,
on the understanding of course that the group would be allowed to work under
conditions which are, one would have thought, reasonable and fair in themselves and
which have been endorsed overwhelmingly by the majority of the Committee. I must
confess that I cannot follow the reasoning behind these Soviet tactics. I am
puzzled by Mr. Tsarapkin's attempts in recent meetings to exaggerate the differences
between the two sides. I cannot sec that any fundamental difference really exists
now that the Soviet Government accepts the need for both sides to retain nuclear
deterrents throughout the disarmament process, and until alternative methods of
ensuring international security have been set in motion.

It seems to me that our Soviet colleague only confuses the issue by maintaining
that the Soviet proposals, e¢ven in their revised form (ENDC/2/Rev.l and 4dd.l),
are irreconcilably different from those of the United [tates (ENDC/30 and Corr. 1 and
4dd.1, 2, 3) in their trectment of the nuclear threat. Although the deceptive
nature of this argument has already been exposed, I understand, st previous sessions,
I Teel that its revival by our Soviet colleague makes it necessary to try to clarify

our thoughts on the true nature of the concept of nuclear doterrence.
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The purpose of nuclear deterrents —-- or, as they have been called, the
"nuclear umbrella'" -- is to ensure thal before and during the disarmament process,
in fect until other effective mechanisms are available, peace will be maintained
and the security of States safeguarded. Our Soviet colleague has told the
Commivtee?

"I+ is impossible to imagine that, if a 'nuclear umbrella' existed,

any State would venture to violate peace and embark on aggression."

(ENDC /PV.163, 1n.21)

Eech side would be deterred from committing aggression by the fear that, to quote
¥r. Tsarapkin's vohrase, it "would have to pay a hLigh price for such an act" (;g;g,).
In other words, each side wouid be deterred by the Fear and by the threat that any
major aggression would entail inescapable and unaccepiable damage as a result of
miclear retaliation by the other, It follows, therefore, that if ifr. Gromyko's
proposal is to serve its stated purpose of deterrence it must obviously maintain
the threat of nuclear retaliation -— I stress the word "retaliation" —-- throughout
the disarmanment process. Without the retention of such a threat there would
obviously be no mutual nuclear deterrence. Thus the claim that Mr. Gromyko's
proposal (ENDC/2/Rev.1/4dd.1) would have the effect of eliminating the nuclear
threat in stage I is sﬁrely inconsistent with the deterrent purpose of that proposal
ag publicly proclaimed by Soviet representatives in this Committee. Mr. Tsarapkin
cennot both eat his cake and have it.

Wnile I am on this subject of deterrence, I think we should all try to
distinguish between the threat to use nuclear weapons and their actual use; for
clearly there is a proiound difference between revaining nuclear weapons as a
deterrent against aggression, and the actual use of the weapons comprising the
c.eterrent. The whcle purpose of maintaining & credibie threat to use nuclear
weapons, both now and during the disarmament »nrocess, is to ensure that those
weapons are mever in fact used; that aggression is always deterred. Without such
deterrence, governmenits might be tempted to commit aggression.

It may be a sad commentary on the state of cortemporary international affairs
thav peace between the nuclear Powers has to be mainbtained by what has been called
& balance of terror -- or, as I should prefer to call it, a balance of prudence.

But the fact remains that, until we have negotiated and carried out to its final stage
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now and &s it will hove to.be moinbainad at owxessively lower levels during

disarmament untii there is no naticnal pewer to bolance.

In his gtatements ot the 210th, 2i2th end 214%h meetings Mr. Tsarapkin tried
to deny the desiraipility of mainteining such & balance during the disarmament
vrocess, In particular he sliegec thab:

"ees the Western Powers substitute for disarmament the maintenance

of the stability of %he baiance of nuclear wecpons." (ZNDZ/PV.212, 1.35)

o)

However, as my colleague Mr, Tehourdin pointed out two weeks ago (ibid., p.39),
our Soviet colleague has been trying here to knock down & man of straw of his own
creation. Mr. Tohourdin stressed -- and I do so again today -— that the West had
never suggested that there should be a balance of power instead of disarmament.
Whet we have said, and what we shall continue to say, is that as we all disarm,
and until we are all disarmed, a stable halance of power must be maintained both
before and during the preccess. Thot is ~bsolutely essert -l if internntional
peace and national security are ton be meintained. OF course, as I have already
said, as we a1l disarm the bazlance can be progressively reduced to lower and
less costly levels at each stage of the process vnbil international peace and
national security can be preserved and guaranteed by some other method. But to
argue, as our Soviet colleague has done, that the VWest wishes to substitute a
balance of yower for disarmament is, quite frankly, a2 complete misrepresentation
of the true positiou.

Mr. Tsarapkin seems to be ignoring the fact that, as regards the question of
balance, the Soviet Union hes itself accepted, and the General Assembly has

th igreed Princinle (ENDC/5). He seems to have overlooked

endorsed, the Ii g
¥r. Zorin's reference on 30 June to "the bLasic principle which you and we have
accepted == the principle of balance". (ENDC/PV.194, p.33) Wr. Tsarapkin has
also overlooked the fact that last year, in answering questions put by the
Director-of Il Giorro, Chairman Khrushchev stated that the starting-point of
talite on disarmament and other outbtstanding issues ie the balance of power which

kes developed in the world todey.
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Those are my Tirst impressions of the Committec's present position in relation
to general and complete disarmament. In the light of those impressions I would
earnestly suggest that we should try to get out ol this dead-end of misrepresentation
and exaggeration of differences. We are agreed fhat we want to prevent the calamity
of a nuclear war; we are agreed that that will orly be ensured, finally and
definitely, by general and completc disarmament; and we are agreed that some system
of mutual deterrence must be retained, though &t decreasing levels, until we have
devised a better way of ensuring peace and security in a disarmed world. What
remains is to work out, as Mrs. Myrdal has said (ENDC/PV.202, p.6), the modalities;
and for that we require a working group. I trust we shall set one up without delay
at our next session.

Regarding collateral measures, I must again confess to feeling considerable
disappointment at the lack of progress after what appeared to be an encouraging
beginning. My delegation has tried to make its views clear on the different
proposals before the Committee during this present session. I do not wish,
therefore, to repeat in detail all that we have said, but I cannot let the session
close without restating briefly the views of Her Majesty's Government on the main
problems in this field.

I think we would all agree that non-dissemination is one of the most important
questions facing us. Mr. Thomas set out the United Xingdom position on this
guestion in some detail at the meeting of 23 July. My colleagues may recall that
at the end of his remarirs he made a plea that the Cormmittee should consider this
question without polemics or emotion (ENDC/PV.201, p.27). 4s we all know, that
appeal has not been met. Even if we concede that our East Buronean colleagues may
in fact harbour the suspicions to which they have so often given voice, their
speeches on the subject do not appear to me to contain any evidence that they are
secking to malke an objective appraisal of the relevance of the proposed multilateral
force to the problem of non—dissemination. I can only hope that they will now give
careful attention to the illuminating remarks made on this subject at our last
meeting by the representative of the United States (ENDC/PV.215, pp.48, 49).

I can, of course, assure them once again that Her Majesty's Government has no
intention of participating in any arrangement which involves dissemindtion. However,
if our East European colleagues do not feel able to accept my word for that, it
still seems to us that it is then in their best interests to conclude a non-
dissemination agreement now. 4is the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs,

Mr. Butler, said during his visit to this Conference on 25 February 1964:
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"The existence of a formal agrecement ... would itsel? constitute
a safeguard against a multilateral force which involved the dissemination

of nuclear weapons." (FENDC/PV.165, n.1l)

Once a formal agreement existed there could be no question of the United Xingdom's
acting in a menner incomvatible wit!» such an agreement. Therefore I would appeal
once again to my East Furopean collcagues to cease treating this question as an
opportunity to maie pro?aganda, and instead to turn with us to a serious and
unemotional consideration of this important question.

This leads me to the question of United Nations General Assembly resolution
1909 (FVIiII) (ENDC/139), which kas been so much the subject of our debates in recent
weeks. I notice that the terms "idealistie" and "realistic" have been much used, and
I think that mey be due in part to some misunderstanding of itie United Kingdom's
position as it was set out on 20 iugust by my colleague Yr. Tahourdin
(ENDC/PV.209, pp.l1l et seq.) I can assure the Committee that it was never my
delegation's intention to impugn idealists; I think anyone who studies the history and
literature of my country will agree that we have made our contribution to & positive
acceptancé of idealistic considerations in the conducd ofvhuman affairs. Nevertheless
we must face facts. Indeed, to do so is of especial importence in considering a
guestion which is of such crucial significance for the future of mankind.

I have already spoken of the fact that at the present time international peace-
and national security largely rest on a balance of mutual deterrence. Deterrence
itself rests on the knowledge tlhat aggression could be met by a devastating
retaliatory nuclear blow. it is on that thet we must rely to prevent aggression.

But the credibility of the deterrent on both sides would be undermined if a ban on
the use of nuclear weapons led & State to believe that it could launch aggression
with impunity. That is why my delegation believes that a ban on the use of nuclear
weapons could in fact endanger rather than increase international security. Therefore
we agree with the representative of Mexico that '"this is not the right moment to ‘
convene suck a conference" (ENDC/PV.213, D.20). We also share his view that this
guestion rust be considercd "within the context of general and complete

disarmament" (ibid.).
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The delegations of the non-aligned countries have circulated a joint
memorandur (ENDC/145) concerning the need for a comprehensive nuclear test ban
treaty and referring to United Nations General iAssembly resolution 1910 (XvIII)
(ENDC/139). I should like to take this opportunity of re—emphasizing the importance
which Her Majesty's Government attaches to the conclusion of such a treaty and of
welcoming the support given to this aim in the statement of view by the non—-aligned
countries. &

My colleague Mr. Tehourdin has already explained (ENDC/PV.209, pp.l1l, 12)
why the need for on-site inspection to verify compliance with a ban on underground
nuclear tests still exists. I do not wish to enter into technicalities today, but,
briefly, it is because improved means of detection have not as yet brought certainty
of identificetion. That is why we regret the withdrawal of the Soviet Union from
its earlier readiness to accept, in principle at least, a limited amount of on-site
inspection. Nor has the representative of the Joviet Union been prepared to
explain what new technical advance Soviet scientists may have made as the basis
of his assertion that national means of detection would be sufficient for the
verification of the observance of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. But if Coviet
experts have in fact made some new advance in that field, then the Soviet delegation's
failure to share that improved knowledge with us all casts doubt, if I may say 56,
on the sincerity of the Soviet Union's desire for the conclusion of a comprehensive
test-ban treaty.

Here, however, there is surely work to be done, even while this Conference is
in recess. AS both Mr. Foster and Mr. Tahourdin have said, the United Kingdom and
the United States would be véry ready to hold expert talks between scientists of
both sides in the hope of establishing an agreed vérification basis., We therefore
welcome the support given to that proposal in the joint memorandum before us. That
would be a most useful first step towards reaching an agreement on a comprehensive
test-ban treaty. If we could agree that such talks should be held at an early
date, that would at least mean that our report tc the United Nations General
Lssenbly would not be entirely negetive on that aspect.

I have already spoken at some length, and I shall refer only briefly to some

of the other collateral measures which have been proposed.
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1 regret that the United States proposals (ENDC/120) both for a freeze and
for a cut—off have received such a summary dismissal from the delegations of the
Zoviet Union and other East-European countries. 1 confess that I find their
argument that those are not measures of disarmament difficult to understand. In
the first place, both measures would go far to meet the criteria for collateral
measures set out in document ENDC/1/Add.1l, whick was adopted early in the life
of this Conference, on 23 March 1962. 1In the second place, as was so vividly
stated on 9 July by the United 3tates representative, who was then Mr., Timberlake:

"4 freeze undertaken now would in fact have the same effect at any given

future time as the destruction of all the weapons to be produced beﬁween

now and that future time." (ENDC/PV.197, D.5)

The cut-off would be a comparably valuable measure.

My delegation also continues to attach great importance to an early beginning
on the actual physical destruction of some weapons. Here the United Ctates proposal
(ENDC/PV.176, pp.5 et _seq.) which is generally called the "bomber bonfire" would be
a significant beginning from which we would hope further measures of destruction
might follow. Let us not allow more ambitious but impracticable proposals to
obscure the value of meking a useful start. ‘

The same consideration applies to the proposal (ENDC/120) for the establishment
of observation posts. We have had a full agenda this session, which has not permitted
that particular proposal to be discusseds I should therefore like to remind the
Committee of_the United Kingdom paper (ENDC/130) on the subject and to suggest that
this is a subject which merits study during the recess in order thav we mey turn at
our next, session to detailed discussion of a proposal which has been widely recognized
as heving intrinsic value as a measure of lessening international tension.

I should next like to put forward some tentative suggestions about the lines
along which, in the view of my delegation, we might all usefully proceed in our
preparatory work on disarmament matters during the recess. Many of us will, of
course, be participating in the work of the General .ssembly. The debates on
disarmament and related matters at the United Nations may well provide us with a new
stimulus and fresh ideas which will contribute to our work in Geneva next year. At

the same time the forthcoming recess will provide delegations and their governments
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with an opportunity to review the work of the Conference and reconsider their
presert positions. The degree to which our next session will prove fruitful

will depend to & large extent on the degree to which we all profitably use the
next few moirths in preparing for our next round of negctiations. '

In trhe first place, I the Sovict CJovernuent to reconsider its

attitude towards the establishment of 2 working grnup‘on nuclear deli?ery vehicles
and vo aslkk itsel? what is to ba gained by continuing to exaggerate the differences
between the two =ides on that imperbtant question. 1. oo, I would urge the Soviet
Government to consider whether the remaining differences teiween its proposals on
nuclear delivery vehicles and ouvs are more likely to be resolved by continuing
plenary dehates thar by a vorking group.

In ths second place; I suggest that we could all usefully reflect during the
recess on the subiecet of verification:. Like the probiem of nuclear delivery
vehicies, verification is o koy lgsue which socner or later we shall have to
reselve, In cur view the flommittee has not yet deveted enough detailed attention
to that question, eitiner in thce prezent session or in previous sessions. To some

4

extent that may have Peen due to our failure hitherto to introduce sufficiently

flexible wethods of worl to =1low us to eramine the problem of verification in
the detaii and depth weguirsd, For cur part; we in the United Kingdom delegation
‘hope that during the re-ess our colleagues will reconsider the suggestion made
at various limes in the past; particulerly by our Brazilian colieagues
(BNDC/DV.128, ©.9), that we should seb up & working group on verification in the
disermament ccrievh.

The Commitbee willh rerall that M¥r. Butler, the Foreign Secretary of the
United Kingdom, spoke ob gome leagbh on thet subject on 25 February. He said:

"We think that Shic problems of verification should be subjected to

detailced study now by the Gonférence”.
Speaking of the firss fuli stage of disarmament, he suggested that we should

"ecknowledge that whabever degree of disermament we had in that stage

we should have the same degree of inspection",
Since theve are many possible weys of putting that inbto practice, he suégested
$hat | |

"it might be worth while to approach the problem of verification

from new anglas®.
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In particular, Mr. Butler suggested that it might be wortl while examining what he
called a "functional"™ rather than a regional approach. Ic said:
"Studies might be made of how certain key categories of armaments and
certain key components of those armaments are produced and stored.
Those studies might lead in turn to fresh conclusions about the tyve
of control needed —- perhaps it would be some kind of spot or sample
inspection —— to ensure that permitted production was not being
exceededs &imilar checks might also give enough information about
armenents already in existence, both those permitted and those which
might be hidden.
"idding the results of such studies together, we might arrive
at fresh conclusions about the problem of verification as a whole.
If we could at the same time achieve those conditions of increased
and firmer international confidence that I have envisaged, then it
might be possible to verify the first stage at least of general
disarmament with a lesser degree of intrusion than we have hitherto

thought necessary." (ENDC/PV.169, pp.l7, 18).

To work out proposals along these lines obviously requires very detailed
study. We in the United Kingdom are looking at this question, and we hope to be
able to share our thoughts with the Committee at some future date. In the meantime,
we hope that other governments represented here will use the recess to pursue
their own studies into the question of verification, so that we can make further
progress in our future work as a result of our individual and collective research.

Meanwhile, the connoisseurs of our proceedings, and in particular those who
read our report to the United Nations General :‘ssembly, can hardly be criticized
for cbncluding that 1964, in contrast to 1963, will not go down as a vintage
year in the history ofvdisarmament negotiations. Nevertheless, I am not
discouraged; I believe that our work this year may well have prepared the
ground for a more distinguished harvest next year.

In conclusion, I should like to convey our thanks to Mr. Protitch, to
Mr. Epstein, to the staff of the United Nations Jecretariat and, in particular,
to our hard-worked‘and long-suffering interpreters, for the excellent services

with which they have once again provided the Committee.
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_ be.deLﬁBLAT (Poland): We have reached a point in our delibergtions
wberé it would.éppear neceésafy to take stock of the Committee's work for the past
eight months, That‘isbnbt just a ritual we have to go through only because the'
Conference is about to adjourn. It‘is, in our view, a good occasion for examining
the reasons why no progfess‘ih our negotiation will be recorded in the progress
report we have been asked by the United Nations General Assembly to submit;

I have used the word ”neéotiation", but I admit that I am not at all sure
whether in fact our t@lkélhere meet all the necessary requirements of what is
meant by "negotiatién" in the contemporary political aq@ diplomatic vocabulaiy.
Looking for an authoritative definition, I came across an opinion of one of the
most eminent American lawyers, John Bassett Moore, expressed in connexion with
the "Mavrommatis Palestine Concessions Case" which was considered by the . ‘
Permanent, Court of International Justice a few years after the First World Var.
The definition réads as»followé:

"eev in the international sphere and in the sense of international law,

negotiation is the iegal and orderly administrative proceés by whichA

gpve:#ments} in the exercise of their unquestionable powers, conduct

fﬁeif‘relations onevwith another and discuss, adjust and settle, their .

differences.” (Publications of the Permanent Court of international V

Justice, Series A, No. 2, 30 fugust 1924, pp. 62,63).

Thus to negotiate would mean to discuss, adjust and settle. Obviously tﬁe'three
elements are 1§gica]iy linked with each other, bécause the purpose of discussioh is
to facilitate adjustment, and adjustment is a conditipn for settiing the differences
between sovereign States. I hope that such an appfoééh to whaf we afe doing, or
rather whatvwe‘arevsupposed_té do in this Committee, will not be c¢elled in guestion
by my colleagues. _ t _ ‘

If this body is not a mere debqtiné society, and if the work we are éngaged in
should lead.to settlement, then, I submit,‘the”divergent>positions of the parties
must be adjusted to each other —— and, may I add, adjusted by goth sides, The
record of the Committee, examined f:qm this‘ﬁoiné of viéw, would clearly show fhat
the socialist Sfates\have’pqpsigtghﬁiy féilowed the path of adjustmeﬁt.A To

substantiate that stotement, let me refer to the following facts,
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The Soviet Union has twice modified the original version of its draft treaty
on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/2) with respect to its most important
component — the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles. In addition'to that,
desirous of taking yet another step to meet the Western position, the Soviet Union
has expressed readiness (ENDC/PV.lSS, p.17) to consider in detail, in an appropriate
working body, specific questions connected with the proposal for a "nuclear
umbrella',

In the field of the reduction of military tudgets, the socialist States
agreed to alter their original proposal for egual 10 to 15 per cent cuts in
military expenditure for all States and agfeed to take into account the particular
situations of some countries., Furthermore, having due regard to the difficulties
certain governments might experience now in their legislative procedures, the
socialist countries suggested that ot present the Committee should at least express
the intention of the participants in the disarmament talks to embark upon the path
of reducing their military budgets, and that it should appeal to other States ‘o
follow their example. In deference to the wishes of the non-aligned members of the
Committee, the socialist States were also willing to include in the Committee's
declaration a proposition regarding the possibilities of devoting a portion of
the resources released to rendering increased economic assistance to deveioping
countries (ENDC/PV.193, pp.33,34).

The Soviet Union has altered its proposal for the destruction of bomber
aireraft, taking into account the considerations put forward by some Cémmittee
members to the effect that the States possessing the greatest military potential
should be the first to start eliminating bombers in an agreed sequence of
types (ENDC/PV.199, pp.8 et_seq). |

In view of the Western opposition to undertaking, at this stage, a commitment
to abide by the statute of denuclearized zones, wherever and whenever they might
be created, the Soviet Union has suggested that the Committee should at least issue
a recommendation which would encourage the setting-up of such zones in various
regions of.the world, especially where the threat of a nublear conflict is
particularly great (ENDC/PV.209, p.33).

Similarly, considering that the Western Powers were not yet willing to withdraw
all their troops and military bases from foreign territories, the Soviet Union
proposed that as a first step the number of armed forces stationed abroad should be

reduced on a basis of reciprocity (ENDC/PV.215, p.l6).
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Those have been acts of adjustment cf the recent past only. Have the moves
by the socialist countries been reciprocated by the Jestern Powers? Unfortunately,
this has not been the case. Elaboration of old proposals, however extensive, is
not enough.

The United States apparently recognizes the need for adjustment. How can. one
explain otherwise the statement made by Mr. Timberlake on 1 September to the effect
that the United States does not expect that any plan eventually agreed to would be
unchanged from its original draft (ENDC/PV.212, ».20)? But any declaration, however
commendable, remains hollow —- if I may say so —-- unless supported by deeds. So let
us no£ merely togs slogans around; they are opiates for the conscience., Adjustment
implies give-and-take, Concessions made only by one side will not do. No wonder
we have made no progress in widening areas of basic agreement or similarity in the
approaches to the fundamental issues of general and complete disarmement; no wonder
we have reached no agreement in the Committee on measures which could serve to
reduce international tension and lessen the possibility of war, as recommended by the
resolution of the last General Assembly (L/RES/1908 (XVIII); ENDC/139).

Worse than that: new obstacles have been piaced on the way to accommodation,
even on those issues which seemed most ripe for solution. I have in mind the idea
of accelerating the arms race through the setfing up of 2 multilateral nuclear force
within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Once carried into effect, the new
force would open access to nuclear weapons for non-nuclear States and would thus
increase the number of those who own and control the weapons., The representative of
the United States did not deny that last Thursday. His statement (ENDC/PV,215,
PP.45 et seg.), though couched in soothing terms, has failed to dispel our misgivings.
If anything, it has corroborated them. ‘e have received official confirmation that
the nationals of States participating in the multilateral force would not merely
man the ships of the multilateral-force fleet but would be directly concerned with
maintenance and control of missiles. The tendency to obscure the distinction
between nuclear and non-nuclear Powers would thus be further reinforced. It is not
fortuitous, then, that the Western thesis about the alleged compatibility of the .
multilateral force with the principle of non~dissemination of nuclear weapons, and
the Western Powers' patent misinterpretation of the United Nations resolution
prohibiting the spread of those weapons (A/RES/1665(XVI)), have found no support

in this Committee, or for that matter in any other forum,
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It is equally impossible to convince anybody that the aspiretions of the West
German Government to keep a finger on the atomic trigger have anything in common
with a defence policy. Nobedy questions the borders of the German Federal Republic,
while our borders, those of Poland and of the neighbouring States, are being openly
disputed by the highest State officials in West Germany. It is not Poland, or any
other socialist State, which blocks peaceful initiatives aimed at relaxation of
international tension; it is precisely the German Federal Republic which has been
adamantly opposed to any such initiatives, irrespective of their authorship.

Federal Germany has become the most powerful State in Western Europe and is
already in a position to blackmail effectively its NATCG allies. The whole idea
of establishing a multilateral force has been conceived with the sole purpose of
appeaéing the West German desire for nuclear armaments, Who can guarantee that
the military and political leaders in West Germany, obsessed by a dangerous illusion
of a revision of frontiers in Europe and having acquired access to nuclear weapons,
may not create a situation which would involve the other Western Powers in a venture
frdught with incalculable risks? Who can guarantee that the sharing of nuclear
responsibility will not lead to the sharing of nuclear irresponsibility?

If our discussions here are to lead to a settlement, which is, after all, the
ultimate objective of any negotiation, the participating States should, to say the
least, refrain from widening the areas of disagreement and from aggravaeting and
worsening the situation, which is already bad enough, in particular in the field of
nuclear armaments, The delegations of non-aligned countries, such as the United
Arab Republic, India, Mexico and Nigeria, have voiced their opposition to any changes
in the existing arrangements for the control, disposal and possession of nuclear
weapons and for training in their use, Will their ardent pleas remain unheeded?

A policy of accomplished facts, a policy disregarding the interests, security
and legitimate fears of the other side, depreciates the value of agreements
already concluded, creates an atmosphere of mistrust, and adds to the difficulties
which must be removed before a settlement can be attained., Proper conditions for
disarmament can be created only by a policy aimed at halting the arms race and
reducing tension, pafticularly in those regions where the forces of the two
military alliances face each other and where enormous stocks of lethal weapons
have been accumulated, This policy lay at the foundation of the Polish plan for
establishing a nuclear-free zone in central Europe (ENDC/C.1/1), The same policy
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prompﬁéaiué to“éﬁbmit a few months ago a proposal for freezing nuclear weapons in
Central Europe (ENDC/PV.189, p.6). Our immediate aim is to arrest the stockpiling
of nuclear charges in the most sensitive area of the world and to prevent diffusion
of nuclear weapons there, by prohibiting their transfer and manufacture, We
gincerely believe that the dialogue on the Gomulka plan, in which we are engaged
with a number of countries, will be continued through diplomatic channels in a truly
constructive spirit.

In conclusion, let me express the view that, although fthe Committee has fdund
itself in an impasse, the outlook may not be altogether blesk., This does not mean
that I share the opinion expressed by Voltaire when he defined optimism as a mania
for declaring, when things are going badly, that all is well. But the Polish
delegation hopes that the United Nations General Assembly, to which, unfortunately,
we shall go empty~handed, will be able to provide dn'impetus to disarmament talks,
However, what is needed is a reappraisal by the Western Powers of their very
approach to disarmament negotiations in so far as that approach reflects a policy
of untold peril, Progress will become possible if and when the Western Powers,
mesmerized as they are now by a strategy o deterrence, discard the thesis that
peace cannot prevail unless backed by armaments. Arms control is no substitute for
disarmament. Those who consider it dangerous to dismantle the lethal mechanism
should ponder whether it is safer to stand by idly listening whilz the mechanism
ticks away inexorably.

Pinally, with the Committee's permission, I should like to ‘thank the ﬁhole of

the Secretariat svaff —-- my former colleagues —- for the excellent services extended

Mr. BURNS (Canada): All members of this Committee will remember with whab
high hopes we resumed our work last January. As we approach the end of our sessicns
in Geneva for the current year, it is impossible not to be deeply disappointed that
e hdﬁé been ablé to do so little to turn these hopes into reality. However, it is
useless to dwell on past disappointments. The task before us remains as urgent as
ever, Fortunately, there have been positive elements in ocur work this year on which
we should be able to build in future negotiations. Among these is the emphasis which
we have placed on collateral measures, The Conference has had explained in detail
the collateral measures which were proposed last Janvary in President Jchnson's

message (ENDC/120) and in the Soviet memorandum (ENDC/123). I should like now to

review briefly the position Canada takes regarding a number of these measures.
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We consider the first group of collateral measures of which I shall speak as
being of outstanding importance because in one way or anobher they attack directly
the crucial problem of halting the arms race in the field of nuclear weapons and
their means of delivery. I have in mind the proposals for (2) a comprehensive test
ban; (b) measures to prevent the dissemination of nueclear weapons; (c) the freeze
of the number and characteristics of strategic nuclear weapon vehicles; (d) the cut=
off of production of fissile material for weapon purposes, accompanied by the
reduction of stocks of such materials by the transfer of agreed quantities for
peaceful purposes; and (e) the physical destruction of agreed types of nuclear
weapon vehicles, as exemplified by the proposal of the United States for a bonfire
of B-47 and TU-16 aircraft (ENDC/PV.176, pp.5 et seq.). During the present session
all those measures have been considered by the Committee, The Canadian delegation
believes that the attention which they have received is the most positive and
constructive aspect of our recent work, In past statements we have expressed our
views on those proposals, and those views are on record. e have urged that the
proposals be transformed into definite agreements at an early date. I have a few
additional comments to offer with respect to several items.

First, as regards the question of a comprehensive test ban, the Canadian
delegation finds itself in agreement with the views expressed in the memorandum of
the non-aligned nations (ENDC/145) which has been distributed to us today. In
particular, we favour the view that an agreement to discontinue all nuclear‘weapon
tests could be facilitated—by exchange of scientific information between the nuclear
Powers.

Next, it seems to the Canadian delegation that a particularly useful examination
has taken place in the Committee of an esgreement for the cut-off of production of
fissile material, The United States delegation has put forward in detail its
proposals for the complete cessation of such production (ENDC/PV.191, Pp.6 et seq.;
PV.193, pp.ll et seq,), and has also explained how that goal might be reached by
stages. Last week the representative of the United States, Mr, Foster, cleared up
(ENDC/PV.215, pp.50-52) some of the misconceptions which the Soviet delegation
appeared to have about the scope and nature of the verification arrangements which

would be necessary. Probably there has not been enough time at this session for
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the Soviet delegation to consider that clarification fully, However, we trust
that after the matter has been studied during the recess the Soviet Union will be
able to take a more positive attitude to the measure.

We believe also that States should consider very seriously two aspects of the
United States proposals for action in the field of non-dissemination. Those aspects
seem to us to have been neglected somewhat in our discussions. They are, first,
the application of safeguards to all transfers of fissile material and equipment for
peaceful purposes; and, secondly, the proposal for the acceptance by the nuclear
Powers of safeguards over their non-military atomic activities, In our view those
proposals clearly deserve support as part of our over-~all effort to ensure that
the development of nuclemr science is channelled for the benefit of mankind and not
for its destruction.

OQur debates on general and complete disarmament during the past session have
shown only too clearly how difficult it is to reach agreement on how nuclear weapon
vehicles should be reduced while the competitive race in building more and more
of these armaments goes on unchecked., This Conference now has before it a concrete
proposal for a collateral measure which would put a stop to this race in the field
of strategic nuclear weapon vehicles, The Soviet Union and its allies have chosen
to criticize this far-sighted proposal for a freeze on the familiar grounds that it
would constitute control without disarmament, We urge them, however, to reconsider
whether it is appropriate to apply this old formule to o measure which could have
such important consequences, Implementation of the freeze proposal would bring
about numerous and profound benefits. It would allay much of the tension which the
arms race produces; it would save substantial resources which this race now devours;
it would prevent the staggering increases in the weapons held by the itwo sides
which would occur inevitably in the absence of a freeze agreement; and, finally
and most important, it would lay a firm basis for negotiating important reductions
in all types of armements,

The Canadian delegation hopes also that the Soviet Union will reconsider its
position in regard to measures which could begin the actual reduction of armaments
in advance of a comprehensive disarmament agreement, As its proposal for the
destruction of all bombers shows, the Soviet Union now accepts that there are

areas in which the disarmament process can be begun without waiting for agreement
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on general ond complete disarmoment. ‘e welcome this, although we believe it has
been demonstrated that it would not be practicable to destroy all bombers at this
stage, At the mecting held on 16 July, lir, Timberlake, speaking for the United
States on the subject of the United States proposal for the destruction of equal
numbers of TU-16 and B-47 bombers, indicated his Govermment's readiness to consider
realistic Soviet counter-proposals. At that time he said:

"1f the Soviet Union is not »nrepared to undertake destruction of any TU-16

aircraft at this time, perhops it might suggest other types of aircraft —— or

other armaments —— with which it wouid prefer to begin." (ENDC/PV.199, p.15)

The Canadian delegation hopes that during the recess vhe major Powers will give close
thought to preliminary measures involving the physical cdestrucivion of important
types of armaments. It seems to us that proposals of this sort hold out definite
prospects for constructive negotictions if *+:2 principle of equity -- that is, that
no militery advantage should accrue to either 2ide -~ is preserved.

In his speech on 10 September (ENDC/FV.215, pp. 10-13), the representative of
the Soviet Union repeated the charge, made frequently in the past, tvhat the members
of the NATO alliance are inspired by aggressive intentions. It is very surprising
to the Canadian delegation that represenvatives of sccialist countries should
continue to talk in this way. We should think thot mere than enough has been said
here to show that the conventional forces of vhe NATO alliance are hardly sufficient
for defence of their national territories in Europe, if compured with Warsaw Treaty
conventional forces, The idea of aggression by NATO in the convertional or non-
nuclear woy of war is ridiculous; ond who is going to stert o nuclear war in these
days when the dreadful resulis are known to all persons vho control the levers of
power? It would seem sometim»s tha’ in *he view of the Soviet Union the determination
of the NATO alliance to defend itscif is wiat constitutes aggressiveness, It would
be better for our negotiantions here i{ accuschions of wrong moral attitudes on one
side or the other were dropped.

However, we think that the Soviet Union is basically in agreement with the West
that it is important to develop means wherebw the two military blecs can reassure
each other regarding the essentially defensive nrbure of the’r respective military
postures. This common concern emphasizes the imporbance of adopting measures which

would reduce the risk of war by accident or miscalculation.
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At our meeting of 9 Lpril my delegation spoke (ENDC/PV.182, pp.l6 et seg.)
of the important contribution which the establishment of a system of ground
observation posts could make to the reduction of tension between the major military
groupings. It would do this by providing o means by which the country on whose
territory the posts were locoted could reassure the nation or group of nations
manning the post that its actions were peaceful and defensive and that it had no
aggressive intenticns.

At the beginning of our meetings this year we hoped —— s a result of certain
statements which had been made by Mr. Khrushchev, the Chairman of the Council of
Ministefs of the Soviet Union —— that this measure of assurance of peaceful
intentions would be considered on its own merits, However, the Soviet Union
delegation has made it clear that the Soviet position now is that the system of
observation posts could be set up only in conjunction with an agreement not ‘o
station nuclear weapons in the territory of East or West Germany and a reduction
of the number of troops of one ally stationed in the territory of another in
Europe (ikii'? pPp.37 et seg.). Those measures taken by themselves would not seem
to the Western side to be equitable or be in accord with the agreed principle that
measures of disarmament should not confer o military advantage on any group of States.

I should like to elcborate the Canadian position with regerd to nuclear-free
zones, of which the proposal made by the Soviet Union and the proposals made by the
representatives of Folarl (ENDC/C.1/1; PV,189, p.6) are examples. In the Canadian
House of Commons on 4 June 1963 the Prime Minister of Canade pointed out that any
proposal for a denuclecrized zone should meet ot least the following three criterisa.
He said: '

"First, it should be acceptable tovall the countries of the geographical
area in which the zone would be located. Thaot seems to be obvious, Second,
it should include some arrangement for verifying that the commitments
undertaken would be corried out; and third, it should be consistent with the
accepted principle that no disarmament measure should create a unilateral
advantoge for any State or group of States.”k

My delegation believes that, provided proposals for nuclear-free zones can be
shown to meet those criteria, measures of this kind may well prove to be a useful |
means of reinforcing international efforts to limit the dangers inherent in the

proliferation of nuclear weopons., Our Committee might be able to play o useful role
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in elaborating agreed guide-lines for the creation of nuclear-free zones. However,
it must be recognized that a number of proposals for the creation of nuclear-free
zones, including that regarding German territories, which have been advanced by the
socialist countries in this Committee c¢learly do not meet the eriteria which I

have mentioned.

Finally, I shall make some brief remarks about the proposal for the conclusion
of a non-aggression pact between the Warsaw Treaty States and the members of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, This matter was extensively discussed here in
the spring of 1963, wheﬁ the‘Soviet Union circulated a draft of the terms of such
an agreement (ENDC/77). The posifion of Canadae in this matter was stated by
Mr. Martin, the Secretary of State for External Affairs, in the Canadian House of
Commons in May 1963, when he said:

"It should be understood that all Western countries, and indeed all

Members of the United Nations, are solemnly sworn to prevent aggression

and to develop f:iendly relations among nations. This Government considers

that it could be useful, in appropriate circumstances, to give additional

recognition to this fact in the form of a non-aggression pact. At the

same timé, we believe that this question is closely linked to difficult

political problems in Europe, and between East and West generally, and

that it should not be considered in isoletion from them."

The Canadian delegation does not believe that it would be right to try to negotiate
a non~gggression pact between the Warsaw Treaty States end the NATO States in this
Committee, We are here to discuss measures of disarmament. The pact proposed
'by’theFSoviet Union is closely related to far-reaching and important political
problems of a different character.

As T said at the beginning of my remarks, we have, regrettably, not reached
agreement on'any of the numerous collateral measures placed before the Committee
at the beginning of this year; but we can now judge more clearly just where the
major Powers stand with respect to those proposals, where the difficulties lie,
and what musf be done if those difficulties are to be overcome.

Document ENDC/144, which hes just been circulated, summarizes the views which

4he non-eligned members have expressed in the Conference during this yeer. It brings
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together in o useful way o number of constructive suggestions which they have
made in the field of collateral measures., The Canadian delegation hopes that
all members of the Committee, and particularly the nuclear Powers, will use the
months of recess to review their positions on collateral measures in the light
of our discussions. This period of reflection and study, and the discussions on
disarmament in the General Assembly, should, if there is good will and a sincere
desire to reach agreement, enable us to produce next year the positive results
which have eluded us in 1964,

In conclusion, I wish to extend my delegation's thanks to the members of
the Secretariat, who, as nlways, have served our Conference so well during this

session,

Mr. NEHRU (India): Our Conference is about to take a recess, and we are
going to present a report on our work to the General Assembly. The draft report
has been placed before us, but we have not had time to study it ecarefully, We
are grateful to our eo~Chairmen for the trouble they have taken in preparing the
report (ENDC/146).

I propose today, on behalf of my delegation, to make some brief comments on
the work of our Gonference, We met in January this year in conditions which were
recognized as favourable for our work., The Moscow Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev,l) and
other agreements, followed by the unilateral cuts in military expenditure
(ENDC/PV.157, pp.10; 13,14), had helped to improve the international atmosphere.
There was o further improvement as o result of the unilateral cuts in fissionable
material production for weapon use (ENDC/131, 132). We were also assured by our
colleagues from the United States and the Soviet Union that their approach to the
various problems that we are discussing would be more flexible, Great hopes were
thus aroused, and the expectation was that we should make fuller progress at the
present session,

I think we must all agree that that expectation has not been fulfilled.

That is a matter of disappointment for us, and the General Assembly also will be
disappointed, It had asked us to carry out our work with a high sense of urgency.

It also expected us to negotiate agreements, or to widen the ares of agreemént,
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both on collateral measures and on measures of disarmement (ENDC/139). We have.
discussed many such measures in the two sessions of the Conference, but we have
not achieved any concrete results. It is perhaps inevitable, at o time when there
are political and other uncertainties, that our work also should be affected.
Progress on disarmament is in many ways closely related to other deveélopments

that are taking place in the world. Thus it is not altogether surprising that

our discussions in the present year had not led to concrete results.

However, in spite of the lack of results, I think we can say that the
discussions have not been fruitless, We have covered a good deal of ground; new
ideas have emerged; and there is o better understanding of each other's position,
This may help us in due course, to reach agreements or to widen the area of
agreement on some measures.

. The delegatlons of the non—allgned countrles have u1so taken some new and
constructlve 1n1t13t1ves. In our view, those 1n1t1at1ves have some value and
51gn1f1capce from the point of view'of_our work; The first initigtive of the
non—aligned countries was to suggest ways of breaking the deadlock which exists
in the Conference. K There is a deadlock on practically every issue, every measure
which has beenvppqposed by one side or the other. The non-aligned countries have
made concrete proposals and suggestions for widening the ares of egreement. They
have a preéented a memoraqduh contdining o brief résumé of their proposals and
suggestions (ENDC/144). We hope that that memorandum will be appended to the
report and will receive further eonsideration both in this Conference and‘in.the
General Assembly. The representative of'Burma has made a specific request
on behalf of eight delegations (ENDC/143) for the memorandum to e appended to
the report of the Committee. .

The second inifiative of the non-aligned countries is the joint memorandum
which they have presented on a comprehensive test ban (ENDC/145). We understand
that in the Conference on the Peﬂceful Uses of Atomic Energy which was held
recently in Geneva the question of cmrrylng out underground explosions for peaceful
purposes was discussed. The results which were reported in the Conference showed
that radioactive contamination could be controlled or eliminated. We are, of

course, entirely in favour of using atomic energy for peaceful purposes. However,
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that subject does not fall within our purview, and the memorandum which we have
pregented is confined to explosions for the testing of weapons,

We have welcomed the Moscow Treaty snd have appealed to the nuclear Powers to
put an end to underground weapon tests, Unless all such tests are discontinued,
the danger arising from the nuclear arms race and the risk of contamination will
not be removed. Some countries have rejected the universal demand for the ending
of 2ll nuclear weapon tests. They have refused to sign the Moscow Treaty. We
regret their decision, and we hope that steps will be teken to ensure that every
country signs the treaty immediately.

Among the measures which we have discussed at the present session of the
Conference —~ and in fact since early in January -~ is the question of the
elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles. On that question also the non-aligned
countries have made some constructive suggestions, In this connexion I made
some reference at an earlier meeting (ENDC/PV.194, pp.5 et seq.) to India's
policy in regard to nuclear weapons and to disarmament generally., There have
been some comments on the subject from some of our colleagues, and I think it
might be helpful if I were to clarify our position.

The United States representative has welcomed the decision of the Government
of India not to use India's nuclear capabilities for non~peaceful purposes. He
has said that our decision is an immense contribution to the efforts of all of
us to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. He has described the decision as an
act of statesmanship, and has expressed the hope that all countries which seek
peace will be inspired by India's example (ENDC/PV.ZIB, p.65}, While thanking
the United States representative for his appreciation of my country's poliecy,

I should like to point out on behalf of my delegation that not only have we
teken & firm decision not to use our nuclear capabilities for non~peaceful
purposes, but also that we are totally opposed to the use, manufacture or
possession of nuclear weapons by any country. The United States representative
recently deseribed the possible effects of the use of nuclear weapons, or of a
nuclear war. He seid that in & matter of minutes hundreds of millions of people
might be killed in Furope and America Qigig., pp.61,62), I think he might have
ndded that the effects of a nuclear war would not be confined to a few countries:
they would be shared by all countries, and the disaster would be widespread and

universal,
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Therefore, in our view, the use -« or even contemplated use —— of nuclear
weapons is nothing short of a crime agoinst humcnity. A4As we have pointed out
in previous statements, the use of nuclear weapons is a violation of the United
Nations Charter and the rules of international law (ENDC/PV.212, pp.5,6). It
is not enough, in our wview, tc take steps to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons to other countries. Preventive stens must, of course, be taken, since
the situation would he much grover if other countries were also to acquire such
weapons, However, the possession of nuclear weapons by some countries is in
many ways o temptation for others a2lso to acquire them., It is necessary,
therefore, in our view, that, along with measures to prevent dissemination,
effective measures should be taken to halt the nuclear arms race and bring about
the reduction of nuclear weapons and their elimination from the armouries of
the nuclear Powers.

We realize, of course, that the reduction and elimination cannot take place
through the adoption of a resolution or the making of o declaration., It can
take place only on the basis of an agreement, unless one side or the other is
prepared to give them up unilaterally. Thereiore we weircume any step or any
proposal which might have the effect of bringing an agreement on this question
nearer, At the start of our negotiations there was o wide gap between the
positions of the two sides on this question. That gap has been gradually
narrowed, largely because of some changes in the Soviet position,

The latest change is represented by the Gromyko proposal for a so-called
"nuclear umbrella" (ENDC/Z/ReV.l/Add.l), The Soviet representative has in many
of his stotements expressed his appreciation of what he has described as an
Indian proposal. The proposal he has in mind woas made at. one of the Committee's
earlier meetings (ENDC/PV.177, pp.27 et seq.). At later meetings we have
clarified and amplified the proposal and given it more concrete shape. The
Indian proposal for the reducticn and elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles
is contained in the statement I made on 1 September (ENDC/PV.212, pp.7 et seq.)

I should like to explain briefly the Indien proposal, since we are anxious
to promote some agreement on this question. That is the purpose for which the

non—aligned countries were invited Yo participate in this Conference. We have
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welcomed the: Gromyko proposal, not because we consider the retention of some
nuclear delivery vehicles, even for a limited period, as o meritorious act in
itself: we have welcomed it, first, because it narrows the gap between the two.
sides and is o possible step on the road to an agreement; and, secondly, becguse-
it provides for a substantinl reduction of dangerous weapoms ot an early stage of
disarmament. Our approach to the disarmament problem is that, while disarmament
must take place on the basis of the iAgreed Principles (ENDC/5) —— which means, in
effect, that balance, verification and peace-keeping must be ensured — the fipst
stage of disarmament, or the earliest possible stage, must be one which provides ‘
for o substantial and striking reduction of armaments.

The Gromyko proposal would, in our view, bring about such a reduction and
would reduce nuclear delivery vehicles to the level of‘what has been deéeribed as
a "nuclear umbrella", The term "nuclear umbrella" —- or "nuclear shield", or
"minimum deterrent" —- is not a happy one., It seems to imply that the 1imitedl
stocks which might be retained could be used in some given circumstances. As fari
as India is concerned, we are totally opposed to the use, manufacture or possessioﬁ
of nuclear weapons, We should prefer for that reason to use the more factual
term "lowest agreed levels" in place of that of 2 "nuclear umbrella" or "deterrent".

I should like to summarize the suggestions that we have made. We agree thav.
it is necessary to set up a working group to study this question. The working
group should have o clear directive and clear terms of reference., Its hands )
should not be tied, and it should be open to the group to consider all proposals
. for reduction or elimination, As far as India is concerned, we‘do not think that
small percentage cuts spread out over a number of years are an adequate response
to the nuclear menace., Uniform percentage cuts, where one side is weaker than the
other, might also create. a dongerous imbalance. However, those are matters of
detail which the working group would have to study. As regards the purpose or aim
of the study, we think that it should be possible to reach an agreement on the
terms of reference. ’ . ‘ »

What is the essence of the Gromyko proposal? '"Umbrella" is a picturesque
word and, in the nuclear context, a dangerous word; but, if we haﬁe understood
correctly the Soviet position, the Gromyko proposal aims at the reduction of

nuclear delivery vehicles to the lowest level at the earliest possible stage.
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All other details of the proposal must, of course, be the subject of technical
study and negotiations. The lowest level will have to be an agreed level, which
means, in effect, that what we should =2im at is the reduction of existing stocks
to the lowest agreed level at any early stzge of the disarmement process, leading
to the total elimination and destruction of all stocks.

Naturally, the reduction and elimination must take place on the basis of the
Agreed Principles, That means that other steps may have to be taken to ensure
that belance and security are maintained in all the stages. In fact, the
establishment of one wcrking group might lead to the establishment of another
for the study of related measures.

The United States position, if we have understood it correctly, is that the
working group should consider all proposals for the reduction of existing stocks to
agreed levels in each stage. The agreed levels in o process of reduction must
necessarily be defined as the lowest agreed levels, Surely it is not the intention
of the nuclear Powers to maintain stocks at the highest levels possible while asking
other countries to give up their nuclear ambitions. If stocks‘were reduced to the
lowest agreed levels in the first stage or at on carly stage of disarmament, no one
could object to n further reduction in later stages as part of the continuing process
of disarmament leading to the total elimination of all stocks.

In conclusion, I should like to say that the tentative formula we have
suggested for the terms of reference of the working group (ENDC/PV.212, p.10)
seems to us to be capable of bridging the differences between the two sides.

Similar suggestions have been made by other non-aligned delegations. Those delegations
have also offered to help and co-operate with our co-Chairmen in the efforts they are
making to formulate the terms of reference, My delegation is convinced that an
agreement on that question is possible on the basis of the suggestions of the non-
aligned delegations,

As I may be speaking for the last time during the present session of the
Conference, I would take this opportunity to thank all our colleagues for their
courtesy and friendly co-—ocperation, and our co-Chairmen in particular for their
wise and considerate leadership of the Conference. I should like, on behalf of my
delegation, to thank all the members of the Secretariat —— those who sit with us at
this table and those who do not -~ for their devoted work and the assistance they

have extended to all of us in the two sessions of the Conference this year.
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Mr. CAVALLETYI (Italy) (translation from French): The Committee has this

morning heard several statements, to which all the delegations have certainly listened
with attention. For my part, I was particularly interested in the statement made by
the United Kingdom representative, Sir Harold Beeley, who was speaking for the first
time in this Committee and who has made a valuable initial contribution to our work.
Many points deserve to be emphasized in his comprehensive and well-documented statement,
but I shall only mention one ~-the invitation which he made to us and which was
subsequently repcated by Lir. Burns, ‘o continue to reflect and work on our problems
during the recess. Sir Harold and iir. Burns are quite right, and I hope that their
advice will be followed, -

As regards the statement made by Mr. Goldblat, the representative of Poland, I do
not intend to reply to it, for which I hope he will forgive me. I do not want to add
my repetitions to his. I have already examined the problem which he raised this
morning in my statement of 3 September (ENDC/PV.213, pp.30 et seg.) which summed up my
delegation's attitude on that subject.

But apart from the statements which it has heard this morning, the Committee has
today received several importani documents, on which I should like to make a few
remarks.

First, document ENDC/144, submitted by the delegations of the eight non-aligned
countries, contains a very useful summary of the proposals made by the delegations of
all the non-aligned countries. It concerns an activity to which my delegation has
always attached the utmost importance, and in my opinion, it is only right and proper
that this activity should be suitably brought to the attention of the United Nations
General Assembly at its next session. Fresh proof of the importance of the
contribution of the delegations of the non-aligned countries has been furnished this
morning by the statement of the representative of India, ir. Nehru.

Second, another document submitted by the delegations of the eight non-aligned
countries on the banning of nuclear weapon tests (ENDC/145) alsc makes a very useful
contribution to our work, and particularly to the solution of the problem of underground
tests, The Committee is aware of the importance that my delegation attaches to this

question -—~we have referred to it on several occasions —- and I can only regret that the



ENDC /PV.216
32

(lir. Cavalletti, Ttalv)

Committee has not gone sufficiently deeply into the problem. The document submitted by
the eight delegations coniains an encouragement and an appeal and it‘pufs forward very
constructive ideas on the sclution of the problem of underground tests which are largely
shared by my delegation, This morning Sir Harold Beeley expressed the satisfaction
with which he welcomed this document of the eight delegations. I share his sentiments,
and trust that the nuclear Powers will take it as a useful basis for their subsequent

efforts to reach an egreement.

Last, the Committee has before it its draft report tc the General Assembly
(ENDC,146), our final document. This document was circulated yesterday and I have not
yet been able to study it in detail. I shall submit a few preliminary observations

today, and will revert to this question if necessary at our next meeting.

1 understand that this draf+t report is the result of long and arduous work by the
co-Chairmen, and it would perhaps be rather out cf place to insist on its amendment.
Nevertheless, my delegation wishes to make some remarks which, if they cannot be
embodied in the form of amendments, can at least appear in the verbatim records.

In the first place, my delegation would have preferred our report this year to

be slightly different from those of previous years, precisely because it was unable

to record any agreement, In my opinion, the report should have stressed the real
efforts which we have all made herc and the few rapprochements —- by no means
negligible ~—~ which have been achieved. In short, it should have emphasized our

intensive work over the past six months,

But the report is extremély brief, not to say curt. In substance, it confines
itself to listing the documents submitted to the Conference, some of which are not
even working documents but statements made to the Press by the Soviet Government.
That gives the impression that only a few governments and delegations made an active
contribution to the disarmament negotiations, whereas in reality, all the governments
here recpresented have done their best, within the limits of their abilities, to
participate constructively in our debates. A1l these contributions, modest perhaps,
but sincere and inspired by the need for peace, are glossed over in the report.

Furthermore, the reportv contains nothing to relieve the impression of pessimism
which may be gained by the reader. In my cpinion, however, such pessimism is entirely
unjustified. In this connexion, I would mention that Chapter Il of the draft report

concludes with a statement as regative as it is useless:



ENDC /PV., 216
33

(Mr. Cavalletti, Italy)

"The Committee has not reached any specific agreement either on questions
of general and complete disarmament or on measures aimed at the lessening. of.

international tension" (ENDC/146, p.4).

That is a conclusion which any reader, informed or uninformed, could easily reach
for himself, without the additional emphasis. .By stressing our failure, without é.word
of regret or any expression of confidence in the future, we seem to imply that our work
has been completely fruitless, and that the Committee has served no useful purpose. As
we all know, that is not the case, as was again proved by the statements we heard this
morning, even that of the representative of Poland. If the sentence I have just quoted
is retained, I think its negative aspect ought to be modified by at least drawing
attention to:the relaxed and co-operative atmosphere which prevailed during our discussions
this year. That atmosphere has a political as well as a psychological‘value. Mainly
thanks, to it, the picture presented by the Conference is not one of unrelieved gloom,.
despite the absencevof any concrete agreement. . _

- Last, the report contains nc indication whatsoever of our determination to continue
our work with a view to achieving at some future date the tasks which have,beenlentrusﬁed’_i
to us. There is only an indirect reference to this point in the statement thaﬁ,yg shall
resume cur work at a date not yet decided upon. )

It is true that the annexes to the rcport contain all the verbatim records ofAbur
meetings, giving details concerning the above points which do not emerge from the répopﬁ ‘
itself. However, annexes often pass unnoticed. I think, therefore, that all the
delegations which have participated in this Committee's work should make a collective
effort in New York to demonstrate in ar appropriate way what has been accomplished in our
last two sessions.  That éommon task should have a special character this year, in view
of the international atmosphere in which our discussions have taken place. Moreover, our
collective responsibility towards the United Nations must not be forgotten, and I hope
that this year, when our work at Geneva comes before the General Assembly, it will be
reflected in a definite feeling of solidarity among us. In my view, every member of the
Committee should eschew, in his statements to the Unised Nations, any remark savouring of
harmful propaganda, and endeavour to present in as objective a manner as possible the real
difficulties we have encountered. We must demonstrate that, although it was not possible
to reach any agreement, that was due to really serious obstacles, but that nevertheless
useful work was done and that there is every reason to hope that such agreements will be

reached in the future.



ENDC /PV,216

34
(iir. Cevalletti, italy)
T believe that it is by such participation in United Nations discussions -~ that is,
in a spirit of objectivity and sclidarity, devoid of any tinge of propaganda —--~ that we

shall succeed in bringing to the Assembly's attention the factor which escapes the reader
of our report: +the new comstructive atmosphere, the new spirit which has pervaded our
Conference during the past two sessions. Indeecd, it is thanks to this positive factor
that our Conference is steadily acquiring the character »f an essential and irreplaceable
organ for the relaxation of international tension. e ourselves are already aware of
this, but it must be made clear to the United Nations as well.

Furthermore, a serious and objective contribution to the discussions in New York is
necessary on the part of us all, if we wish the United Nations 4o give us a constructive
impetus for the continuatvion of our work. If our statements before the General Assemdly
were confined to sterile polemics and mutual recriminations, and if we failed to give an
objective indication of the difficulties we have encountered, it would be very difficult
for the General Assembly to obtain a clear idea of the situation and give us effective
encouraéement° We all have a very important role to play in the General Assembly vis-—a-
vis the other delegations, and we must perform it adequately, with a due sense of our
responsibilities. |

Despite the absence of any new concrete agreements, the Committee is adjourning in
an atmbsphere of serenity, due to the confidence we all have that our work is not being
interrupted but merely suspended, to be resumed ot a later date with renewed vigour under

the impetus of the United Nations General Assembly.

Mr. OBI (Nigeria): First, I should like to take this opportunity to express my
delegation's most sincere appreciation to the Special Hepresentaiive of the Secretary-
General, iir. Protitch, and to Mr. Epstein, as well as to the various interpreters and
verbatim reporters who have done so much to assist us -- itvis,perhaps a. pity that I must
now inflict an extemporoneous speech on them.

I should also like to thank my colleagjues for their co-operation, and to express the

hope that during the recess their governments will apply. their. minds to. the problems before

us and that on resuming our work we may be able to elaborate further areas of agreement.
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I shall now procced to discuss very briefly the draft report (INDC/146) which we
have before us. I will begin by thanking our hard-working co-Chairmen for producing
this report. It is a pity that the report came to us rather late in the day
yesterday, and there is need, I helieve, ©o discuss it today so that the views cf the
various delegations may be taken intp account ., In thanking'thom, however, I trust
it may not be ungracious tc make a few comments which, on the face of it, might appear
to be over-critical -- though I think this is incescapable in thé nresents context of
our work. As Mr. Covalletti has rightly pointed out; the time has come when the
Committee should send to the United Nations a report which should not be restricted
by the formal character of previous reports. In fact, if I may say so, the report
which we now have before us denotes a step backwards even from the previous reports
we have submitted in the past. |

The report could.be briefly summarized as follows: the Conference of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament met for two scssions; it held discussions
on general and complete dfsarmament, discussed collateral measures, received a number
of documents, and so on -- and onc hard fact, that no agreement was reached,

In view of the fact that my delegzation at aches the greatest importance to the
discussions at the United Nations and we feel that the basis of those discussions
should be our report, and also in view of the fast that we are convinced and continue
1o believe that the United Nations could give clear directives and could be helpful
to our work here, we are very anxious that any report we send to it should at least
reflect, as accurately as poszible, both the atmosphere of our work here and the
various proposals and suggestions made by all sides. As the report stands, one
obtains the impression —-— though I am sure this is not the intention of the Co-
Chairmen --~ that the two great Powere have done their very utmost to reach agreement
but that perhaps the others —-- the non-aligned Powers and the others in mili{ary‘
groupings ~- have done virtually nothing. As I have said, I am sure this is not
the intention.

I would take, for instance, the report on general and complete disarmament. This

is an area 'in which efforts have been concentrated at this session, and yet the report
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as it stands does not reflect cither the interest which has been aroused in this
Committee on this subject cor the efforts made by all delegations, including those
of the non-aligned countries and those of many countries of the two military

groupings, to achieve a rapprochement. In particular I would mention in passing

that my delegation contribﬁted its quota to this -- we submitted a working
document, among other things (ENDC/144, p.16) -- but neither our views nor the
views of our other colleagues seem to have received any mention. Ia fact, there
is no indication that the Committee has concentrated on setting up & working group.
We de trust the co-Chairmen will mention this fact, even though we did not set up
the working group, and also the fact that we have not‘given up hope that this will
materialize.

With regard to the section relating to collateral measures, the same comments
apply with even greater force. We have a battery of asterisks here referring to
documents submitted by the various delegations, in particular by two delegations.
With all due respect %o our co~Chairmen, I am not surc I understand the criteria
for the separation of sheep and goavs. Perhaps we could change the method of
using asterisks to classify certain documents presented to the Committee as being
included in annex I while others arc lumped with the verbatim records and other
documents; either we should do away with this classification or efforts should
be made to ensure that the views expressed by various delegations are equally
reflected.

It is truc that the responsibility for reaching agreement here lies primarily
with the co~Chairmen, and that is a fact we have accepted; but it is also a fact
that we in this Committee have specific responsibilities to help the co-Chairmen
in the first place, and the other governments as well, to reach an agrcement <o
which we ourselves, though we may have little to contribute, can be parties.

In this senée we think it would be very helpful if the various views expressed in
this Committee were adequately relfected in the report sent to the United Navions.

Secondly, in the fourth paragraph on page 4 we are told:

"On 29 July 1964, a List of General Assembly Resolutions Referring to Tasks
of the Eighteen Mation Committee on Disarmament ... was circulated (ENDC/139).

These resolutions were discussed at several plenary meetings." (ENDC/146, p.4)




(Mx. Obi, Nigeria)

In theory, or perbaps rather in essence, that is a true statement of facts, in
the sense that these resolutions include discussions on genéral and completc
disarmament, nuclesar btestiung and so on. But it does not reflect accurately

the intention of the Gereral Assembly, for we had specifically referred to us

at the last sescgion two particular resolutions in addition to those on general
and complete disarmament, which had boen deeit with earlier. I refer to the
resolutions which asked us to study the question of convening a conference for
the purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and
~thermonuclear weapons and the question of the suspension of underground tests.
(A/RES/1909, 1920 (XVIIi); ENDC/139). Those two resolutions were actually
discussed‘at two meetings. In view of the fact that we have already dealt
. with general and complete disarmament earlier, it does seem somewhat misleadihg -
although I am sure this was not the intention of our co-Chairmen -- to state

that the General Assembly resolutions were discussed at several meetings. Perhaps
we might become a little clearcr on thet point.

Those are the few comments I wished to make at this stage. I make them
very sincerely and trust they will not be misinterpreted. We acknowledge the
efforts of our co-Chairmen and the work which went into producing the draft report.
We recognize that there are difficulties in obtaining a common denominator; but
at the sahe time we recognize, especially as we have not attained an agreement at
this session, that it is absolutely necessary that our report should be factual
and should reflect the negotiations as they are, that it should not in any way
over-emphasize pessimism, that it should reflect the good atmosphere in which
we have negotiated, and that it.should also refleét the positive contributions
made by various delegations to assist the two co-Chairmen to come 1o agreement.

T trust that these comments will be taken into account before we have the firnal

report before us.
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Mr. GOMEZ ROBLEDO (Mexico): {translation from Spanish): In eonnexion with

the draft report which has been submitted to ws, my delegation has unfortunately arrived
at the same conclusion as the United Kingdom representative: namely, that this year
will go down in history as one of the most negative in the long negotiations on
disarmament, notwithstanding the cordial atmosphere which has prevailed throughout our
discussions.

There is just one point I should like to meniion. As all representatives are aware,
the eight ron-aligned countries have today submitted two documents, namely the joint
memorandum on “he problem of banning underground tests of nuclear weapons (ENDC/145),
and the résumé of suggestions and proposals ~ubmitted to the Conference by the ncn-aligned
countries in connexion with the dificrent items under discussion (ENDC/144). My delegation
believes that, in addition to annexing these documents to our report with a view to
bringing them to the attention oif the United Nations, i1t would be useful to make special
reference to them in the body of the report itself. 1 trust that this suggestion will
meet with the approval of cur co-Chairmen and all the other members of this Commitiee.

Lastly, I should like to take this opportunity of thanking my coclleagues for the
reception they have given 1to the suggestions which I have put forward on behalf of my
country at the various meetings. I should also like to thank the Secretariat and our

competent interpreters for the co-operation they have given us at all times.

‘The CHAIRMAN (Rowania) (translation from French): I should like in my turn,

ag head of the Romanian delegation to make o few brief remarks concerning the draft report
(ENDC/146) and the eight Power memorandum (ENDC/144) which has been submitted to us today.

First of all, a few words concerning the session in general.

Once again. we are about to disperse without being able tc record any concrete result
likely to further cur negotviations, That is certainly no reason for self-congratulation,
nor will the General Assembly have any reason to L= too well satisfied with the report
submitted to it. But there is no point in disguising the facts.

Could anyone be satisfied with the position we have reached today after seven months
of negotiation? I do not think so., In our opinicn, the lack of all progress towards a
solution of the many problems confronting us is not to the advantage of any of the parties.
Quite the reverse. Efforts have no doubt been made by a number of delegations to find
mutually-acceptable solutions bhoth for the key problem of general disarmament —- the
elimination of the nuclear threat -~ and for the adoption of collateral measures
calculated to promote an atmosphere of mutual confidence. I should like to recall very

briefly the Romanian delegation’s attitude to the problems confronting us.
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Setting out from the equal right of all countries to international peace and
security, and the need to ensure security by general and complete disarmament, my
delegation, in common with the delegations of the other socialist countries, declares
itself in favour of the earliest possible elimination of the principal danger -~ that of
a devastating nuclear war -- by removing at the earliest opportunity the very possibility
of unleashing and waging such a war. It is in favour of banning the production, testing
and use of nuclear weapons, of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the Warsaw -
Treaty and the North Atlantic Treaty Organizations, which we consider as a transitional
measure leading to the abolition of all military groupings, of the setting-up of
denuclearized zones in which the production, testing, possession and stocking of nuclear
weapons would be prohibited.

‘That is why Komania proposed and still proposes the setting-up of such a zone in the
Balkans, why it supported and continmes to support similar proposals for the creation of
such zones in different parts of the world, primarily in Europe, and why it persists in its
efforts to secure the édoption at the regional level of measures to imporve good-neighbowrly
relations between European countries belonging to different social and political systems,
a proposal which appears on the agenda of the nineteenth session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations.

In accordance with instructions from its Government, my delegation has sought to
contribute towards the promotion of a working climate favourable to fruitful negotiations.
We are pleased to note that such an atmosphere has again prevailed at the present session,

The Romanian delegation has supported and will continue to support any suggestion or
initiative likely to promote progress towards the realization of one of man's boldest and
noblest endeavours- - the transformation of a world dominated by force, in which wars are
inevitable, into a world without weapons and free from wars.

We have noted with special interest the two initiatives taken by the delegations of
Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia,'India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic, the
first (ENDC/144) in the form of a brief summary of the suggestions and proposals made by
each delegation during 1964 on measures of disarmament and collateral measures discussed
in our Committee with the request that it be ennexed to our report as a Conference
document; and the second (ENDC/I45) containing "an sppeal to the nwclear Powers to take
immediate steps towards an agreement toc ban all nuclear weapon tests and to discontinue
such tests. ‘In our view, the suggestions and proposals put forward this year in our

Committee by these eight delegations constitute a valuable contribution to our Conference. -
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Thus we have one more proof that possibilities still exist of finding solutions
to the problems before us -- which are undoubtedly very difficult —- and of bridging
the gap between the different poSitions, which is undoubtedly wide in many respecis.

This is all the more necessary since the armaments race has continued, inflammable
materials have multiplied, and one of the camps is openly preparing to increase the
number of countries which, in one form or another, under-one flag or another, can obtain
access to nuclear weapons. That increases the danger of an accident, a miscalculation or
a local conflict, setting off a nuclear conflagration that would devastate scores of
countries and wipe out hundreds of millions of human lives, inflicting untold loss and-
suffering on humanity. That is the environment in which we live, and those are the
conditions in which we must act and make progress.

The negotiations have, it is true, revealed wide differences of method and practical
means of implementing disarmament.: In short, they have® crystallized existing divergencies
still furthet., In a certain sense that too is of some utility, but of course that is not
wha% we areé here for. That is not what the General Assembly of the United Nations and
the countries of the world in general expect from our Committee. We are convinced that,
despite the wide differences which separate us, we all have & common interest to ensure
peace and security, which are the sacred right of all countries. We are bound to
recognize, however, that this practical, axiomatic truth continues to be disregarded.
What other interpretation can be placed on the insistence of our Western partners on the
adoption of measures aimed at ensuring unilateral advantages? How else can we explain the

refusal to discuss seriously with a view to a rapprochement, a number of other proposals

the adoption of which would have an undeniably favourable influence on the international
situation?

An example is provided by the proposal concerning the conclusion of a non-aggressiocn
pact between the States members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the
signatories to the Warsaw Treaty. Can anyone really affirm, for instance, that an
agreement reducing military budgets would in any way affect the "relative balance", the
maintenance of which seems to be a matter of such concern to our Western partners? With
your permission, I will give yet another example, that of denuclearized zones.. In what
way could a guarantée by our Western partners —- like that which the Soviet Government has
declared its willingness to assume —-- to respect those zones aggravate the present
international situation? There can be no doubt that we have lost precious time. In our
view, the conclusion which must be drawn is that if in future we renounce any attempt to
inflict a defeat on our negotiating partner, the task assigned to the Committee can be

fulfilled.
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The répdfi’to'be“éubmitted by our Committee to the General Assembly will, we hope,
give all the Members of the United Nations an idea of the efforts we have made here
during more than seven months of negotiations. We are sure that, as in the past, we
shall have the benefit of suggestions and indications which the General Assembly may deem
it necessary to transmit to our Committee., DMeanwhile, it is absolutely essential that
all countries -- and here special responsibility devolves upon the great Powers -- should
refrain from any action likely to complicate still further, if not compromise, the
solution of the disarmament problem. In the first place it is necessary, in our opinion,
to renounce for ever any attempt to find a military solution to international problems
which -- the facts are there to prove it -~- can only be resolved through negotiation,
taking into account the sovereign equality of all countries.

I should not like to close without expressing my delegation's thanks to our
co-Chairmen and to all our colleagues, to the Special Representative of the Secretary-
General of the United Nations, Mr., Protitch, and his Deputy Mr. Epstein, to the staff of
the Secretariat of the Conference, the interpreters, typists, conference-room officers —-
in short, to all who by their devoted and efficient work have created favourable
conditions for the performance of our tasks. ,

If no one else wishes to speak, I shall read the following communication from our
co~Chairmen: ‘ _ h

"The two co-Chairmen ask the Chairman to announce that they will meet
before the next meeting of the Committee in order to consider the comments

which have been made on the report today by different delegations."

Mr. OBI (Nigeria): I am glad that the co~Chairmen intend to meet in order to
consider our views. We expect that the revised report will reflect the ideas expressed
by the representatives who have spoken this morning. '

We do not, of course, have to rush away.-' Our .decision to adjourﬁ on Thursday,
17 September, is not irrevocable. If the co-Chairmen can produce before Thursday a
revised draft report which will meet the requirements of the various delegations, so
much the better., We wish to see the text and study it carefully before deciding whether
our delegation can subscribe to it.

As the co-Chairmen point out in the last paragraph of the report:

"This report is submitted by the co-Chairmen tho the United Nation§7
on behalf of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament."
(ENDC/146, p.5)
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Members of the Committee who feel strongly about certain points or have observations
to make must either subscribe to the report or make reservations about it; in the
latter case, the reservations should be included in the report itself.

I submit those views only to facilitate the work of the co-Chairmen. Perhaps the
Committee could meet before Thursday. If it cannot, my delegation would be perfectly

agreeable to an extension of this session to an indefinite date until we have a

satlsfactory report.

The CHAIRMAN (Romania) (translation from French): I think that the

co~Chairmen have taken note of the objection of the representative of Nigeria.

The Conference decided to issue the follow1ngﬁcommun1que

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Commlttee on Disarmament today
held its 216th plenary meetlng in the Palais des Natlons, Geneva, under the
chalrmanshlp of H.E, Ambassador V. Dumitrescu, representatlve of Romanla.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Ethiopia, the United Kingdom,
Poland, Canada, India, Italy, Nigeria, Mexico and Romania.

"The delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, In&ia, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden
and the United Arab Republic submitted memoranda containing a summary of suggestions
and proposals submitted by them during 1964 on disarmament measures and collateral
measures discusse&l{‘as well as a joint memorandumg/on the question of a treaty on
the discontinuance of nuclear weapon'tests in all environments.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 17 September 1964,
‘at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m.

1/ - ENDC/144
2/ ENDC/145





