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The CHAIRMAN (Nigeria): I declare open the 214th meeting of the Conference

of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Mr . KLUSAK (Czechoslovakia)(translation from Russian}: Since the beginning

of this year the work of our Committee in regard to problems of general and complete
disarmament has been, practically speaking, entirely centred on the question of
miclear weapon delivery vehicles —— in particular, the proposal of the Soviet Unien
for the maintenance of a nuclear umbrella until the end of the process of general
and complete disarmament (ENDC/Z/Rev.l/Add.l), and, recently, the proposal
(ENDC/PV.188, .17} for the establishment of a working group to discuss the
technical details of the concept of the retention of minimum deterrents. We consider
that this focussing of the work of the. Committee has been fully justified, since it
is becoming more and more evident that the question of delivery vehicles is the
key-question of ‘the solution of all ‘the other problems of general and complete
disarmament.

This view is shared by other delegations in the Committee, which have quite
rightly pointed out in their statements that the questioh of nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles is the core of the whole problem of general and complete disarmament. If
it is not settled, there will be no real prospect of making progress in the negotiations
on other issues. That is why we also consider completely justified the view that it
is necessary to continue to exert every effort to achieve agreement on this question.

A suitable basis for specific discussions which might lead to the achievement
of agreement is the Soviet Government's proposal, submiitted at the eighteenth session
of the United Nations General Assembly, for the maintenence of a nuclear umbrella
until the end of the third stage of general ard complete disarmament, while all the
remaining delivery vehicles would be eliminated in the first stage. The submission
of this proposal, in which the Soviet Union showed once again its willingness to meet
the position of the Western Powers, provided further evidence of the constant atriving
of the Soviet Government to find a practicable way towards solving the question of

delivery vehicles on the basis of a reasonable compromise .
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That is why this proposal has been highly valued by all who are seeking for a
possibility of solving this problem. This was shown in & whole number of cases.

At the General Assembly a:number of delegations welcomed this proposal. At the
meeting of this Committee held on 25 August the representative of Sweden reminded us
of the positive attitude taken by the Swedish delegation in regard to it' ENDC/PV.210,
pp. 39, 31). The delegations of India, Indonesia and other States also adopted =
positive attitude-

In this connexion I should like to quote part of the statement made by the
representative of Wew Zealand who, during the discussion of the question of general
and complete disarmament iﬁ the First Committee of the General Assembly, said among
other things:

"The acceptance in principle, announced by the Soviet Union in the

General Assembly on 19 Geptember, that each of the great Powers may

retain an agreed number of nuclear missiles throughout the process of

disarmament until the end of its third and last stage could open the

&ay for a fundamental appraisal of the assumptions on which the negotiations

to date have been based.” {A/C.I/RV.1324, p., 41)

On many other occasions the Soviet proposal was greeted with approval by the official
spokesmen of the governments of a number of States, as well as in world public opiniona
Unfortunately, however, it has 1o be noted that this important initiative of

the Soviet Government failed tc meet with proper understanding on the part of the
Western Powers. There is no doubt —-- and this has been confirmed by the statements
of many delegations at <che eighteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly,
as well as by the work of our Committee —=- that the proposal for the maintenance of a
"nuclear umbrella"” until the end of the process of general and complete disarmament
would open up new possibilities for & general reconsideration of the state of the
negotiations and for a revision of the positions of individual States. But the
negotiations that have so far taken place in the Committee have confirmed beyond all
doubt that the Western Powers have not set about any such revision and that they

continue stubbornly to adhere <o their 0ld position and their original unacceptable

proposals and demands.
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(Mr. Klusak, Czechoslovakia}

As the ‘statement made by the United States representative on I September
showed, the United States is now trying to justify this position in a peculiar way.
Among5othér things, Mr. Timberlake said:

"We were also +0ld tiab it" -— the "nuclear umbrella! plan -- "was & comproirise,

when in actual fact it reflects only &a growth in the vealism of the

Sovied Union's approach to the problem," (ENDCZPV,212; £e22)

The question matirally orises: what can such an apbroach Ho negctiations lead +o
when one side declares its vroposal to be the embodiment of reslism whereas it
qualifies the other side's proposal aimed at creating a bosis for finding & reasonable
compromise solution as oniy "a growth in realism"? What, then, would the Thited '
States dgree to regard as a compromise? Perhaps the acceptance by the other side of
a position which the Thited States would consider realistic -- that is, the ‘complete
heceptarice of the United States proposal. k ' : ‘

P14 is ‘obviouy <what such an aﬁproach to negotiations cannot lead to any results
whatevers = ‘It is this approach that is tlie real reason why our work in the field of
genérbi and c omplete disarrmment has so far failed ‘to lead tc any resulta. Morébvér;

"the delegations of the United States and other Wesbern couniries accuse the deicgaticns
of the socialist countries of adopting an inflexible atiitude in discussing the '
problems of deiivery vehicles and the establishment of a working groupv. Tub kot i
the Western Powers talk about flexibility at all? After all, it is beyond' dispute
that, whereas the submission of the proposal to maintain a "nuclear umbrella”
signified an important modification in comparison with the Soviet Union's oriéinﬁl
proposal; the United States has not made in regard o measures concerning nuciear:
weapon delivery vehicles even the slighitest change in its so-callad YOutline 0f Basic
Provisions of a Treaty on Generei and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World" b
(ENDC/30) of April 1962, ' “

Moreover; if we compare’ the statements made by the delegations of the Wesbern
Powers at the beginning of 1962 with their present statements, we see that they are
putting forward essentially the same artifical objections againstthe proposal to retein

a "muclear umbrellia" as ihey pub forward against the proposal for the complete
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elimination of delivery vehicles in the first stage of general and complete disarmament
which was contained in the original Soviet draft treaty (ENDC/2). I do not think there
is any need to go again over all those objections, the groundlessness of which has
already been pointed out by the delegations of the socialist countries, since they have
been put forward again, for instance, in the statement made by our United Kingdom
colleague at the 210th meeting. The representative of the Soviet Union replied to

them very aptly and cogently on 1 September (ENDC/PV.212, pp. 31 et seq).

In substance, all those objections boil down to this: +that the negative attitude
of the Western Powers towards the proposal for the maintenance of a "nuclear umbrella"
is determined by their unwillingness to agree to effective measures right from the
beginning of the disarmament process that would eliminate the danger of an outbreak of
nuclear war and would deprive all States of the possibility of waging such a war. They
try to justify this fundamental negative attitude by asserting, omong other things, that
radical measures to eliminate delivery vehicles, while an agreed minimum deterrent
was retained, would lead to upsetting some sort of military balance, which in present-da
conditions guarantess, they allege, the security of States. Measures of that kind,
they say, would be contrary to the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5) of 1961

In many statements made by the delegations of the socialist countries and, most
recently, in the statement made by the representative of the Soviet Union on
25 August (ENDC/PV.210, pp. 20 et seg), it has been proved time and again that the
concept of a so-called "military balance" not only has nothing to do with disarmament
but, just the contrary, has been one of {the main reasons that have led in the past to
the failure of 211 attempts tec solve this problem. Utterly groundless also are the
attempts to interpret any paragraph of the Joint Statement in such a way as to make
out that it reduires the maintenance of the existing military balance. After all, it
is a generally-accepted fact that the present-day situation, which is characterized
by the stockpiling of huge quantities of the most devastating weapons in the arsenals

of States, guarantees neither peace nor security to a single State.
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On the confrdry, it constitutes a constant source of the danger of an outbreak
of thermonuclear war. It is precisely this danger that makes the solution of the
problem of general and complete disarmament so urgent -- that is, the adoption of
measures that would lead to & radical change in the present situation. The sooner and
the more radically this situation is changed as a result of the implementation of agreed
disarmament measures, the better it will be Tor the peance-loving peoples of the whole
world, The attempts to maintain a so~called military balance as the Western Powers
understand it -- even at onother, lower level -- has nothing to do with the
strengthening of the peace and security of the peoples.

In this connexion I should like to draw attention to one particular fact. The
representatives of the socialist countries, and of several non-aligned countries as
well, have pointed out -—- as was done most recently by the representative of India
(ENDC/PV.212, DpP. T, 8) -~ that a percentage reduction is by no means o guarantee
that equal security for all States would be ensured in all circumstances and that
some of them would obtain a unilateral sdvantage to the detriment of the securiivy of
the other side. The representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Zorin, submitted a very
concrete, workmanlike and clear analysis of this situation on 16 June (ENDC/PV.190,

PP. 29 et _seq). Although a considerable amount of time has gone by since then,
neither the United States delégation nor any other delegation of the Western countries
has had'anything to say in this regard or adduced anything that could refute the
arguments put forward by Mr. Zorin and prove that the position of the Westérn countries
is justified.

Yet, in spite of that, on 1 September the United States representative,

Mr. Timberlake, saw fit to assert once more that "The Western plen, on the other
hand, does provide a balenced,orderly approach to the climination of the nuclear

threatess" (ENDC/PV.212, D.20). We are compeliled, however, to point out that, in

the light of the arguments ﬁhich were advanced by the delegation of the Soviet Union
and the delegations of the other socialist countries and which, as I have said, have
remained without any valid answer on the part of the Western delegations, that
assertion sounds utterly unconvincing. That is what can be said on the question of

balasnce of forces.



ENDC/PV,214
10

(Mr. Klusak, Czechoslovakia)

Equally dubious is another aasertlon to which the delegatlops of the Jestern
Powers keep returning: namely, that a prlor condition for any effectlve dlsarmament
measures would be tne establlshment of special peace-keeping machinery which, they
say, should constitute the basic guarantee of the security of States during the
disarmament process, and that after the completion of this precess it should replace
thosevguarantees which, they 'say, are now given to States by the existing military
potential and, first and foremost, the nuclear potemtlal. '

How is this demand to be understood? After all, there is & consensus of opinion
to the effect that the demand for general and complete disarmament, its realism and
urgency in present—day conqltlons, are based above =ll on the fact that even the most
tremendous accummulation of the most destructive types of weapons does not give States
any guarantee of security but, on the contrary, increases the danger of mutual
extermination in the event of war. General and complete disarmament should do away'
for ever with the threat of war and lay a selid and reliable foundation for the complete
security of all States, large and small.

. The demand of the Western Powers, who make the implementation of effective
disarmament measures dependent upon the establishment of peace-keeping machlnery as
the basic guarantee of security, is bound to create the impression that, 1n their
opinion, general and complete disarmament would not only mot lead to the consolidation
of international peace and security but, on the centrary, would be mere 1ike1y to
weaken and jeopardize it. The objections of the Western Powers in regard to peace-
keeping machinery, and in particular their attempts to make accertance of the
"nuclear umbrella” eoncept dependent upon the solution of this question; could well
become a further pretext for delaylng dlsarmament and reJectlng effectlve measures
for its 1mp1ementat10n. ;

0f course, this remark of oursydoes not mean that we do not take 1nto con31derat10n
the nece551ty of g1v1ng States, even in the conditions of general and complete
dlsarmament, some additional guarantees of securlty and 1eav1np the 1nternat10na1

community sufflclent means of crushlng any pOSblble attempts at acgress1on. This
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Nnecessity is fully provided for in the Soviet draft treaiy on general and complete
disarmaméhﬁ (ENDC/?/Révnl and Add.l), which includes corresponding measures based
on the Uhited’Nations‘Charter which would be carried out in the process of general
and complete disarmement. We consider +these measures sufficient guarantees, which
supplement the basic system of peace and seéurity estvablished as a result of general
and complete disarmament.-

The delegdtions of the Western Powers try to justify their negative position in
regard to the "nuclear umbrella" concept also by asserting that it is wague and not

specific enough. But this objection is no more convincing than the other oness  The

basic idea of our concept of the maintenance of a "nuclear umbrella" -- that is, a
minimum deterrent or "nuclear shield" -- is perfectly clear, It is based 'on the

pfemiSe}that‘both sides would retain an agreed minimum quantity of delivery vehicles
and that all the rest would be eliminated in the first stage of general and complete
disarmament, In this regard no one should have any doubt,  The fact that :the
Sﬁbéfance of the proposal for the maintenanrce of a "nuclear umbrella" is also clear
to fhe Western countries is shown by numerous statements of their representativgs in
the Committee. 7 , .

Moréoyer,.l should like to'stress that at the present stage of the negotiations
we aré deaiing pfecisely with this substance and not with technical detailse.,. But it
dppears that it is precisely with this basic idea, this substance of the concept-of
the ﬁaintengnce of a "nuclear umbrelia", tha*t the Western Powers do not agree. . It
has been confirmed time and again that nuclear weapons and their means of dclivery,
thé ﬁossibility of waging nuclear war, is the alpha and omega of all their political
and military reasoning, their idol the removal of which they do not wish to accept.
This was confirmed once more by our United Kingdom colleague in his statement on
25 August, when he declared: '

‘"It is quite unreasonable to expect States to destroy —— even if this could

be done, which is doubtful -- so much of what they consider to be their

main means of security in such a short period of time without first

establishing a much higher dégrée of confidence." | (ENDC/PV.ZIOA D.9)
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That is the real reason of the disaéreement over the proposaibfor the meintenance
of a "nuclear umbrella®. Thet is the heart of the contradictions in thé discussion
of the Soviet Union's proposal for the establishment of a working group which would
examine the technical problems and details connected with the "nuclear umbrélla'
concept, and where all the questions of the Western Powers concerninguparticular
aspects could be answered in debail. |

The purpose of the proposél to éstabiish a workiﬁg group on the basis of the
adoption by the Committee of thé‘principle of ab"nuclear umbrella" is tc¢ achieve
progress in solving the key problem of ganeral and complete d“sarmamentq This, of
course, relates to the substance of the problem of nuclear weapon del1very vehicles.
That is why the centre of grevity of the dlsagreement in the matter of establlshlng
a worklng group does not lie in a procedural dec151on, as the representatlve of the
Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkin, rightly pointed out in his sfatement on 25 Auéuét (1b1d.,
p.15). These contradlctlons derive from the fact that there contlnue to exist ¢
absolutely opposite concepts in regard wo the necessity of eliminating the threut
of a nuclear war and in regard to the implementation of effegtive‘measurés Which,
rightffrbm the beginning of the process of general and complete»disarmamént, would
deprive all’Sfates of the material meens that would make if‘possiblé td.wage such a wér,

The mere establishment of a working group without agreement on thisiessential
question of principle could not produce ahything useful. The establishmenf of a
working group should not be an end in itself. it wiil only make sense if it is the
reflection of definite progress on basic questiohs of substénce. Such progress would
be the adoption by the Committee éf the principle of the maintenance of a minimum
quantity of means of deterrence. That is predisely‘what was proposed by the
delegation of India at the meeting of the Committee held oﬁ 24 March (ENDC/PV.l??,
PP+28 et seg); ' It coincides with the basic thesis of the Soviet pfoposal for the
establishment of a working group. The adecption of that propésal wouid be fantgmount
to a step forward, which Wouldfﬁbt be limited merely to the formal:aspect of the
establishment of a WGrkingyéroup,”but woﬁld'at the same time create a sdlid'Baéié for

its activities.
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The Western Powers, however, take o different attitude, Although they express
as a matter of form their agreement to the establishment of a working group, they
put forwgrd such conditions that the working group would inéVitably be, from the
very outset, a stillborn child, a body incapable of achieving any positive results
and éondemned to mark time, reiterating the sterile discussion on the problem of
delivery vehicles which has already been going on for nearly two yeérs in-our
plenary meetings-

The Western attitude affords no other possibility. The readiness which the
delegations of the Western Powers declare to discuss in a working group the proposal
fof thé-maiﬁtenance of a minimum nuclear detervent -— or even.tO'réébgnize that this
question should be given priority -- is not a sign of their flexibility, as théy'
keep trying to prove. After 2ll, in proclaiming this flexibility of theirs, at the
same time they emphasize —-— as the United Kingdom representative confirmed once
again in his statement on 25 August (ENDC/PV.ZIQ, P12} ~- that the very piincible
of the maintenance of a minimum deterrent when all the other delivery vehicles are
eliminoted in the first stage is unaqceptd }evto them,

A In such circumstances; what could the discussion of this ﬁroposal in a working
group lead to? Only to endless delay without any prospecf‘of reaching agreement,
If the delegations of the Western Powers declare in advance that they reject the
very principle on which the proposal for the maintenance of a "nuclear umbrellal
is based, what sense could there be in discussing particular technical details and
aspects of it? This circumstance proves once again quite clearly thqf fhe attitude
of the Western Powers merely scems to be flexible, 5nd is flexible only in words.
Actually they persist in their rigid, unyielding attitude. B

Thus it ig confirmed again and again that the true reason fof fhe déadlock in
our negotiations is to be foumd in the unwillingness of the Western,couniyies to
accept effective disarmament measufes and, in the first place, to accepf éffective
measures in regard to delivery vehicles in accordance with the proposal for‘d
"nuclear umbrella'. The Western Powérs maintain this attitude of theirs despite
the fact that in the world and in our Committee the opinion is being affirmed ever
more clearly that that is the only way to achieve progress in the present negotiations

on general and complete disarmament.
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Such a situation is bound to ceause serious concern and compels all of us to
think the matter over, But this cannét be o ground for abandoning.the problem
of delivery vehicles -- thqt is, the problem that continues to be the key one.
It is now for the Western Powers to realize their responsibility fdr th lack of any
results so far in the negotiations, and to adopt such a positioﬁ as wo 1d enable
us to solve this problem and thus help to ensure that this key shall open the door
to the achievement of progress in negotiations on other problems of general and

complete disarmement.

Mr, TSARAPKIN /Union of Soviet Socislist Republics)(translation from

Russian): At fecent meetings of the Committee devoted to problems of general and
complete disarmament, the delegations of the Soviet Union and other socialist States
have endeavoured to lay bare the reaéons why our discussions on the quesfioh of
the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery #ehicles —— the key question of the whole
problem on general and complete disarmament -- have ended in deadlock. We have
shown that the failure of our negotiations on this subject is due to the fact that
the Western Powers are striving to subétitute for the aim of énsuring equal conditions
of security for all States through the implementation of disarmament measures, as

" mentioned in the United Nations Charter and in the Joint Statement of Agreed
Principles (ENDC/5) of 1961, the fallacious and discredited concept of the "balance
of armaments", which has always been used as a convenient screen for carrying out
the policy of the arms race.

The statements made by the spokesmen of the delegations of a number of non~aligned
States, particularly the statement’made by the representative of India, Mr. Nehru at
the 212th meeting, have shown that this assessment of the'situation that has come
about in our negotiations meets on the whole with their understanding; and that the
non-aligned States, like the socialist States, see in the implementation of radical
measures of nuclear disarmament in the first stage of disarmament d real means of

removing the threat of a thermonuclear war.



ENDC/PV.214
15

(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

It ié natural thet the Committee should have awaited with interest the reaction
of the Western Powers 4o our comments. Lt recent meetings devoted to the discussion
of the question of general and complete disarmament, their representatives have
madé a ﬁﬁmber of statements. If we peruse and reflect on what Mr. Timberlake,

Mr, Tahburdin and Mr. Cavalletti said at the 212th and 213th meetings, we can say
with complete justification that the representatives of the Western Powers obviously
tried to evade explaining their position on the substance of the question raised by
the Soviet delegation at previous meetings. Yet the attitude of the members of the
Committee in regard to this question was of great importance from the standpoint of
the principle and method upon which, in the last resort, depends the possibility of
finding a common constructive basis for agreeing on a programme of general and
complete disarmament.

Let us begin witthrc Timberlake, who in his last statement tried to analyze
the reasons for the failure of the COmmittee tc produce results. Mr. Timberlake
told us that he sees the reason for the fajlure of the negotiations on the question
of nuclear:delivery,vehicles; not in the fact that the Western Powers are unwilling
to agree tértheir elimination in the first stage of disarmament, but in the fact that
the Soviet Union has not responded "in a meaningful way to the views expressed
regarding the Soviet position", and that the Soviet Union has refused "to fill in
some of the more important blanks in this position". (ENDC/PV.212, D.20)

Ixshall first reply to Mr. Timberlake's second remark to the effect that the

Soviet Union has not £illed in some of the more important blanks in its position.
In this connexion let us see whether there is anything unclear and indefinite in the
VSoQiet proposal for a "nuclear umbrella',

We have pointed out on many occasions that, in putting forward our proposal to
prolong the "nuclear umbrella” until the end of the third stage of disarmament, we have
explained it from every angle; we have considered all its probable consequences from
the point of view of solving.the key questions of the problem of disarmament and the
requitements for ensuring the security of States, We have thoroughly explained to

the Western Powers that the purpose of the "muclear umbrella! is, of course, to provide
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additional safeguards for the security of States, the very safeguards which the
Western Powers consider it necessary to have, although the Soviet Union does not
see the need for such additional safeguards,

We have stressed that the "nuclear umbralla" should be kept to a minimum invregard
to quantity, so as not to provide the material possibility for the unleashing and
“waging of a nuclear war.

We have also explained what the "nuclear umbrella" should consist of, and we
have indicated the specific categories and types of missiles. We have explained to
our Western partners that the number of missiles of various types and categories
to be retained should be agreed between us, and that we are prepared to start working
out concrete proposals in this regard together with our Western partners as soon as
we reach agreement on the principle of the matter.

We have explained in whose hands this "nuclear umbrella" is to be: namely,
solely at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States, and in their
territories. ‘

We have explained when the "nuclear umbrella" will begin to exist: we have
proposed that this measure should come into effect at the end of the first stage
of disarmament, ,

We have also explained how long the Soviet Union and the United States may retain
these missiles. .- Taking into consideration the views of the Western Powers, the Soviet
Union has proposed that the "nuclear umbrella" should be retained during the second
and' third stages of disarmament,

We have also given explanations concerning the verification measures to be
epplied in regard to the "nuclear umbrella". We have proposed that the missiles

“to be retained should be verified at their launching pads.

Lastly, we have analyzed from all angles and in the most detailed manner the

favourable effects which an agreement on the "nuclear umbrella" would have for the
"~ solution of other problems of general aend complete diszrmament.
“ Thus the Soviet delegation has done the maximum of what is necessary in order that
~ the gist of our proposal and the principle underlying it may be understood. These
explanations make it quite possible for our partners to take a decision of principle,
after which we could start in earnest to reach agreement on all the concrete questions

deriving from this agreement in principle and connected with the implementation of our



ENDC/PV.214
17

(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

Prbposal. 411 in all, as you can see, the situation is not at all "unclear" or
"indefinite", as the representative of the Western Powers try to make out, In
"&ddpting'Suchfa position on this question, the representatives of the Western Powers
are simply overplaying their hand.

" Certain statements made by the Western representatives in the Committee show
béyohd 2ll doubt that they fully understand the significance and purport of our
pfoposal. The representative of the United Steates, Mrs Foster, in his stgtement
“of 11 February, correctly analyzed the substance of the Soviet proposal for a
“"nuclear umbrella", He noted that it provided for the elimination of nuclear
weapon deiivery vehiclés with the exception of a small quantity or, to use his own
words, "some;Very low level on both sides by the end of stage I". Mr, Foster .added:
"That level would then be continued to the end of disarmament. If that is so, we

appear to be rather far from agreement." (ENDC/PV.165, pe22)

It is clear from this quotation that as early as seven months ago Mr. Foster
fully understood the Soviet proposal and declared that we were still far from
agreement on this question. Against the backgroun& of this statement by Mr. Foster,
the continuing attempts of the representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom,
Ttaly and Canada to pretend that they are not in a position to evaluate the Soviet
proposal because it is unclear are in contradiction with the real state of affairs.

"I shall now analyze another of Mr, Timberlake's arguments. -~ On 1 September he
declared that "only if proper consideration is given to the views of both sides can

progress be made. " (ENDC/PV.212, p.20} As one of the reasons for the failure of the

negotiations on the question of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, he pointed

to the fact that the Soviet Union had not responded in a meaningful way to the views

expressed by the representatives of the Western Powers regarding the Soviet position.
First of all, it should be pointed out that the views of the sides have nothing

to do with the matter. I repeat once again: here it is not at all a question of

the views of this or that side, but of the objectively-existing truth, which is that

nuclear weapons are the most terrible weapons of mass destruction and that for this

reason the threat of nuclear war must be eliminated at the very peginning of the process
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of' disarmement . That is the aim to which any proposal relating to this subject
must be 'subordinated. Nevertheless, both the proposals of the United States on
this subject and the attitude of the Western Yowers towards the Soviet proposals go
in precisely the opposite direction., ,

The fact that Mr. Timberlake saw one of the reasons for the failure of the
negotiations in the Committee on the question of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles in the fact that the point of view of the Western Powers had not been taken
into account, calls for a special analysis. In this connexion we deem it approprinte
to refresh the memories of members of the Committee in regard to certain statements
‘made by United States representatives concerning the attitude of the United States
towards the propesal to eliminate nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, towards, the
question of eliminating the threat of nuclear war, and towards the problem of .
disarmament in general, and to see how far.this attitude of the Western Powers
corresponds to the aim of removing the danger of nuclear war.

Here are those statements. On 14 December 1962 the representative of the United
Stotes declared:-

" "The United States firmly believes that «.. combined military and
political undertakings provide a substantial degree of security for

the free world ageinst the possibility of attack." - (ENDC/PV.92, D12}

" What doces that statement of the United States representative show? All it shows is

that the United States bases its security and the security of the so-called "free
world" not on disarmament but on military alliances and the deployment of their
armaments.

On 20 December' 1962 the representative of the United States began: his statement
by recognizing that -~

"The Soviet delegation has been insisting that the main objective of

our efforts here should be to eliminate the danger of nuclear war at the

very first stage of disarmament by the elimination of all nuclear weapons

delivery vehicles."
What was the attitude of the Uhited States representative towards this definition

of our objective? Here is his attitude -- I quote from the verbatim record:
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"Whet he we like it or not ... nuclear weapons and the means for their
dellvery are today 1ntegra1 parts of the m111tary establlshments on which
both East and West rely for their security, or. as SOLe pe“haﬂs would say,
for the1r lack of securlty reo

He contlnued'

"... the fact remains that the securlty of both sides rests to a major
' degree on such nuclear armaments. Of that there can be no question'.

(ENDC/PV.95, p. 22)

In those statements, as Vou see, the representatlve of the Unlted States p01nted

out that his country had no 1ntent10n of acceptlng nuclear dlsarmament the ellmlnatlon
of nuclear weapon dellvery vehicles. In explaining his idea, he stated the‘
follow1ng ‘ - | - |
LN let us see what would be the result of the actual 1mp1ementatron of
the proposal made on 21 September by the Sov1et Forelgn Mlnlster, Mr. Gromyko" --
he' was referrlng to the ’nuclear Lmbrella'—— "if that proposal means the
" rétention by both sides ofyan equal number of missiles. It is qulte clear
that such an arrangement would leave the Soviet Union with its proclalmed
and assumed qualltatlve superlorlty and deprive the West of its quantltatlve
superiority. It would also e11m1nate completely the bombers and nuclear-armed
7”submar1nes, in Whlch the West holds a clear lead both quantltatlvely and

qualltatlvely." (1b1d., PP.23, 24)

From that quotation 1t is evident that what the Dnlted States representatlve is concernec
about is not disarmament at all but how to ensure quantltatlve and qualltatlve,”
military advantages for the United States. Everything is subordlnated ‘o that |
cons1derat10n. ' . lj

" The United States representatlve showed with the maximum clarlty and a laudable
frankness that in the disarmament negotlatlons the Uhlted States is not seeking to |
ensure equal conditions of secur1ty for States through rad1ca1 d1sarmament measures,
but to malntaln the’ ex1st1ng structure of the armed forces of States unt11 the end
of the disarmament process. Here is what the United States representatlve stated

in this regard on 20 December:
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"As T have said earlier, we firmly believe that the United States
approach, providing for proportionate reductions of all major armaments

by 30 per cent in the first stage, is fair. Yhy is it fair? @ Because

.it does not disturb the existing'armamenté mix of States and retaihs the

basic interrelationship among the various components of their military

might «.."  (ibid., p.24) -

That situation, according to the Uhited States concept’and according to its
approach .to disarmament, is to be maintained until the end of the disarmament
processs In order not to leave any doubts in anybody's mind on this ‘score, I
venture to quote what was said by the United States representative at the meeting
- of 14 December 1962:

"The United States would welcome the type of changed world political order

that would emerge with the realization of fotal disarmament in a peaceful
world, with the disappearance of great military powers. However, as lbng

as armed forces and weapons remain a crucial factor in world affairs, 8y
unfortunately they do now, and as they" -- that i;, armed forbes and'weapons -
"will continue to do until the final part of the disarmament process, tﬁé‘
United States will not be prepared to accept a major qualitative -~ as
distinct from quantitative -- reduction which would reshuffle the éxisting
"political-military balance under the guise of disarmament.” (ENDC/PV;92, p.13)
It follows from that statement that the United States adheres to the point of

view that armed forces and weapons are to remain the-crucial factor in international
relations until the very end of the disarmament prbcess. While T db not intend to

go into the political aspect of the matter, although it deserves the closest

attention and the most serious criticism from every ahgle, from a purely military

point of view that statement of the United States representative means that eiceedingly
powerful ‘and very menacing armed forces would have to remain until the very last

stage of disarmament, otherwise, as everybddy realizes, they would not be "a cruciél
factor in world affairs", as the United States representative declaréd at the

92nd meeting.
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In order to dot the '"i"s concerning the United States attitude to nuclear
disarmament, the United States representative stated the following:
| "The United States C:vernment is composed of realistic and determined
officials .;. | _
‘ "United States officials will not be impressed by exhortations, such
as those from the Soviet blocldelegations here, that the highest norm or.
standard for dicarmament negotiations must be the elimination of the risk

of nuclear war in the first stage." (ibid., pp.12, 14)

As all the statements by United States representatlves which I have Just cited
show beyond all dispute, the Western Powers,do not at all set themselves the aim
of eliminating the nuclear threat, At the same time, they try to persuade the world
that the reason why they do not accept the Soviet proposals on disarmament, and
particularly the proposal_for‘the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles, is that
the implementation of those at the first stage would lead to the retention by.the
Soviet Union of an advantage in respect of armed forces and conventional armaments
(ENDC/PV.135, pp.43, 44).

In reality, however, that argument is simply a screen, a camouflage of the true
aims. The point is that on 15 March 1963 the representative of Canada, Mr.‘Burns,
stated that the Soviet disarmament proposals would be unacceptable to the Western
Powers =~ 1 quote his words =--

".ee even if, taking the statistics of manpower and armaments of the separate

NATO nations and addlng them together, the sum were approximately equal to the

corresponding statistics for States members of the Warsaw Pact bloc."

(ENDC/PV 132, pp. 22, 23)

That statement by Mr. Burns shows that the Western Powers are not at all avoiding

agreement on the Soviet disarmament proposals on account of any mythological, or |

' rather imaginary, fears that as a result of their implementation the Soviet Union
would gain an advantage in regard to .armed forces or conventional weapons, because,

as 1s evident from the quotation taken from Mr. Burns' statement at the 132nd meeting,
thls Sov1et proposal would be altogether unacceptable to the Western Powers. even if

there were an equality of armed forces and conventional armements.
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Let US'go°£uf£hef] Previously the Jestern Powers objected to the Soviet
proposals for geéeneral and complete disarmament also under the pretext that they
would not ensure adequate verification, even though we explained on many o¢casions
that we were prepared to accept the Western proposals for verification if they
accepted the Soviet disarmament proposals. It has now become clear, howevér, that
this argument of the Western Powers zlso is purely speculative, since, as Mr. Burns
t0ld the Committee 2t the 132nd meeting, the Soviet proposal for disarmament would
be unacceptable to the Western Powers "even if" -~— and I draw your attention to
his words -- "those measures were implemented with verification considered adequate
by the West o.." (ibid., p.22).

What, then, do the Westérn Powers want? It appears that they now reject the
Soviet disarmament proposals, and particularly the proposal for a "nuclear umbrella",
for the redason that to accept them would "reshuffle the existing political-military

balance under the guise of disarmament” (ENDC/PV.92, p.13}). That is the heart of

the matter, it would seem. The most glaring defect and contradiction in the approéch
of the Western Powers to disarmament is their thesis that disarmament measures must
not, as Mr. Burns has said, '"break up the co-ordinated defensive dispositions"
(ENDC/PV.132, p.22)

Hence the United States position is not really based on considerations relatiﬁg

to an alleged military advantage being gained by the Soviet Union or to the demand
for adequate control. The truth of the matter is that the Western Powers simply = -
do not want to accept any serious disarmament measures. This wes stated quite
definitely by Mr. Timberlake on 1 September when he said:

"The Soviet pproech Zfo disarmamen§7 ees would result in a massive weakening

of the Western defence position, and hence would not preserve the baldncé

upon which international security depends". (ENDC/¥V.212, p.20)

But, Mr, Timberlake, the same massive weakening of armaments, of the defence position,
to use your words, would apply also to the other side. It could not be otherwise.
After all, disarmament means precisely the massive reduction of armaments by'all’
parties. Only such disarmament can ensure equal conditions of security for'all.

How do you, the representatives of the Western Powers, envisage disarmament?
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As regards nuclear disarmament we, the Soviet Union, propose that in the first
stage all ‘nuclear weapon delivery vehicles should be destroyed with the exception of
an agreed number of missiles to be retained by the United States and the Soviet
"Union until the end of disarmament. This proposal ensures equal conditions of
security for all, including, of course, the United States and the Soviet Uhion,
against the nuclear threat. This is obvious to everyone.

Moreover, as regards ermed forces we, the Soviet Union, propose that the armed
forces of the Soviet Uanion and the United States be reduced in the first stage to an
equal level of 1,900,000 for each. It is obvious to everybody that this proppsal
of the Soviet Union also ensures equal conditions of security for the Uhited States
and the Soviet Union,

Lastly, as regards conventional armaments, we have accepted the Uhited States
proposal to reduce these armaments by 30 per cent during the first stage. _

The implementation of this series of measures in the first stage under appropriate
control will substantially change the international situation; it willrbela transition
from the world of today, armed to the teeth, to a world without weapons and wars, not
to mention the fact that the implementation of these measures will emsure equal
security for all,

It cannot be doubted that the .implementation  these measures will enteail

‘substantial changes in "the co-ordinated defensive dispositions" (ENDC/PV.132; DPe22),

to use the terminology of Mr. Burns, both for the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Treaty
countries and for the United States and its NATO allies. To declare one's readiness
to disarm and at the same time to insist that in the disarmament process '"the
‘co-ordinated defensive dispositions" should not be broken up, as the representative

of Canada puts it, or that the qualitative characteristics of existing armamemts,

‘as the Uhited States representative prefers to put it, should not be touchgd until

the very end of the disarmament process, are incompatible requirements. . We have
previously mentioned in this regard that one cannot, for instance, demand éf a swimmer
that he should dive into the water in such a way as not to splash.it and not to get
wet himself, If we are to set about disarming in real earnest, then we cannot put

forward conditiohs that are incompatible with real disarmament and make it impossible,
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The aforementioned quotations from statements made by the representatives of
the United States and Canada reveal the philosophy of the Western Poweré' approach
to the solution of the problem of disarmament. They reveal what kind of
®*disarmament"” the Western Powers have in mind3 This philosophy cqnsists, first,
in the fact that the Western Powers start from the premise that the mﬁtﬁal reiations
of States should be built and rest upon military might, and fhat this situation should
continue throughout the first stage of disarmament, throughout the second stage, and
throughout the third stage ~- that is, until the end of the disarmament processe.

It is evident from the statements made by the representatives of the Western Powers
that they see the guarantee of the security of each State not iﬁ disarmament but in
combined military and political alliances and the armaments race.

Secondly, it is only by their concern for accelerating preparations for war
that one can explain the fact that in their position the Western Powers put so much
stress on retaining the existing structure of the armed forces, the existing military
and political balance, the existing co-ordinated defensive dispositipns,‘dnd SO On,
In general, the Western Powers are striving with all their might to méintain intact
the war machine which they have built. up. It is preciseiy these considerations
that the Western Powers place in the forefront; relegating consideratioh§ 6f
disarmament to the background. To this we can only reply that ﬁriority must be
given to disarmament and not to other considerations. Ve cannof allbw the cause of
disarmament to be frustrated by dabbling in concepts such as the "balance of
armaments" which reflects the demands of general staffs and is incompatible with
disarmament.,

It is characteristic that all these considerations are put forwerd as if the
present nature of the mutual relations of States in the conditions of the growth
of militarism and the arms race were something self-sufficient, objectively existing
outside our wills, outside our consciousness -- that is to say. = permenent factor.
But in reality this is not so at all. In reality, this is-a derivative of the
political course of the States concerned. -If this is so, then the political course
can and must be reappraised, and the real, and notv the alleged, security Qf States
must be ensured by disarmament and not by the maintenance of the so~called "balance

of armaments",
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The Soviet proposal for a "nuclear umbrella", together with the proposal for
the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, will ensure at the first
stage equal conditions of security for all and will make pointless all discussions
about the "maintenance of the balance of forces" or the "balance of armaments".
These proposals constitute a good basis for reaching agreement on the problem. of
disarmament, .

In engaging in polemics with us, the representative of the United States put
forward yet another assertion. At the meeting of 1 September Mr. Timberlake tried
to switch the discussion from the serious political question put by us regarding
the basis of principle of the disarmament programme to an artifically-devised question
to the effect that the Soviet delegation had in some way changed its position. in
regard to the establishment of a working group on the "nuclear umbrella", and had
thus created difficulties in the negotiations. Mr. Timberlake even interpreted
our statement of 25 August, when we put the aforesaid question of principle
(ENDC/PV,210, ppe 15 et seq), as showing "discouraging intransigence" and as one
step further back in the position of the Soviet Tnion (ENDC/PV.212. 1.22)

I think that the participants in our negotiations understand quite well that
such methods, whereby one side, instead of making a serious contribution to the
discussion, begims quite unjustifiably to reproach the other side with changing its
position, certainly cannot help us to make progress in the negotiations. But since
the representative of the United States has had recourse -- and not for the first
time -~ to such methods and has alleged that the Soviet delegation has changed its
position in regard to the establishment of a working 