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FOREWORD

This pubKcation is the latest in a series originated in the Depart
ment of State and continued by the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. Issued annually since 1960, these volumes 
contain basic official documents regarding international developments 
on disarmament, arms control, and related matters. An account of 
the international negotiations and the activities of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during 1964 may be found 
in the annual report of the Agency, which appears at the end of 
the documentary material.

As in previous volumes, the documents are arranged in chronological 
order. Bibliographic aids include lists of abbreviations, international 
organizations and conferences, and persons. The compilation also 
includes a bibliography, a topical list of documents, and an index. 
Abbreviations used in footnotes are explained in the list of 
abbreviations.

The papers were compiled and annotated by Robert W. Lambert, 
with the assistance of Ruth Ihara, imder the general supervision of 
Charles R. Gellner, Chief, Reference Research Staff. Helpful sug
gestions were received from other officers of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Publishing and Reproduction 
Services Division, Department of State, by Bertha J. Hartman of 
the Editorial Services Branch, under the direction of Dorothy M. 
Hine, Chief, Legal Editing Section. Anne K. Pond prepared the 
index.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
{Extracts}, January 2, 1964 ^

In the broad field of Easi>-West relations, 1963 did see, I think, some 
improvement. A “hot line” was established—a line that we hope never 
has to be used—̂between Washingtdn and Moscow.̂  That was a small 
step. The nuclear test bail treaty  ̂ was a more impoitant step but 
a sombwha-t limited step. The United Nations agreed on a resolution 
prohibiting the weapons of mass destruction in orbit.̂  There has been 
opened up the possibility of substantial Soviet purchases of wheat in 
the American market.®

As you know, they stopped the janmiing of Voice of America 
broadcasts. And there have been a number of improvements in rela
tions between the West and the small countries of Eastern Europe.

U.S. I n t e r e s t  i n  D is a r m a m e n t

Now, we hope that these moves in 1963 can continue to 1964. There 
will be discussions with the Soviet Union on some of the larger as 
well as a number of the smaller questions. I think our interest at the 
moment is very much concerned with the general disarmament ques
tion. Our Disarmament Agency here, with the assistance of the de
partments concerned, is making an intensive review of the disarm^ 
ment situation to see whether additional steps can be taken wheii the 
Geneva conference convenes about the 21st of this month.

We should like to see some physical disarmament. We should like 
to see some important steps taken in this field, steps against surprise 
attack, steps which would open the way toward a reduction in the 
armed forces of the respective sides. But these are issues that are not 
likely to be resolved easily and quickly.

On matters like defense budgets, which will be discussed perhaps 
in Geneva, there are some important technical questions quite apart 
from the broader political aspects of the matter. The Soviet defense 
budget does not include in its published figures all of the same items

 ̂Depantment of State Bulletin, Jan. 20,1964, pp. 81-89.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238.
»Ibid., pp. 291-298.
* m d., p. 538.
® Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 28,.1963, p. 660.

(T74-812—65----- 2 1
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wHch we include in our defense budget because some of their defense 
effort is included in other budgets in the Soviet Union.

The difference in our social system makes comparison between budg
ets somewhat more difficult. We pay our private soldier something 
like $120 a month after 2 years’ service, whereas they pay their soldiers 
a fraction of that amount, and that means that comparing different 
budgets in the gross totals is not a very simple matter. And then, 
in the difference between a closed and open society, the question of 
assurance and reliability of published defense budgets necessarily 
arises—whether agreements in this field can be verified. So we have 
a range of difficult questions of that sort.

There is some indication that the two sides will not be pressing their 
defense budgets upward into new levels of competition during this 
next year, and to that extent that is all to the good; but to bring that 
sort of thing to a point of agreement or formal agreement is a some
what more complex matter.

On a matter such as the nondissemination of nuclear weapons, there 
again a formal agreement is being held up, partly because of objections 
raised by the Soviet Union to the multilateral nuclear force in NATO 
and partly because there may be some, such as Peiping, who have 
indicated that they would have no interest in being a party to an 
agreement, which ought to be as comprehensive as possible if it is to 
achieve its purpose.

But even there we have no reason to think at the present time that 
any one of the powers possessing nuclear weapons has in mind extend
ing those nuclear weapons to others; in other words, the underlying 
attitude is gainst the dissemination of nuclear weapons to those not 
having them, even though this is a matter which, has not been yet 
brought to a formal agreement.

• • • • • • •

LiM rrATiON OF A r m s  K aces

Q, Mr. Secretary f  

A. Yes.
Q. Following your stopover in London on your way hach from 

NAT0̂  there was a spate of stories m the paper under London dates 
suggesting that you were considering  ̂ or again consideri/ag  ̂ the pla/n, 
to have a hig honfire a/nd set fire to B—Jfl'’s and the egydvalent Rmsia/n, 
jets. 'Would you put that i/n perspective for usf Have there heen any 
talks on this subjectf Where do we stamd with them?

A. No, there has been some informal discussion of such a possibility. 
I indicated earlier today that we thought that some physical disarma
ment, if it could be achieved, would be a good step.
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Now, we 'are moving into a period where, as between the major 
powers of East and West, say, between the Soviet Union and the 
United States, certainly highly sophisticated weapons are in the proc
ess of coming out of inventory.

We think it would be unfortunate if those weapons should be dis
tributed around the world by the two sides, because in most situations 
they would represent a sharp increase in the qualitative arms races in 
other continents. Although they may be becoming obsolete in the 
East>-West confrontation, they are still highly advanced weapons and 
are not obsolete at all in other contexts.

Now, it may be that there is some room here for discussing some 
physical disarmament of a sort that would be of advantage to the East 
and West, as well as the general problem of limiting arms races in 
other continents, with the diversion of so many resources in these more 
highly sophisticated weapons. I have been told—and I can’t confirm 
this— t̂hat the cost of a supersonic fighter squadron, for example, 
is of the order of magnitude that could build and maintain a university 
in a developing country.

Well, this illustrates the point that if other arms races can somehow 
be discouraged, it would be a good thing to do so. But this particular 
example has not proceeded very far, and it may be that there are other 
weapons which might be approached on that basis.

S t e p s  T ow ard  S o l u t io n  of E a st - W e st  I s s u e s

Q, Mr. Secretary^ m view of the present extensive pecCce moves be
tween 'Washington mvd/ Moscow  ̂would you tell us more exactl/y what 
in your opinion—what hind of concrete steps in yowr opimon covM he 
tahen in the near future to make us move along the road of pecusefvl 
sol/wtixm of issues between East and West?

A. Well, I think there could be some useful steps taken on the bi
lateral side, to start with. And we are discussing those with the Soviet 
Government. They may not appear to be large and dramatic in char
acter, but nevertheless they are useful steps and we would hope that 
some headway could be made on them.

On the larger, the multilateral problems, I would suppose that dis
armament is very high on our list of priorities. We would hope that 
some further steps could be taken in the disarmament field. This is 
partly because here we feel there is, objectively considered, a genuine 
common interest between the two sides, an interest based upon pros
pects for peace and an interest deriving from the diversion of major 
resources on both sides to armaments.

Both sides have enormous unfinished business to which they would 
prefer to commit their resources if it were possible. So I think the
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disarmament questions ouglit to remain high on our list, that both 
sides should explore every possible way of the possibility of making 
further steps.

State of the Union Address by President Johnson to the 
Congress [Extract}, January 8, 1964^

• • • • • • •

For our ultimate goal is a world without war, a world made safe 
for diversity, in which all men, goods, and ideas can freely move 
across every border and every boundary.

We must a,dvance toward this goal in 1964 in at least 10 different 
ways, not as partisans but as patriots.

First, we must maintain—and our reduced defense budget will 
maintain— t̂hat margin of militaiy safety and superiority obtained 
through 3 years of steadily increasing both the quality and the quan
tity of our strategic, our conventional, and our antiguerrilla forces. 
In 1964 we will be better prepared than ever before to defend the cause 
of freedom—whether it is threatened by outright aggression or by 
the infiltration practiced by those in Hanoi and Havana who ship 
arms and men across international borders to foment insurrection. 
And we must continue to use that strength, as John Kennedy used it 
in the Cuban crisis and for the test ban treaty, to demonstrate both 
the futility of nuclear war and the possibilities of lasting peace.

Second, we must take new steps—and we shall make new proposals 
at Geneva—toward the control and the eventual abolition of arms. 
Even in the absence of agreement we must not stockpile arms beyond 
our needs or seek an excess of military power that could be provocative 
as well as wasteful. And it is in this spirit that in this fiscal year we 
sire cutting back our production of enriched uranium by 25 percent.
_ i

We are shutting down four plutonium piles. We are closing m^ny 
nonessential military installations. And it is in this spirit that we 
today call on our adversaries to do the same.

• • • • • • •

 ̂H. Doc. 251,88th Cong., 2d sess., p. 5.
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Letter From President Johnson to Premier Khrushchev,
January 18, 1964 ■

I welcome the stated objective of your December 31 letter and agree 
with much of its contents.̂  It is my hope that we can build on these 
areas of agreement instead of merely emphasizing our well-known 
disagreements. This nation is committed to the peaceful unification 
of Germany in accordance with the will of the people. This nation, 
which has fundamental commitments to the Republic of China, has 
for many years sought the renunciation of force in the Taiwan Strait. 
This nation’s forces and bases abroad are for collective defense, and 
in accordance with treaties and agreements with the countries 
concerned.

Let us emphasize instead our agreement on the importance your 
letter places on preserving and strengthening peace— ând on the need 
to accompany efforts for disarmament with new efforts to remove the 
causes of friction and to improve the world’s machinery for peacefully 
settling disputes. In this spirit, let us both present new proposals to 
the Geneva Disarmament Conference—in pursuit of the objectives we 
have previously identified:

—to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons;
—to end the production of fissionable material for weapons;
— t̂o transfer large amounts of fissionable materials to peaceful 

purposes;
— t̂o ban all nuclear weapons tests;
—to place limitations on nuclear weapons systems;
—to reduce the risk of war by accident or design;
—to move toward general disarmament.

I am sure you will agree that our task is to work hard and persist
ently on these and other specific problems and proposals—as you and 
President Kennedy did on the Test Ban Treaty —̂ în̂ ead of confiiiing 
ourselves to vague declarations of principle that oppose some wars but 
not all.

Your letter singles out the problem of territorial disputes and con
cludes that “the use of force for the solution of territorial disputes is 
not in the interest of any people or any country.” I agree; moreover, 
the United States proposes guidelines to implement this principle 
which are even broader and stronger than your own.

' ENDC/119, Jan. 21,1964.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 654-665.
* Ibid., pp. 291-293.
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First, all governments or regimes shall abstain from the direct or 
indirect threat or use of force to change

—international boimdaries
—other territorial or administrative demarcation or dividing lines 

established or confirmed by international agreement or practice;
— t̂he dispositions of truce or military armistice agreements; or
—arrangements or procedures concerning access to, passage across 

or the administration of those areas where international agreement or 
practice has established or confirmed such arrangements or procedures.

Nor shall any government or regime use or threaten force to enlarge 
the territory under its control or administration by overthrowing or 
displacing established authorities.

Second, these limitations shall apply regardless of the direct or 
indirect form which such threat or use of force might take, whether in 
the form of aggression, subversion, or clandestine supply of arms, 
regardless of what justification or purpose is advanced and regardless 
of any question of recognition, diplomatic relations, or differences of 
political systems.

Third, the parties to any serious dispute, in adhering to these prin
ciples, shall seek a solution by peaceful means— r̂esorting to negotia
tion, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, action 
by a regional or appropriate United Nations agency or other peaceful 
means of their own choice.

Fourth, these obligations, if they are to continue, would have to be 
quite generally observed. Any departure would require reappraisal; 
and the inherent right of self-defense which is recognized in Article 51 
of the UN Charter would, in any event, remain fully operative.

You will note the basic similarities in our position. Agreement 
should not be impossible on this or other propositions—and I share 
your hope that such agreement will stimulate disarmament and 
peaceful relations.

The prevention of wars over territorial and other disputes requires 
not only general principles but also the “growth and improvement” to 
which you refer regarding the machinery and methods for peaceful 
settlement. The United States believes that the peace-keeping 
processes of the United Nations—and specifically its Security Coun
cil—should be more fully used and strengthened and that the special 
responsibilities and contributions of the larger countries—^particularly 
the permanent members of the Security Council—deserve greater 
attention in solving its financial problems.

In consultation with our allies, we shall offer specific proposals 
along these lines in the weeks ahead. Both the Geneva Disarmament
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Conference and the United Nations are appropriate places for such 
discussions.

Mr. Chairman, let me assure you that practical progress toward 
peace is my most fervent desire. This requires not only agreements in 
principle but also concrete actions in accord with those principles. I 
believe this exchange of letters offers real hope for that kind of 
progress—and that hope is shared by all peace-loving men in every 
land.

Sincerely,
Lyndon B. J ohnson

Message From President Johnson to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, January 21, 1964^

There is only one item on the agenda of this Conference— ît is the 
leading item on the agenda of mankind—and that one item is peace.

Already this Conference has led to more concrete and effective results 
than any disarmament conferience in modem history.

Your efforts and deliberations laid the groimdwork for the nuclear 
test ban treaty —̂for the communications link between Washington 
and Moscow^—and for the UN General Assembly action against 
nuclear weapons in space.*

Today your search begins anew in a climate of hope. Last year’s 
genuine gains have given us new momentum. Recent Soviet® and 
American ® announcements of reductions on military spending, even 
though modest, have brightened the atmosphere further. Let us 
pray that the tide has turned— t̂hat further and more far-reaching 
agreements lie ahead—and that future generations will mark 1964 as 
the year the world turned for all time away from the horrors of war 
and constructed new bulwarks of peace.

Specifically, this nation now proposes five major types of potential 
agreement:

First, as Chairman Khrushchev and I have observed, the use of force 
for the solution of territorial disputes is not in the interest of any

‘ ENDO/120, Jan. 21,1964.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
* IMd., pp. 23&-2S8.
‘ Ibid., p. 538.

• “ pp. 652,653.
* Ante, p. 4.
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people or country. In consultation with our Allies, we will be pre
pared to discuss means of prohibiting the threat or use of force, 
directly or indirectly—whether by aggression, subversion, or the 
clandestine supply of arms—to change boundaries or demarcation 
lines; to interfere with access to territory; or to extend control or 
administration over territory by displacing established authorities.

Second, while we continue our efforts to achieve general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control, we must first 
endeavor to halt further increases in strategic armaments now. The 
United States, the Soviet Union and their respective Allies should 
agree to explore a verified freeze of the number and characteristics 
of strategic nuclear offensive and defensive vehicles. For our part, 
we are convinced that the security of all nations can be safeguarded 
within the scope of such an agreement and that this initial measure 
preventing the further expansion of the deadly and costly arms race 
will open the path to reductions in all types of forces from present 
levels.

Third, in this same spirit of early action, the United States believes 
that a verified agreement to halt all production of fissionable materials 
for weapons use would be a major contribution to world peace. More
over, while we seek agreement on this measure, the US is willing to 
achieve prompt reductions through both sides closing comparable 
production facilities on a plant by plant basis, with mutual inspection. 
We have started in this direction—wc hope the Soviet Union will do 
the same—and we are prepared to accept appropriate international 
verification of the reactor shutdown already scheduled in our country.

Fourth, we must further reduce the danger of war by accident, mis
calculation or surprise attack. In consultation with our Allies, we will 
be prepared to discuss proposals for creating a system of observation 
posts as a move in this direction.

Fifth, and finally, to stop the spread of nuclear weapons to nations 
not now controlling them, let us agree:

(A) That nuclear weapons not be transferred into the national con
trol of states which do not now control them, and that all transfers of 
nuclear materials for peaceful purposes take place under effective in
ternational safeguards;

(B) That the major nuclear powers accept in an increasing number 
of tlieir peaceful nuclear activities the same inspection they recom
mend for other states; and

(C) On the banning of all nuclear weapons tests under effective 
verification and control.

Each one of these proposed steps is important to peace. No one of 
them is impossible of agreement. The best way to begin disarming 
is to begin— ând the United States is ready to conclude firm agree-
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ments in these areas and to consider any other reasonable proposal. 
We shall at all times pursue a just and lasting peace:—and with God’s 
help, we shall achieve it. . ^

Address by Secretary of State Rusk at Barnard College 
Dinner {Extracts}, January 22, 1964 ^

• • • • • • •

The main task before us is to build the strength and cohesion of the 
Free World.

In the North Atlantic, our goal remains the further development 
of a closer partnership between the United States and a uniting 
Europe.

There is talk of disarray in the Atlantic Alliance. There is no dis
array concerning the fundamental purpose for which this Alliance 
was constructed.

There are differences of view about next steps: about how Europe 
shall be organized, about trade relations both within Europe and with 
the rest of the world. We should understand two things about these 
debates. First, they are natural among friends and partners, especially 
in the absence of acute crises. Secondly, many of them are about 
essentially European problems, although the United States has a vital 
interest in their outcome. The present need within the Atlantic Al
liance is for the European nations to agree about the future of Europe.

The first task of the Atlantic partnership is defense. The heart of 
NATO remains strong. The combined military power of its members 
is immense. But, like any living organism, NATO must adapt to a 
changing environment.

TVnien NATO was set up, we had a virtual atomic monopoly and the 
Soviets had massive conventional superiority. Since then the Soviets 
have achieved an atomic arsenal and NATO has gained in both con
ventional and nuclear strength. Tliis makes it even more important 
that NATO have a force structure capable of deterring, or coping 
with, a wide range of possibilities— t̂hat it should be able to respond 
with the force appropriate to each threat.

We also recognize the need to share nuclear responsibilities more 
effectively in NATO. To this end, we liave been discussing with in
terested Allies the formation of a multilaterally owned, manned, and 
operated missile fleet. Such a fleet would enable our Allies to play a

* Departmeiit of State press release 25, Jan. 22,1964.
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self-respecting role in nuclear deterrence without proliferating na
tional nuclear forces. It could provide a framework within which 
Europe, as it moves toward unity, could have an increasingly au
thoritative voice in the use of weapons.

Above all, we must build the peace. . As President Johnson said in 
his State of the Union message: . . we must develop with our
Allies new means of bridging the gap between the East and the West, 
faciag danger boldly wherever danger exists, but beiag equally bold in 
our search for new agreements which can enlarge the hopes of all, 
while violating the interests of none.” ^

After a classic and sober debate, the Senate ratified the treaty 
banning nuclear tests in the afetnosphere, outer space, and under 
water.2 We have taken bilateral steps to improve our communica
tions with Moscow in order to reduce the danger of misunderstanding 
in a period of crisis.® We have joined the Soviet Union and others in 
affirming that we have no intention of placing weapons of mass de
struction in or'bit.'* We have agreed on principles of law for outer 
space.® We have been exploring with our Allies and shall be talking 
with the Soviet Union about other po^ible limited measures.

All such measures must meet one hard test: they must offer a better 
route to security. If they are going to meet that test, they will do so 
only by meeting the interests of our Allies as well as ourselves. We 
would not, if we could, purchase our own security at the expense of 
our Allies. We shall ĉonsult them intensively about the advantages 
and disadvantages of particular arms control measures. And we 
shall move ahead together toward a more secure world for all, not 
down separate paths toward greater insecurity for each.

Two points about the present state of East-West relations deserve 
special emphasis. The first is that the very limited agreements we 
have reached with the Soviet Union do not yet amount to a detente. 
There can be no genuine detente without progress in resolving danger
ous political issues, such as the future of Berlin and Germany, South
east Asia, and Cuba, and without progress in controlling armaments. 
These are the points which need urgent attention and on which we 
hope Soviet attitudes can demonstrate a basic desire for peace.

We shall continue to explore these matters. We shall try to avoid 
the pitfalls of illusion and naivete. But, equally, we shall try hard

 ̂H. Doc. 251,88th Cong., 2d sess., p. 6. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 291-293. 
® See ibid., pp. 236-238.
* IMd., p. 538.
' IMd., pp. 644^8.
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not to overlook any possibility of advancing, even by small steps, 
toward a more secure peace.

Yesterday in a message to the Disarmament Conference at Geneva, 
President Johnson called for several important measures to speed 
progress toward arms reductions under effective safeguards.  ̂ He 
proposed that the United States, the Soviet Union and their Allies 
agree to explore a verified freeze on the number and characteristics of 
strategic nuclear offensive and defensive vehicles. The development 
of this concept would be a matter for consultation with our Allies 
before negotiations with the Soviets; the multilateral force that I de
scribed earlier could and would be protected.

The President called for a verified agreement to halt the production 
of fissionable materials for weapons. Pending such agreement, he 
expressed the willingness of this Government to join the Soviet Union 
in closing comparable production facilities on a plant-by-plant basis. 
We have started on this path and hope the Soviet Union will do like
wise. The President made clear that we will be prepared to discuss 
proposals, in consultation with our Allies, for creating a system of 
observation posts as a move in reducing the danger of war by accident, 
miscalculation or surprise attack. Finally, he called for agreement 
to stop the proliferation of national nuclear arsenals and for the ac
ceptance of inspection of peaceful nuclear activities to guard against 
diversion to weapons use. We are convinced that this program of 
action is in the best interest of the United States and that progress in 
these areas will lead to a more secure and pieaceful world.

We are also trying to see whether anything constructive can be de
veloped from Mr. Khrushchev’s message on the non-use of force in 
connection with frontier disputes.̂  We earnestly hope that the guide
lines set forth by President Johnson in his letter to Mr. Khrushchev ® 
will commend themselves to the Soviet Government and that it will be 
prepared to move on to discussion of their practical application.

• • • • • •  •

 ̂Supra.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 654-665. 

® Ante, pp. 5-7.
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Soviet Memorandum Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Measures for Slowing Down 
the Armaments Race and Relaxing International Ten
sion, January 28, 1964 ^

As a result of the joint efforts of all men of good will, it has been 
possible to achieve a certain relaxation of international tension; this 
has been reflected in the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water 2 and in an agreement not to place in orbit objects carrying 
nuclear weapons.̂

The Soviet Government considers that more favourable conditions 
have now been created for agreeing upon and carrying out other 
measures aimed at a further relaxation of international tension. If 
the efforts of all governments and peoples are united in the cause of 
I)eace, 1964 may become a turning point towards an improvement 
in the whole international situation.

The Soviet Government, which considers that the main task of 
governments is to achieve the speediest possible agreement on general 
and complete disarmament, at the same time proposes that agreement 
be reached on the implementation of measures aimed at slowing down 
the armaments race and further lessening international tension.

1. Withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories of other countries

The question of the withdrawal of foreign troops starfiioned in the 
territories of other countries to within the boundaries to their national 
territories is now acquiring particular importance and urgency.

The presence of foreign troops in the territories of other countries 
is one of the principal sources of international tension and gives rise 
to conflicts fraught with danger to the cause of the peace and the 
security of the peoples. As recent events in various parts of the 
world have shown, the withdrawal of foreign troops from the terri
tories of other countries is becoming increasingly imperative and 
urgent. Of particularly important significance would be the with
drawal of foreign troops from the territories of European States, 
where the troops and armaments of the NATO countries, on the one 
hand, and of the Warsaw Treaty countries, on the other, are concen
trated in large numbers.

 ̂BNDC/123, Jan. 28,1964.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293. 
«IMd., p. 538.
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Agreement on the withdrawal of foreign troops would not cause 
detriment to either side, ^ c e  this would not disrupt the general bal
ance of f orces between the States belonging to the two groups, namely 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty. After all, the military leaders of 
the NATO countries themselves, to judge by their statements, take 
as their starting point the assumption that the total number of NATO 
forces is not less, but is even greater than the number of troops of 
the Warsaw Treaty countries.

The Soviet Union proposes the most radical way of solving this 
question, namely, that all foreign troops should be withdrawn from 
all foreign territories and that not a single foreign soldier should 
be left anywhere, in any part of the world. On its part, the Soviet 
Union is prepared to withdraw all its troops from the territories of 
foreign States where they are now stationed, if the Western Powers 
will do likewise. If, however, the Western Powers are not as yet 
prepared for such a radical solution of this important question, the 
Soviet Government proposes that agreement be reached immediately 
that the number of armed forces in foreign territories should first be 
reduced on a basis of reciprocity, and afterwards it will be possible 
to lead .up gradually, step by step, to their complete withdrawal to 
within the boundaries of their national territories. The Soviet Union 
is prepared to set about such a reduction of its troops in the territory 
of the German Democratic Republic and other European States, if 
the Western Powers begin to reduce the number of their troops in 
the Federal Republic of Germany and other countries.

The implementation of these measures would undoubtedly lead to 
the normalization of the situation in Europe and would thereby con
tribute to the strengthening of universal peace.

2. Reduction of the total nvmbers of the armed forces of States

The Soviet Government has always declared itself in favour of the 
reduction of the armed forces of States, and the Soviet Union has on 
a number of occasions undertaken a considerable reduction of its army 
even unilaterally. At the* present time, more favourable possibilities 
have come about for settling this important question on a reciprocal 
basis, without waiting for the implementation of the programme of 
general and complete disarmament to begin.

As Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the USSR, has stated, the Soviet Union has now set about further 
reducing the number of its armed forces. The Soviet Government is 
prepared to go in the direction of reducing the numbers of its armed 
forces still further, if the governments of the Western Powers show 
willingness to take similar measures.
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3. Reduction of military budgets

Being anxious to put an end to the unbridled growth of military 
expenditure which is a heavy burden on the shoulders of the peoples, 
the Soviet Government has on a number of occasions made proposals 
for the reduction of military budgets. As is well known, the Soviet 
Union has recently shown initiative in solving this question by uni
laterally reducing its military budget for 1964 by 600 million roubles. 
It is also Imown that the United States Government in its turn is 
taking measures for a certain reduction of its military expenditure. 
Thus there now exist favourable pre-conditions for agreement on a 
further reciprocal reduction of military budgets. The Soviet Govern
ment proposes that agreement be reached to reduce the military budg
ets of States by 10 to 16 per cent.

4. Goncl/usion of a non-aggression pact "between the NATO and the
Wa/rsaw Treaty cov/ntries

The Soviet Government considers it essential to agree to conclude a 
non-aggression pact betw^n the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
and the States members of NATO.  ̂ The conclusion of such a pact 
would in no way disrupt the existing balance of forces between the 
two groups and, at the same time, would introduce into international 
relations the eli&ment of stability and calm which is so much needed.

In the years which have elapsed since the Soviet Government first 
put forward a proposal for the conclusion of such a pact, this idea has 
met with the support of statesmen and public figures in many coun
tries. The time has come to discuss this proposal in a businesslike 
way and to arrive at a mutually acceptable agreement. Moreover, this 
is called for by the commitments laid down in the joint communique 
of the USSR, the United States and the United Kingdom of 25 July 
1963.̂  The Soviet Government reaffirms its willingness to conclude a 
non-aggression pact with the States members of NATO.

With regard to the foim that the non-aggression pact should take, 
the Soviet Government considers that this question can be solved 
without any particular difficulty.

6. Establishment of denuclearized zones

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the establish
ment of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world. This idea 
has met with universal response and approval during rccent years. 
Proposals have been put forward for the establishment of denuclear-

* See pp. 57-^8.
* p. 250.
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ized zones in Central  ̂ and Northern Europe,  ̂in the Mediterranean,̂  
in the Balkans,in Africa ® and Latin America,® as well as in other 
regions of the world.

In supporting the plans for the establisliment of denuclearized zones 
in various regions of the world, the Soviet Government attaches special 
importance to the formation of such zones in those regions where 
the danger of nuclear conflict is greatest, and first and foremost in 
Central Europe.

The Soviet Government, on its part, will be prepared to give an 
undertaking to respect the status of denuclearized zones wherever and 
whenever they are established.

6. Prevention of the further Sfread of nuclear weapons

As the stocks of nuclear weapons increase, and the methods of 
manufacturing them are improved, and as ever new types of such 
weapons are being devised, the question of preventing their further 
dissemination becomes increasingly important. A widening of the 
circle of States possessing nuclear weapons would increase many times 
over the danger of the outbreak of a thermonuclear war. At the same 
time a widening of the circle of nuclear States would also make it much 
more difficult to solve the problem of disarmament.

The Soviet Government notes that at present there is an increasing 
awareness throughout the world of the danger threatening mankind 
in connexion with the further spread of iiuclear weapons. It is the 
duty of all governments to make every effort to avert this danger be
fore it is too late. It is particularly important from the point of view 
of the interests of peace to close all the channels, whether direct or 
indirect, through which nuclear weapons could come into the hands of 
those who twice during this century have caused the conflagration of 
a world war and who are now actively striving to obtain nuclear 
weapons.

In order to shut off all possibilities for the spread of nuclear weap
ons, the Soviet Government proposes that an agreement on this ques
tion should contain, besides the prohibition to transfer such weapons 
or to give information on their manufacture to any particular govern
ment, also provisions to guarantee that such a transfer of nuclear 
weapons or access to them shall not take place indirectly, through

" m a., 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1436-1439.

»Ibid., 1968, pp. 187-193.
* Ibid., ms-1959, vol. II, pp. 1423-1426.
® m a., 1961, pp. 647-648; 196S, p. 195.
® lUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1056-1057; 1963, pp. 628-629.
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military blocs, for example, through the so-called multilateral nuclear 
force of NATO.

7. Measwres to fTevenfit surprise attack

The Soviet Government has declared itself and continues to declare 
itself in favour of taking active and effective measures to prevent sur
prise attack. As is well known, for this purpose the Soviet XJnion 
put forward a proposal for the establishment of a network of observa-' 
tion posts in the territories of the countries belonging to the two op
posing groups of States in conjunction with certain measures for less
ening international tension such as a reduction in the numbers of 
foreign troops in the territories of European countries and an under
taking not to station nuclear weapons in the German Democratic 
Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany,̂

The Soviet Government considers that, if unaccompanied by these 
concrete measures for the lessening of international tension and the 
limitation of armaments, the establishment of observation posts could 
not lead to the achievement of the desired aim, namely, the growth of 
confidence between States, and thereby a lessening of the danger of war. 
On the contrary, it might even lead to an increase of mutual suspicions 
and to the aggravation of international relations.

The establishment of a system of observation posts may prove to be 
useful only in conjunction with concrete measures for reducing the 
threat of war. Practical steps for a real lessening of the possibility 
of an outbreak of military conflict in Europe and observation posts 
would in that case be two complementary aspects of a single process— 
the lessening of tension in the danger zones where the armed forces of 
the two opposing groups face each other.

8. Elimination of horriber aircraft

Bomber aircraft, though obsolete, still remain one of the powerful 
means of carrying on a war of aggression, used to deliver nuclear 
weapons many thousands of kilometres from their bases in order to 
inflict massive blows in the territories of other States. The elimination 
of this type of armament would diminish the risk of war and help to 
strengthen the security of all peoples. The Soviet Government is 
prepared to examine this question.

9. Prohibition of widerground nuclear tests

The Soviet Government declares its readiness, as before, to reach 
agreement on extending the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, to underground 
testing.

 ̂lUa., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1273-1275.
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Actual experience has fully confirmed that no special international 
control need be organized to detect underground tests any more than 
it is needed to detect tests in the atmosphere, outer space, and under 
water.

4: 9|e

The Soviet Government assumes, of course, that in concluding agree
ments providing for measures of actual disarmament, agreement must 
be achieved on appropriate, mutually acceptable forms of control over 
the implementation of these measures.

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, the implementation of 
the measures enumerated in this Memorandum would lead to a further 
considerable lessening of international tension and would constitute 
an important step forward towards solving the main problem—gen
eral and complete disarmament.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Freeze on Strategic 
Delivery Vehicles, January 31, 1964^

We have listened this morning with great interest to the presenta
tions by the representatives of Ethiopia and India, as we listened yes
terday to those of the representatives of Burma and the United Arab 
Kepublic.̂  I can assure the Conference and those representatives that 
We will study those statements with great care. I should also like 
to thank all four representatives, as I have already thanked others, 
on behalf of my Government, on behalf of the Kennedy family, and 
on my own behalf, for the expressions of sympathy which they have 
offered here.

I wish also to express, on behalf of my delegation, our determina
tion to take advantage of the better atmosphere and the convergence, 
at least to a certain degree, of the views on some of our problems, to 
which our two speakers this morning particularly have referred.

I should like to devote the balance of my remarks today to the sec
ond point of President Johnson’s message to this Conference.® As 
you will recall, he proposed that the United States, the Soviet Union 
and their respective allies should agree to explore a verified freeze of

 ̂ENDC/PV.162, pp. 15-20.
* END0/PV.161, pp. 5 £E. and 10 fC.
“ Ante, pp. 7-9.
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the number aiid characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive and de* 
f ensive vehicles.

This proposal is patterned after measures which have already been 
successfully negotiated, measures having a common general philoso
phy. This philosophy is that a logical first step is to freeze things 
where they are and thereby remove future obstacles to disarmament. 
This philosophy lay behind the Antarctic Treaty,̂  which was easier 
to achieve because Antarctica was still free of armaments. It lay 
behind the resolution against nuclear weapons in orbit, (A/RES/1884 
(X V III); E2^DC/117),  ̂ which was easier to achieve because space 
was still free of weapons of mass destruction.

To a large degree this philosophy lay behind the test ban Treaty 
also.̂  That Treaty imposes severe limits upon the testing and, as 
a result, the development of larger nuclear weapons. As one of the 
United States nuclear experts put it in his testimony to the United 
States Senate:

In the very large weapon area, where the USSR, I believe, is ahead of the
United States, little further progress could be made by either country under
the Treaty.*

The United States accepted this limitation mainly because we did not 
feel the need for very large nuclear weapons and wished to put an end 
to the race to make them larger and larger. We felt that the easiest 
way to disarmament was to stop this part of the arms race and to turn 
around so that we could begin going back in the direction from whence 
we had come. In this sense, the treaty was clearly a “freeze”.

President Johnson’s second point would be a “freeze” in the same 
sense. It would halt the race for more and better strategic nuclear 
vehicles and open the path to reductions from present levels in all types 
of forces. Where the test ban Treaty limited warhead size, and the 
United States proposal for a fissionable material cut-off would limit 
the amount of explosive materials available for warheads, the present 
proposal would limit numbers and characteristics of strategic nuclear 
vehicles.

For many years—even while this Conference has been in session— 
both sides have increased the numbers of their strategic nuclear vehicles 
to a substantial extent. In so doing, both have simply added to the 
amounts of their materials of war which must be destroyed if disarma
ment is to be achieved. To achieve it, we must stop the increases above

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
* Ibid., 1963, p. 538.
»Ibid., pp. 291-293.
* See Dr. Harold Brown’s testimony in Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings 

Before the OommUtee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty- 
ei^th  Congress, First Session on Executive M, 88th Congress, 1st Session, p. 532.
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present levels, increases which seem inevitable in the absence of 
agreement.

Two months before his death, President Kennedy said:
For too long both of ns have increased our military budgets, our nuclear 
stockpiles and our capacity to destroy all life—Shuman, animal, vegetable— 
without any corresponding increase in our security.^

President Johnson’s “freeze” proposal is a major step to halt this proc
ess at present levels in a way which actually could be carried out in a 
reasonable period of time.

The representative of Canada described the purpose of the freeze 
as follows at our meeting held on 23 January:

Between the phase of building up armaments and the hoped-for phase of 
reducing armaments, there has to be a point of time at which you stop— 
like changing the movement of a motor-car from forward to backward.^

Our Italian colleague made a similar point on 28 January:
In order to achieve disarmament, the first step inust be to put a stop to the 
armaments race. That is self-evident.*

Yesterday the representative of the United Arab Republic put it this 
way:

To halt the arms race is probably a most important prelude to disarmament. 
Perhaps the simplest way to achieve that result would be to make a verified 
halt of the development and production of armaments and to shut down the 
plants. Nuclear weapons and their vehicles of delivery should take first 
priority in this respect.*

President Johnson said: “The best way to begin disarming is to 
begin—” To do so, we must stop going in the direction we have been 
going and turn around. This would make steps in the direction of 
disarmament— ŝteps involving physical destruction of armaments— 
more meaningful. That was a point the representative of Burma 
made yesterday.® As President Johnson said, this method would 
“open the path to reductions in all types of forces from present levels”.

The best place to begin is with strategic nuclear vehicles. We have 
singled them out for three reasons. We believe first attention should 
be directed to the long-range weapons of greatest destructiveness. We 
believe a freeze on these weapons can be achieved with effective inspec
tion requirements which would be less than those required for a gen
eral and complete disarmament programme limiting all major arma
ments across the board. Finally, we believe we should focus on these

* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 527.
* BNDO/PV.158, p. 11.
* BNDC/PV.160, p. 29.
* BNDC/PV.161, p. 13.
“ IMd., p. 7.
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weapons because they are among the most expensive to develop and 
produce.

The Soviet Union has long urged that we begin disarming with 
nuclear delivery vehicles. Moreover, in several statements Premier 
Khrushchev has made the point that long-range rockets with nuclear 
tips are the most destructive weapons. He did so, for example, in 
speeches on 14 January 1960 to the Supreme Soviet; to a Moscow elec
tion rally oil 16 March 1962; and to the Moscow Congress for General 
Disarmament and Peace on 10 July 1962.̂  There have been claims by 
both sides to superiority in strategic nuclear forces. Regardless of 
which side is ahead, these are the weapons which appear most threaten
ing to all countries.

We suggest that the specifics of the freeze be explored by allies on 
both sides before detailed negotiations are undertaken. For our part, 
of course, we would give weight to the general reaction which delega
tions may wish to express here in the near future. To assist in their 
consideration, we suggest that the following be explored:

First, the freeze should, we believe, include strategic missiles and air
craft. The categories of weapons affected should be defined along 
lines of range and weight. For this measure, the categories suggested 
in stage I of the United States outline of 18 April 1962,̂  should be 
adjusted, we think, for several reasons. For instance, there have been 
changes in technology since those earlier categories were proposed. 
Moreover, the freeze would include only strategic categories; and it 
could be ■ implemented before agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.

Secondly, the United States believes the freeze should also include 
anti-ballistic missile systems. A freeze on strategic delivery systems 
without a freeze on anti-missile systems would be destabilizing and 
therefore unacceptable.

Thirdly, the immediate objective of the freeze on numbers should be 
to maintain the quantities of strategic nuclear vehicles held by the East 
and the West at constant levels. As we see it, the agreement should 
provide for a suitable number of missile tests without warheads to 
ensure that missile systems continue to be reliable over a period of time. 
For this and related purposes, it should also provide for production 
of replacements on a one-for-one basis: one missile produced for one 
destroyed. This should not, of course, permit any increase by either 
side in the constant level which it is the purpose of the agreement to 
maintain.

* See Documents on Disa/rmament, 1960, pp. 13-14; 1962, vol. I, pp. 151-159, 
vol. II, 635 fe.

* Ibid., vol. I, pp. 354-355.
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Fourthly, the objective of the freeze on characteristics should be, the 
United States believes, to prevent the development and deployment 
of strategic vehicles of a significantly new type. Like the freeze on 
numbers, this should apply to defensive as well as offensive vehicles. 
The significance of this provision might well be greater than that of 
the freeze on numbers. It would halt the race to produce better strate
gic vehicles to carry bigger warheads. It would mean an end to the 
qualitative as well as to the quantitative strategic arms race.

Fifthly, as I have already indicated, we have singled out strategic 
vehicles partly because we believe that the verification requirements 
would be less onerous than for a production freeze on the entire range 
of major armaments included within our general and complete dis
armament plan. One possible means of verifying the freeze would be 
to monitor significant existing production and testing facilities which 
each side would declare, and to provide for a specified number of spot 
checks to guard against possible undeclared facilities. That is an 
example of the kind of verification requirement we have in mind. 
Additional problems would remain. However, we believe verification 
can be effective without being burdensome. We hope that a system 
acceptable to all concerned could be worked out.

The freeze we wish to explore would have important advantages for 
all States. It would curb a key area of the arms race; it would inhibit 
development of costly, new and more destructive weapon systems; it 
would be an accomplishment far beyond any “confidence building” 
measure in significance, yet one that could be achieved in a reasonable 
period of time; it would lay a firm basis for the achievement of the 
balanced reductions contemplated in the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles;  ̂ it would tend to reduce any fears which may exist that 
either side could achieve a decisive first-strike capability; it would per
mit significant reduction of military expenditures; it would help to 
reduce tensions and accelerate the forward movement towards general 
disarmament.

My delegation would be grateful for initial reactions to this idea to 
assist us in exploring it further. We believe it holds great promise.

In future meetings I will be discussing other points in President 
Johnson’s message. Each of the five points in that message can be 
implemented separately or with any of the other points. Each is 
important to our work here. All are possible of achievement-

 ̂m d., 1961, pp. 439-442
I
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Additions and Amendments to the Revised Soviet Draft 
Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament Under 
Strict International Control, February 4, 1964 ^

1. In Article 5, paragraph 1, at the end of the first sentence replace the 
word “second” 'by the word “third”.
2. In Article 21, delete the words: “to conclude the destruction of all 
military rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons which were 
retained by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America after the implementation of the first stage”.
3. In Article 22, paragraph 1 (a), in the first sentence, after the words 
“types and capacities” add the words: “with the exception of the 
warheads pertaining to missiles temporarily retained by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America imder 
Article 6, paragraph 1 of this Treaty”.
4. In Article 22, paragraph 1(a), in the second sentence, after the 
words “extracted from” delete the word “such”.
5. Delete Chapter V A (Article 23A “The Destruction of Rockets 
Capable of Delivering Nuclear Weapons which were Retained after 
the First Stage”) .
6. In Article 30, add a new sentence: “The Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America undertake to complete 
the total elimination of all the missiles and the nuclear warheads 
pertaining thereto, which remained at their disposal under Article 5, 
paragraph 1 of this Treaty”.
7. After Article 35 add a new Article 35A:

Elimination of Missiles and of Nuclear Warheads pertaining thereto, retained
until the End of the Third Stage

1. At the end of the third stage there shall be carried out the elimination 
of all intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles 
in the ground-to-air category retained by the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics and the United States of America in accordance with the provisions of 
Article 5, paragraph 1 of this Treaty, together with the nuclear warheads, 
launching devices and guiding systems.

2. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall exercise 
control over the implementation of the measures referred to above in para
graph 1.

 ̂ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add.l, Feb. 4, 1964. For the revised Soviet draft treaty, 
see Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Gromyko Delivery Vehicles Proposals, February 4, 
1964"

Today we are taking up the question of general and complete 
disarmament; or rather, we are resuming our discussion of this 
subject.

The elaboration of an agreement on this question is the main task 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. The importance 
of solving this problem has been stressed, during the general debate 
to which we have devoted the past two weeks of the Committee’s 
work, by the representatives of Burma, the United Kingdom, Italy, 
Sweden, Ethiopia and India, and by the delegations of all the socialist 
countries.

We note with satisfaction the growing number of those who under
stand the need to eliminate the danger of a nuclear war as a matter 
of priority in the process of general and complete disarmament. This 
is precisely what the peoples of the world desire. To them, general 
and complete disarmament means first and foremost the elimination 
of the danger of a nuclear war.

From the very outset of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee, the Soviet Union has based itself on the assumption that, in 
solving the problem of general and complete disarmament, the most 
important thing is to eliminate the danger of a nuclear war. This 
can be accomplished if agreement is reached on the physical destruc
tion of the means whereby such a war could be waged. The draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament submitted by the Soviet 
Union  ̂is based on the need to eliminate the nuclear danger as rapidly 
as possible by destroying the means of delivery of such weapons in 
the first stage and by destroying the nuclear warheads themselves in 
the second stage. I would recall that the Soviet Union is prepared to 
agree that the elimination of nuclear weapons should also be carried 
out in the first stage of disarmament.®

What was the attitude of the Western Powers towards this ap
proach? They preferred to keep the nuclear menace, and proposed 
a percentage reduction of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons. 
Their disarmament programme provides for the elimination of the 
nuclear menace at the slowest possible rate, and in essence it means 
that the elimination of the danger of a nuclear war would be delayed

' ENDC/PV.163, pp. 18-28.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 10^127.
• END0/PY.81, p. 15.
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until the last day of disarmament, if not longer. It is obvious to 
everyone that such a position cannot serve as a basis for agreement.

Desiring to facilitate the preparation of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament in respect of the main question—nuclear dis
armament—, the Soviet Government expressed its agreement at the 
seventeenth session of the General Assembly of the United Nations 
that, when the means of delivery of nuclear weapons are destroyed 
in the first stage, an exception should be made for a strictly limited, 
agreed number of nuclear missiles which would be at the disposal 
solely of the Soviet Union and the United States and in their own 
territories.  ̂ At the eighteenth session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations the Soviet Union went even further and an
nounced  ̂ its willingness to agree that a limited number of inter
continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and ground-to-air missiles 
should remain at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United 
States in their own territories, not only until the end of the second 
stage but until the end of the third stage, that is until the completion 
of the entire process of general and complete disarmament.

In submitting its proposal the Soviet Government described it with 
uttermost clarity, which should fully suffice to enable all parties to 
adopt it as a basis for the further elaboration of an agreement on 
general and complete disarmament. Permit me to give some expla
nations of the motivation and content of our proposal both from the 
political and military point of view and from the point of view of 
the concrete form of this proposal in time and space, the control meas
ures we envisage.

From the political point of view, the retention by the Soviet Union 
and the United States until the very end of the disarmament process 
of a definite, limited number of missiles—what is called a “nuclear 
umbrella”, a metaphor to which the Canadian representative has just 
taken exception ®—would create additional guarantees for the secu
rity of States, about the necessity for which the Western representa
tives have had a good deal to say.

The reason why we agree to the retention of a “nuclear umbrella” 
is that the Weistem Powers see some sort of menace to themselves in 
the complete elimination of nuclear weapons in the first and even in the 
second stages of disarmament, whereas an “umbrella” would some
how shelter them, and the whole subsequent process of disarmament 
from beginning to end would take place under its protection. If 
one were to place oneself in the position of a State which does not

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938. 
 ̂Ihid., 1963, pp. 515-516.

* ENDG/PV.163, p. 15.
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wish to renounce its nuclear weapons in the very first stage of dis
armament beiause it fears it might be cheated by another State, the 
missiles retained by agreement would give such a State an extremely 
weighty guarantee of security in the form of the capacity to deal a 
nuclear couiiter-blow against an aggressor. An aggressor would hot 
be able to destroy the means for dealing a counter-blow which would 
be retained by the other State, the victim of aggression, because in 
order to put a modern intercontinental missile out of action it is not 
enough to aim at it, say, one or even two or three intercontinental 
missiles.

Furthermore, and this is the important point, the Soviet proposal 
for a “nuclear umbrella” should be considered not in isolation but in 
conjunction with other disarmament measures. Moreover, in the con
ditions in which the wide disarmament measures which the Soviet 
Union has proposed for the first and second stages would be carried 
out, and with the widespread control which would accompany these 
measures, it would in fact be impossible to conceal any significant 
quantity of weapons, even if one bases oneself on such a presumption, 
as the representatives of the Western Powers do.

In order that it may not be possible for the “ntxclear umbrella’’ to 
serve the purposes of a war of aggression, the Soviet Union and the 
United States should retain a minimum quantity of missiles with 
nuclear warheads. That is why we propose to be guided in regard 
to the “umbrella” by the criterion of. a “strictly ■ limited number” of 
missiles. Having adopted this principle, the two sides will then have 
to agree on the specific number of missiles to be retained; in other 
words, we envisage conducting negotiations on this question with a 
view to agreeing on appropriate figures on the basis of the aforesaid 
principle. Until this criterion is adopted, the discussion of any fig
ures would be useless and would give rise to lengthy and sterile tech
nical arguments. It should be clear from our position that we have 
no intention of monopolizing the right to put forward specific 
figures in this field, and if the representatives of the Western Powers 
would, for their part, like to name straight away any figure or figures 
compatible with the aforementioned principle, this would be inter
preted as a manifestation on the part of the Western Powers of their 
agreement; of course, we should welcome this and should readily 
begin negotiations on the types and numbers of the missiles to be 
retained by the two sides.

If the Soviet Union and the United States retained a limited num
ber of missiles until the end of the disarmament process, the problem 
of mutual mistrust between the two sides during the disarmament 
process would be virtually eliminated- It is impossible to imagine 
that, if a “nuclear umbrella” existed, any State would venture to
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violate peace and embark on aggression. The aggressor would have 
to pay a high price for such an act. In this regard the situation is 
so clear that there is no need to go into further details. Another 
advantage of the Soviet proposal for a “nuclear umbrella” is that it 
would eliminate any stimulus to conceal weapons during the disarma
ment process. After all, if an attempt to conceal weapons would in
volve an enormous risk of exposure, and the risk of unleashing a war 
with these weapons could not be taken because of their absolute quan
titative insufficiency, and therefore these weapons could not be used, 
it is a matter of logic that there would be no sense in concealing wea
pons—that is, perpetrating a violation of the treaty, with all the 
serious consequences that would entail for the violator.

The question of the means for maintaining peace during the disar
mament process, to which some representatives attach particular im
portance, would also be Very much simplified.

The problem of “maintaining the balance of forces” would be 
solved in quite a different way. What we are resolutely opposed to 
is that any State or group of States should Obtain a military advantage 
during the process of disarmament. That is the premise on which our 
draft treaty is based. That is the correct and necessary approach.

But it is one thing not to allow any State to obtain unilateral mili
tary advantages, and quite another thing to try to maintain the balance 
of forces with such scrupulous apothecary’s precision as would not 
lend itself to definition in practice. After all, it is impossible to speak 
of disarmament measures under the pretext of maintaining the so- 
called military balance. Moreover, where are the yardsticks, where 
are the scales on which it would be possible to weigh the armaments 
of the two sides in order to be sure that the balance is being main
tained ? If one were to set oneself such a task, it would be necessary 
right from the beginning of disarmament to establish control not only 
over all disarmament measures—-which is quite legitimate and neces
sary— b̂ut also over all the armaments retained by States, which in 
itself would affect their security to a considerable degree. The entire 
economy of a country would in fact be placed under all-round foreign 
control. The absurdity of such an approach is, apparently, obvious 
to its authors themselves. All this shows that it is necessary to ap
proach the problem of working out disarmament measures with firm 
principles.

This means that, in working out these measures, one should be 
guided not solely by the requirements of war departments or by the 
specific philosophy of generals concerning the maintenance of the 
military balance, but preference should be given to considerations for 
halting the armaments race, to the demands for a decisive reduction 
of the danger of a nuclear war, and to the interests of disarmament.
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In general, priority should be given to disarmament and not to any 
other considerations. One cannot allow speculaiion on the basis of 
the slogan of “maintaining the balance of forces”—that is, maintaining 
the ratio of qualitative and quantitative indices of armed forces and 
their structure— b̂ecause that would lead to undermining the cause of 
disarmament. Any attempt to subordinate actual disarmament to 
the concept of military balance would lead to a bog of endless unpro
ductive disputes, arbitrary judgments and subjective conclusions. 
That, as we all know, led to the complete failure of the negotiations 
on disarmament in the League of Nâ tions.

The Soviet proposal for a “nuclear umbrella” makes the talk of 
“maintaining the balance of forces” poiiitless, *and thus puts an end 
to any attempt under this pretext to delay or postpone the solution of 
the problems of general and complete disarmament.

From the specifically military point of view, the Soviet proposal 
indicates quite clearly the types of missiles which, in our opinion, 
should be included in the “nuclear umbreUa”. The Soviet Union 
proposes to retain, as a “protective umbrella”, (1) intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, which would also be a deterrent, (2) anti-missile 
missiles, and (3) anti-aircraft missiles in the “ground-to-air” cate
gory. The two last-named categories of missiles are to be retained 
in case, as the Western Powere fear, anyone should attempt in viola
tion of the treaty to conceal a certain number of missiles or bomber 
aircraft, or to adapt existing civil aircraft for an attack.

It would, of course, be premature at present to raise the question 
whether, let us say, the United States should retain in the category 
of anti-aircraft missiles the “Nike-Zeus” rocket or some other par
ticular type of missile. In this regard what is important now is the 
principle. As soon as we can reach agreement on that, we do not 
think that it will be particularly difficult for the parties to agree on 
the type of missiles and their quantities.

Now about the time of the establishment of the “umbrella” and the 
time-limits for its existence. The “nuclear umbrella” would be at 
the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States from the end 
of the first stage of disarmament, after the elimination of the means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons provided for by the Soviet draft treaty 
on general and complete disarmament. In this way “the umbrella” 
would be retained during the second and until the end of the third 
stage; that is, until the completion of the entire process of general 
and complete disarmament. Of course, by the end of t3ie third stage 
the missiles and their nuclear warheads, as well as the launching pads,

The missiles retained at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the 
United States must be located respectively in Soviet and United States
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territory only. Again, it would be senseless to try to discuss now 
precisely where and at which geographical points missile installations 
should be located; in any case this question is unlikely to give rise to 
any serious difficulties. But we deem it essential that the inadmis
sibility of locating nuclear weapons in foreign territories should be 
recognized. Look at the facts and you will see that the stationing 
of strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons in foreign territories 
aggravates the international situation and increases the danger of war.

In regard to control, the Soviet Government envisages that during 
the whole period of the existence of the “nuclear umbrella” strict 
control over it would be established. This control would come into 
operation from the very beginning of the second stage of disarmament 
and, as the Soviet delegation has already explained in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee, would be established directly at the launching pads, 
the number of which should not be greater than the number of missiles 
retained.̂  I doubt whether anyone would venture to assert that con
trol based on the principle' w© propose would not be thorough.

As regards the problem of control in connexion with the estab
lishment of the “umbrella”, it should be pointed out that the retention 
by the Soviet Union and the United States of limited quantities of 
nuclear weapons would facilitate the achievement of agreement in 
regard to control over the implementation of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament. We have always believed and continue 
to believe that, for the implementation of the entire programme of 
disarmament, control over the destruction of armaments and the dis
bandment of armed forces are sufficient. The Western Powers put 
forward demands for verification of remaining armaments and armed 
forces. The arguments with which the Western Powers have tried 
to justify these demands have boiled down to the following: that 
unless there was verification of remaining armaments, arming might 
be concealed. I have already stated that, now that it is proposed to 
retain a “nuclear umbrella”, these arguments become quite valueless.

Such is our proposal, which members of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee can examine from any angle so as to convince themselves that 
nothing is hidden behind it and that there are no traps. What are 
the prospects opened up by this proposal in regard to solving our main 
problem, the drafting of a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment ?

The Soviet Government’s proposal for the retention by the Soviet 
Union and the United States of an agreed and strictly limited number 
of missiles does away with the doubts and objections put forward by 
the Western Powers against our proposal for the elimination of the 
means of delivery in the first stage of disarmament. That proposal

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 126.
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has created a possibility for solving a key problem of the programme 
of general and complete disarmament and bringing about a radical 
change in the work of the Committee on that programme.

It should be pointed out that yet another argument advanced against 
our draft treaity has apparently now been eliminated: namely, that 
it is impossible to establish a clear distinction between means of deliv
ery of nuclear weapons and other types of weapons. Efforts have 
been made to prove to us that between a strategic missile with a nuclear 
warhead and a simple machine-gun there are so many gradations that 
the transition from one category to another is imperceptible. We 
now have in the. Committee a document submitted by the Western 
side which shows the far-fetched nature of such a point of view. I 
refer to President Johnson’s message of 21 January 1964,̂ ' in which 
strategic nuclear vehicles are treated as a special category of weapons 
distinct from all the rest. The Soviet delegation intends later to com
ment in greater detail on President Johnson’s proposals, and for the 
time being we will only note that they have been drafted with due 
regard to the possibility of subdividing weapons into separate cate
gories on the basis of their capability to deliver nuclear weapons to 
their targets. This is a positive change in opinion which allows us 
to hope for a more realistic approach by the Western Powers to the 
question of the physical destruction of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons.

The constructive significance of the Soviet proposal for a “nuclear 
umbrella” is shown by the positive appraisal which it was given at 
the eighteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly and in 
our Committee. This proposal w£is supported by the socialist States 
and by the representatives of a number of nonaligned States such as 
Burma, Cypruŝ  Ghana, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Malaysia, Mali, Ni
geria, Peru arid the United Arab Eepublic, and was welcomed by 
some representatives of the Western Powers. The Prime Minister 
of the United Kingdom, Sir Alec Douglas-Home, in his statement to 
the General Assembly on 1 October 1963, said:

. . .  I have given close attention to Mr. Gromyko’s speech, and I welcome 
very much the constructive piassages in it on disarmament, and particularly 
that passiage in which he said that the Soviet Union would be willing to see 
a certain number of missiles retained on both sides in the third phase of 
disarmament. It removes, in my opinion, one of the objections to the pro
posals of 1962 made by the Soviet Union. . . . ®

The representative of India, Mrs. Pandit, speaking in the First 
Committee on 30 October 1963, emphasized that:

 ̂Ante, pp. 7-9.
® General Assembly Official Records: Eighteenth Session, 1222d Plenary Meet

ing, p. 7.
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Mr. Gromyko’s agreement to the retention of a certain number of missiles 
by the two great Powers to the end of the last stage of disarmament, made in 
his speech before the General Assembly, is the most significant development 
on the disarmament plan this year/

The remarks made by the representative of India in this Committee, 
Mr. Nehru, were also favourable to our proposal.̂

We noted with satisfaction the appreciation of the “nuclear um
brella” by the representative of Sweden in the First Committee, Mr. 
Sohlman. We hope that his opinion is shared by Mrs. Myrdal. I 
will recall that on 30 October 1963 Mr. Sohlman stated:

. . . the most important new element, introducing a fundamental change 
in the very perspective under which we have to perceive the disarmament proc
ess, has, it seems to our delegation, been brought about by the acceptance by 
the Soviet Union of the concept of the “nuclear umbrella” . . . .

First and foremost, It provides military security for the main parties, thereby 
engendering political confidence. As a consequence, the disarmament process 
need no longer be considered as an “open-end proposition”, the “risk” taken in 
entering upon an agreement to disarm being considerably rMuced for the world 
Powers. This would, eo ipso, eliminate their reasons for hesitating to make an 
initial commitment about disarmainent.®

I will not take up the Committee’s time any further by quoting from 
many other authoritative statements in support of our proposal. It 
seems to us that the attitude of the majority to this proposal was 
most clearly and convincingly expressed by the representative of 
Burma, Mr. Barrington, in his statement of 30 January 1964 when 
he said:

The offer of the Soviet Union to extend the so-called nuclear umbrella to 
the end of the third stage of the disarmament plan constitutes, in our view, the 
most important move that has yet been made in the field of nuclear disarma- 
ment since the Soviet and United States disarmament plans, were submitted at 
the beginning of the deliberations of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. We be
lieve it to be the urgent task of our Committee to explore the possibilities of 
advance which this move opens up.*

However, in the general chorus of welcome and support for the 
Soviet Union’s proposal for the retention of a limited number of 
missiles in the territories of the Soviet Union and the United States 
during the entire disarmament process, some other notes can be heard. 
The representatives of some States claim that our proposal requires 
certain clarifications and greater precision. In the opinion of the 
Soviet delegation, at present it would be more appropriate to clarify, 
and give greater precision to the position of those States themselves

‘ A/C.1/PV.1321, p. 37.
ENI>0/PV.162, p. 13. 

» A/C.1/PV.1321, p. 56.
* ENDC/PV.161, p. 8.
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in regard to the Soviet proposal: do they agree with it, do they agree 
with what we propose, or have they certain opinions and reservations ? 
If everyone is in agreement with our proposal, let us record this agree
ment and then we can pass on to clarifying the details. If anyone 
has his own particular views on any aspect of our proposal, let us 
examine and discuss them. But until we reach agreement in principle 
on the substance of the proposal to retain a “nuclear umbrella”, we 
shall not be able to make any progress.

When the Eighteen-Nation Committee resumed its work, Mr. Foster, 
the representative of the United States, reminded us of what the late 
President Kennedy had said:

Let both sides explore what problems unite us instead, of belaboring those
problems which divide us.*

Mr. Foster then informed us of President Johnson’s intention to carry 
on the policies of the Kennedy Administration. Any attempt to start 
going into details in the absence of agreement on the main point would 
be contrary to that line, since it would lead to widening the differences 
between us and not to our moving forward. A discussion on such a 
plane and in such circumstances would inevitably lead not to our com
ing closer together but to our finding ourselves further apart from 
each other.

The Soviet delegation considers that the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee should make every effort to reach agreement on the question of 
the “nuclear umbrella”. The Soviet delegation is ready to carry out 
a serious and businesslike discussion, and the first step in such a dis
cussion should be the establishment of a conmion platform. Then we 
shall have a solid basis on which to discuss from the practical view
point all the derivative questions, details and particulars. But first 
we must find a common language, a common platform, and agree on the 
general principle; then a constructive dialogue on details will become 
possible.

In accordance with the new proposal submitted by Mr. Gromyko, the 
Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, at the eighteenth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly concerning the duration of the 
existence of the “nuclear umbrella”, the delegation of the Soviet Union 
is submitting for consideration by the Committee some additions and 
amendments to the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete dis
armament. I  request the Secretariat to issue these amendments as a 
document of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.®

We appeal to all members of the Committee to adopt a positive 
attitude and to take advantage of the favourable conditions in which

* ENDC/PV.157, p. 8. 
® 8upra.
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the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament has 
started, so that we may solve as soon as possible the problem of elimi
nating the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, and advance the 
cause of general and complete disarmament.

Statement by AGDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Nondissemination 
of Nuclear Weapons, February 6, 1964 ^

I

Today I should like to begin consideration of one of the major areas 
outlined in President Johnson’s message to the Conference  ̂ where 
further steps can and should be taken in 1964. That is the area of 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons and of weapon material and 
information. All the participants in our Conference have expressed 
the need for consideration of that important subject.

My purposes today are: first, to emphasize the reasons why the 
United States delegation believes it imperative that action be taken 
now, before it is too late, to inhibit the multiplication of national 
nuclear capabilities; second, to review briefly the present United States 
policy with regard to nuclear non-dissemination; and, third, to present 
the important features of specific steps which we believe can be taken 
immediately to contain the nuclear threat. At subsequent meetings I 
shall explore in greater depth the series of separate measures in this 
field which the United States is proposing.

The spread of nuclear weapons and weapon technology to non
nuclear nations constitutes a grave threat to the security and peace of 
all nations, large and small, nuclear and non-nuclear. This is one of 
the postulates upon which all participants in this Conference agree. 
Every increase in the number of nations controlling nuclear weapons 
will multiply the possibilities of nuclear confrontations and the risks 
of accidental or intentional use of nuclear weapons.

A further spread of national nuclear forces would constitute a threat 
as critical to the security of non-nuclear as to that of nuclear nations. 
This was one of President Kennedy’s major concerns. He brought the 
point home when on 26 July 1963 he said:

I ask you to stop and think for a moment what it would mean to have 
nuclear weapons . . .  in the hands of countries large and small, stable and 
unstable, responsible and irresponsible, scattered through the world. There

1 END0/PV.164, pp. 5-10. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 7-9.
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would be no rest for anyone then, no stability, no real security and no chance 
of effective disarmament.’̂

Non-nuclear nations have frequently expressed the fear of being 
caught in the cross-fire of a nuclear exchange between the two nuclear 
sides. Certainly the deadly fall-out which would result from such 
an exchange would not be confined within any particular set of national 
boundaries. But I think it is equally true that the security of non
nuclear Powers among themselves will be decreased by the wider 
dissemination of national nuclear weapon capabilities.

Arms races, unfortunately, are not confined to large industrial 
nations. We are all aware that local arms races are being run today 
in various trouble-spots of the world. Nuclear weapons would add 
a new and dangerous ingredient to any of these potentially-explosive 
situations.

’ The acquisition of nuclear weapons by smaller countries would 
increase the likelihood of the great Powers becoming involved in what 
otherwise might remain local conflicts. This danger was recognized 
by Chairman Khrushchev in his note regarding peaceful settlement of 
territorial disputes.̂

Finally, nuclear aspirations are costly to realize. Countries in need 
of economic development should not slow down or halt programmes 
designed to raise the standards of living of all their people in order 
to seek the dubious distinction of membership in the nuclear club.

It should be clear to us all, therefore, that steps to inhibit or prevent 
the proliferation of national nuclear weapon capabilities are a common 
interest of us all. This is the point I wish to stress. It is a conclusion 
to which both moral sense and national self-interest lead us. The 
interests of both nuclear sides overlap in this area. Here also the 
interests of the non-nuclear Powers overlap with one another and with 
those of the existing nuclear Powers.

Since the dawn of the nuclear age, United States policy has been 
firmly fixed against the spread of national nuclear weapon capabilities. 
As you all know, it was the United States which in 1946 presented to 
the United Nations a plan to bring atomic energy activities under 
international control and to.eliminate all atomic weapons from national 
arsenals.® Furthermore, existing domestic legislation in the United 
States prohibits the transfer of nuclear weapons to any nation that has 
not already developed such weapons, and atomic energy assistance of 
any kind to other countries is subjected to stringent control.̂

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 254.
 ̂m d., pp. 654-665.

«m d., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
See Atomic Energy Legislation through 88th Gong., 2d sess. [printed for the 

use of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Dec. 1964].
f7'74-812-H65'------ 4
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It is United States policy to further the development of peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. President Eisenhower, in his “Atoms for 
Peace” address to the United Nations in 1953, charted our course in this 
regard.̂  The United States subsequently gave its strong support to 
the establishment of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

However, ever since the first controlled nuclear reaction the world 
has been plagued by a peculiar fact of nature. Almost any peaceful 
use of nuclear energy results in the creation of plutonium, an element 
which can be used to make the most destructive weapons mankind has 
ever known. Therefore, any nuclear power plant is a potential source 
of the raw material for atomic explosives. For this reason it has long 
been the policy of the United States Government to support the appli
cation of international controls to the transfer of nuclear materials, 
equipment or information between States for peaceful uses, as a safe
guard against proliferation of nuclear weapon capabilities. The 
United States has, in this regard, given strong support to the develop
ment of a system of safeguards by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency.  ̂ We are pleased to note that the Soviet Union has recently 
lent its support to the extension of this system of international safe
guards to large reactor facilities.®

Finally, in this review of United States policy with regard to non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons, it should be noted that my Gov
ernment voted in favour of the Irish resolution unanimously adopted 
by the sixteenth session of the General Assembly.  ̂ You will recall 
that that resolution calls upon all States, and in particular upon the 
States at present possessing nuclear weapons, to use their best en
deavours to secure the conclusion of an international agreement under 
which nuclear States would undertake to refrain from relinquishing 
control of nuclear weapons to States not possessing such weapons. 
The agreement called for by the Irish resolution would also contain 
provisions under which States not possessing nuclear weapons would 
undertake not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control of such 
weapons. The United States has long sought an agreement which 
would implement the terms of the Irish resolution.

We wish to make it clear that the creation of multilateral defence 
forces within the framework of existing collective security arrange
ments would not result in additional States obtaining national control 
of nuclear weapons. The creation of such forces would be fully 
consistent with the Irish resolution and would, in fact, reinforce

^Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. I, pp. 384-387.
® For the IAEA safeguards system, see iMd., 1961, pp. 21-33.
•The extended safeguards system was approved by the IAEA Board of 

Governors on Feb. 26 {post, pp. 66-66).
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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common policies to prevent wider dissemination of national nuclear 
weapon capabilities.

What practical steps can be taken to contain the threat to the secu
rity of all nations which the potential spread of national nuclear 
weapon capabilities presents? Inability to reach agreement on a 
complete solution of international problems is no excuse for failure to 
take whatever steps are possible towards a partial solution. There 
are constructive steps which we believe the nuclear States can take 
towards the objective of preventing the dissemination of national 
nuclear weapon capabilities; and there are steps which non-nuclear 
States can take in the same field that will increase their own security 
in the nuclear age.

The United States proposes the following actions:

First: the United States will, in private discussions, seek agree
ment with the Soviet Union on the terms of a declaration based on the 
Irish resolution. That would contain imdertakings regarding non- 
dissemination and non-acquisition of nuclear weapons. Such a dec
laration should, we believe, be subject to accession by both nuclear 
and non-nuclear Powers. As an iihmediate step and to facilitate 
progress in these discussions, the United States, for its part, does not 
intend to take any actions inconsistent with the terms of the Irish 
resolution. That is the declared policy of the United States.

Second: The United States proposes an exploration of the possi
bilities of agreement on the application of effective safeguards to 
transfers of fissionable materials, equipment or information, for peace
ful purposes. We believe that safeguards of this kind would minimize 
the possibilities of the development of additional nuclear weapon 
capabilities under national control as a result of such transfers. The 
kind of agreement we wish to consider would provide that transfers 
for peaceful purposes would take place only under International 
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards or similar arrangements.

Third: the United States reaffirms, as a contribution to the objective 
of restricting dissemination of nuclear weapons, its proposal for a 
verified halt in the production of fissionable materials for use in 
iiuclear weapons; and, in association with such a halt, the United 
States also reaffirms its proposal for the transfer by the United States 
and the Soviet Union of agreed quantities of weapon-grade U-235 to
non-weapons uses.̂

If such a production cut-off can be agreed as a separate measure, 
prior to agreement on Stage I of general and complete disarmament 
and establishment of an international disarmament organization, the 
possibility of verification by the International Atomic Energy Agency

 ̂See ma., 196S, pp. 330-333.
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should be explored. For example, tlie International Atomic Energy 
Agency might verify the halt in production of fissionable materials for 
use in weap ons at existing pr oducti on facilities. That might be done on 
a temporary or permanent basis as agreed in consultation with that 
organization. Inspection to provide assurance that fissionable ma
terials for weapon use were not produced at clandestine facilities 
could be conducted on a reciprocal basis pending establishment of the 
international disarmament organization.

Fourth: we have already stated that the United States intends to 
reduce its production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear 
weapons. President Johnson has announced that the United States 
is shutting down four plutonium reactors and cutting back production 
of U-235.  ̂ This should provide a good opportunity for the Soviet 
Union to follow the principle of mutual example. We urge the Soviet 
Union to make a similar reduction of its production facilities. We 
are prepared to agree with the Soviet Union to the plant-by-plant 
shut-down of additional nuclear production facilities on a verified 
and reciprocal basis.

F ifth: the United States is prepared to permit international inspec
tion of one of the weapon material production reactors scheduled to be 
shut down in our country. Possibly this could be done by the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency. This offer by the United States is 
intended to provide an example and a precedent. We hope that the 
Soviet Union will reciprocate, but the offer stands whether or not 
it is reciprocated.

If the Soviet Union agrees to corresponding verified reactor shut
downs, the United States offer to accept international inspection will 
be extended as other reactors are shut down.

Containment of the nuclear threat is an interest shared by all 
nations, large and small, nuclear and non-nuclear, industrial and 
developing. The limited nuclear test ban treaty was a first step in 
that direction. As I have indicated, there is a variety of further 
practical and possible steps to contain the wider dissemination of na
tional nuclear capabilities. Those steps would logically follow upon 
the nuclear test ban.

At subsequent meetings the United States will explore with the 
Committee in detail the nature of these and other United States pro
posals for nuclear containment.

 ̂Ante, p. 4.
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Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Reduction of De
livery Vehicles, February 11, 1964 ^

I listened with a great deal of interest to the statement made this 
morning by our Czechoslovak colleague. I hope that after further 
study of that statement we too shall find additional light on Mr. 
Gromyko’s proposals which were put before us in detail by Mr. 
Tsarapkin last week.̂  I also listened with great interest to our United 
Kingdom colleague. I shall touch on a number of the same points 
which he has discussed, and I hope that in this way we can elicit from 
our Soviet colleagues further light on what is an interesting proposal.

Like the two preceding speakers, we welcome the opportunity to 
return to discussion on the reduction and eventual elimination of 
nuclear delivery vehicles and conventional armaments, and on measures 
of nuclear disarmament. This morning I wish to consider first the 
United States position on some of those subjects. Then I will set forth 
some of our views regarding the new proposal by Forei^ Minister 
Gromyko.® This was described to us by our Soviet colleague at our 
meeting of 4 February.

The United States would begin the disarmament process with 
President Johnson’s proposal for a freeze on the numbers and char
acteristics of strategic nuclear vehicles."̂  This proposal would curb 
a deadly and costly area of the arms race. It could be effectively 
verified by less burdensome procedures than those necessary for gen
eral and complete disarmament—for example, by inspection of such 
activities as production and testing. It would be a proposal of major 
significance, for it would halt the race for more and better strategic 
nuclear vehicles. Yet it could be accomplished in a reasonable period 
of time and before the first stage of general and complete disarmament.

Stage I of the United States disarmament plan would broaden this 
freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles to include production limitations 
on all major types of armaments.® Conventional armaments, such as 
tanks and armoured personnel carriers, would be added to the arma
ments covered, as would “dual-capable” weapons, such as fighter air
craft, non-strategic missiles, and cruisers.

" ENDO/PV.165, pp. 1^24.
 ̂Ante, pp. 23-32.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 515-516.
* Ante, p. 8.
' Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730; 

1963, p. 327.
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Also in stage I all major armaments would be reduced across the 
board to 70 per cent of the level existing at the beginning. In stage II 
these armaments would be reduced to 35 per cent, in stage III to zero. 
All other armaments woidd be reduced beginning in the second stage.

A key provision of the United States plan is that reductions would 
take place on a percentage basis throughout the three stages. This 
procedure is designed to reduce aU armaments in national forces in an 
even, balanced relationship. These reductions would be spaced over 
each stage of disarmament. Each stage would bear a nearly equal 
burden of the reductions.

To illustrate the “how” and “why” of the United States plan, let 
us take a simple example. Suppose one side had one hundred of a 
particular type of long-range missile and the other had seventy of a 
missile of similar range. In the first stage, the side with one hundred 
would have to give up thirty, and the side with seventy would lose only 
twenty-one. The numerical difference between the two sides would 
be less in absolute terms at the 6nd of the stage. However, the ten-to- 
seven ratio with which they began would still exist. Thus, if you 
have more, you lose more, but the balance between the two sides remains 
the same. In the United States plan, this process would continue until 
the completion of disarmament.

This, of course, is a much over-simplified example. One cannot look 
only at numbers of one type of missile in determining whether balance 
exists. My example ignores other types of missiles and weapons 
where numerical superiority may be on the other side. One must 
consider all major armaments to determine the military relationship 
between the two sides. Moreover, my example assumes that two 
missiles of similar range are equivalents That is not the case if the 
warhead sizes are different. It is not the case if one side has an anti
city targeting plan and the other an anti-missile targeting plan. It is 
not the case if one side has much more concentrated populations or 
missile pads than the other. Other examples of the same sort can be 
introduced. For these reasons, numbers alone do not determine 
balance.

I think both sides accept the fact that a rough sort of balance does 
exist today. That seems to be the point of Chairman Khrushchev’s 
and President Kennedy’s agreement that, if a nuclear exchange took 
place between their two countries, the living would envy the dead. 
In this connexion our Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, recently 
described the threat to the United States in this way:

. . . given the kind of force the Soviets are building, including submarine- 
launch^ missiles beyond the reach of our offensive forces, the damage which 
the Soviets could inflict on us and our allies, no matter what we do to limit it, 
remains extremely high . . . .
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[We must] reoognlzse that strategic nuclear war would under all foreseeable 
circumstances be bilateral—and highly destructive to both sides/

It is agreed, therefore, that a ix>ugh balance of destructive power exists 
now between the two sides.

At our meeting on 4 February the Soviet representative questioned 
whether there was any method by which one could determine that the 
balance at any point was exact.̂  We do not know any such method 
at the present time. Each side, however, presumably has designed 
its own defence system to meet its own needs. That is how the present 
balance was achieved. If every major type of armament in the de
fence system of each side is reduced by equal percentage at the same 
time, the present rough balance would be retained throughout the 
disarmament process. That is the simplest, the fairest and the best 
way to ensure that neither side gains a military advantage over the 
other during the process.

If disarmament is to succeed, it is essential that no country believe 
that it has been placed at a military disadvantage as a result of un
balanced reductions. That is the purpose of point 6 of the Joint State
ment of Agreed Principles.  ̂ To make progress towards our goal we 
must make sure that disarmament does not decrease the security of 
any State.

Towards the conclusion of his remarks on 4 Febniary, the Soviet 
representative described the USSR proposal as providing—

. . . for the retention of a limited number of missiles in tiie territcjries 
of the Soviet Union and the United States during the entire disarmament 
process . . . .

The United States plan also provides for the retention of agreed 
. quantities of missiles to the end of the third stage. In this respect, the 
Soviet Union has moved in the direction of agreement, just as Presi
dent Johnson’s proposal for a freeze on strategic vehicles seems to us 
to move in the direction of agreement. It is not clear, however, how 
far the Gromyko proposal goes in this direction.

As I have said, we propose stage-by-stage straight-line reductions of 
missiles, as well as of all other major armaments. This will r.̂ sult in 
the retention of decreasing percentages of these weapons throughout 
the disarmament process. We have not been told whether the Soviet 
plan provides for these stage-by-stage reductions. By implication, 
however, it appears that the Soviet proposal would eliminate all other 
nuclear delivery vehicles and provide for steep reductions in land- 
based intercontinental missiles to some very low level on both sides

' lUd., ms, p. 587.
* Ante, pp. 26-27.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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by the end of stage I. That level would then be continued to the end 
of disarmament. If that is so, we a2>pear to be rather far from 
agreement. The principle of balance would be, if I may say so, out 
the window; and the first stage would be much overburdened.

As I indicated earlier, balance depends upon many things in addi
tion to the number of intercontinental missiles on each side. The 
rough balance now in existence cannot be maintained by cutting these 
missiles immediately to a very low level while at the same time elimi
nating all other nuclear delivery vehicles. That would ignore differ
ences other than between the numbers of intercontinental missiles 
which exist between the two sides.

Because of these differences, the Soviet proposal would seem to 
modify in favour of the Soviet Union the mix of armaments to be re
tained after the first stage. Moreover, it would apparently eliminate 
in that stage nuclear delivery vehicles upon which the West has come 
to rely more than the Soviet Union seems to. Those eliminated in
clude, for example, missile-launching submarines.

The interesting point made by the Soviet representative was that 
the retained missiles would serve as a deterrent throughout the dis
armament process. He seems to have overlooked the fact that not 
only are the types of weapons important, but their invulnerability 
also is important. Therefore hardening or mobility can be crucial in 
ensuring a secure deterrent.

The Soviet Union’s theory for the retention of land-based missiles 
was’ stated at the meeting of 4 February as follows:

If one were to place oneself in the position of a State which does not wish 
to renounce its nuclear weapons in the very first stage of disarmament because 
it fears it might be cheated by another State, the missiles retained by agree
ment would give such a State an extremely weighty guarantee of security * 
in the form of the capacity to deal a nuclear counter-blow against an aggressor. 
An aggressor would not be able to destroy the means for dealing a counter
blow which would toe retained by the other State, the victim of aggression, be
cause in order to put a modem intercontinental missile out of action it is not 
enough to aim at it, say, one or even two or three intercontinental missiles.^

If land-based intercontinental missiles are invulnerable in this way, 
so, for example, are the submarine-based missiles possessed now by 
both sides. This was a point made in the statement which I quoted 
from Secretary McNamara. We see no reason to treat such missiles 
differently from land-based missiles. Under the United States plan 
they would not be so treated.

There are other similarities and differences between the United 
States plan and the new Soviet proposal. In the case of verification, 
for example, the Soviet Union would permit control at the launching

 ̂Ante, pp. 2^25.
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pads themselves, at least from the beginning of the second stage. We 
welcome that as a move in the right direction. However, it would not 
permit control at the launching pads during the first stage, as would 
the United States plan.

There has been no indication yet concerning how the Soviet plan 
would provide assurance against hidden launching pads or vehicles. 
If, for example, one side suspected that the other was retaining some 
delivery vehicles in violation of the agreement, what kind of inspection 
would be allowed under the Soviet proposal ? In this connexion the 
Soviet representative said last Tuesday that, if missiles were retained 
to the end on both sides—

. . . the problem of mutual mistrust . . . during the disarmament process •
*

would be virtually eliminated.

This seems to suggest that, in his view, inspection is not necessary for 
solving the problem of mutual mistrust. Apparently for similar 
reasons, he suggested that “greater simplification” of peace-keeping 
machinery would be possible under the Soviet plan. If that is the 
correct interpretation of the Soviet position, the United States can
not agree. The problems of peace-keeping and verification remain 
unchanged.

As I have already indicated, our plan also would provide for rer 
tention of missiles on both sides to the end of the disarmament process. 
Yet the United States outline provides for the gradual strengthening 
of verification effectiveness and peace-keeping machinery as disarma
ment progresses. That is because we feel that the threat posed by 
hidden nuclear vehicles and weapons will increase as the arms on both 
sides approach zero. It is also because, as they approach zero, effec
tive means other than national forces must be found for ensuring that 
all disputes between States are settled peacefully. Neither verifi
cation nor peace-keeping machinery can be built overnight at tJie end 
of the process.

Those, then, are some of our agreements and some of our disagree
ments with the Soviet proposal. We agree with the principle of re
tention of agreed missiles on both sides throughout the disarmament 
process. But this agreement does not signify that we are close to agree
ment on any disarmament measure.

The Canadian representative listed many other agreements on prin
ciple which we in the West have with our Soviet colleague.  ̂ I might 
also add to Mr. Burns’ list all the principles stated in the Joint State
ment of Agreed Principles and perhaps others as well. But I sub
scribe to his view that such agreements do not always lead to agree-

" ENDC/PV.163, p. 14
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ment on disarmament measures. We need agreement on specific pro
posals as well as on general principles, in order to move ahead.

I hope that at coming meetings we shall be able to explore and de
velop common areas of approach. In doing so I will touch upon both 
those issues which unite us and those where we differ.

My delegation looks forward to the clarification of the Soviet pro
posals which was promised us at the meeting of 4 February.̂  In the 
meantime we will continue to seek areas of agreement on concrete 
measures.

Brazilian Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Application of Sav
ings on Military Expenditures, February 13, 1964 *

The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment,

Gortsidering the desire often reiterated by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations as Well as by the large majority of those re
sponsible for the conduct of human affairs that immediate and prac
tical results be attained in the discussion of disarmament problems. 

Noting with satisfactiofi the sustaiued interest shown by the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations in the proposals submitted to 
that effect and the iusistence of its recommendations that such pro
posals enter upon a stage of effective implementation with a view to 
responding to the manifest desire for peace and progress common to 
all the peoples of the world,

Gonscious of the tangible and beneficial changes which the interna
tional political climate has been undergoing since the signature of the 
Moscow treaty on the partial nuclear test ban,®

Inspired by the General Assembly Resolutions 1931 (XVIII)  ̂and 
183T (XVII),® the latter adopted under the headiug “Declaration on 
the Conversion to Peaceful Needs of the Resources released by Disar
mament”, both of which acknowledge, inter alixî  that the resources 
at present allotted to military purposes might be progressively chan
nelled towards peaceful ends, thus greatly benefiting all countries by

Ante, p. 22.
* ENDO/126, Feb. 13,1964.
* Documents on Disarmamenty 196S, pp. 291-293.
* lUd., pp. 638-640.
' im . ,  1962, voL II, pp. 1236-1288.
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virtue of an improvement in the economic and social standards of 
their peoples,

Cognizant of the necessity to initiate, on an international scale, 
appropriate steps towards the progressive conversion of an economy 
of war into an economy of peace in order to forestall the dangerous 
consequences that might arise from a nonplanned suppression of mili
tary expenditures for both the countries having a centrally planned 
economy and those having a free enterprise system, in conformity with 
the conclusions arrived at by the Economic and Social Council em
bodied in its Eesolution 982 (XXXVI ),̂  stemming from the studies 
made by a group of experts appointed in accordance with General 
Assembly Resolution 1616 (XV)

Ha/oing in mind General Assembly Resolution 1710 (XVI),® which, 
upon establishing the “Decade of the United Nations for Develop
ment”, requested the submission of proposals related to the eventual 
utilization of resources released by disarmament in economic and 
social development programmes, particularly in the under-developed 
countries,

Gonvinced that the reduction in the military expenditures of the 
Great Powers would be a decisive contribution towards enabling mil
lions of human beings, in developing countries and in economically 
depressed areas of those countries already showing a high degree of 
industrialization alike to attain levels compatible with their legiti
mate aspirations,

Gowvinced  ̂ further, that the struggle against misery in the world 
will encourage the economic development of the world as a whole, 
rendering possible the creation of new markets, of new and better op- 
pDrtunities for work, of a substantial increase in the production of 
goods in aJl countries and facilitating and intensifying the commer
cial exchange between the various areas of the world,

Persuaded that the vast economic and social imbalance now prevail
ing in the world represents, through the social tensions it entails, a 
serious threat to international peace and security.

Takes note with deep appreciation of the reductions in the military 
budgets already officially declared by the two main armed powers— 
the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America—and of the proposals put forth with a view to effecting even 
more substantial cuts in the years to come.

Requests all Governments to endeavour to demonstrate by practical 
measures their desire for peace, by carrying out reductions of the same 
nature in their respective military, budgets,

‘ ma., ms, pp. 279-281.
* Ibid.t W60, pp. 368-369.
* General Assemibly Oflicial Records: Sixteenth Session, Supplement No. 17 

(A/5100), vol. I, pp. 17-18.
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Recommends the application of the resources thus released in proj
ects leading to the conversion of an economy of war into an economy 
of peace and in projects aimed at developing economically and socially 
all regions and areas markedly affected by poverty and by under
development,

Strongly recommends that a sum not below 20% of the global value 
of the reductions in military budgets already effected or which will 
be effected in the future by all countries be credited to an “Industrial 
Conversion and Economic Development Fund”, to be established at 
the earliest possible opportunity with the purpose of financing projects 
of the aforesaid scope to be implemented in the developing countries, 
due regard being given to an equitable geographical distribution,

Establishes immediately and within the framework of the Confer
ence of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament a working 
group composed of the representatives of the Powers which have 
already declared a reduction in their military budgets and in addition 
by the representatives of three other Powers to be appointed by the 
Conference, to study and make recommendations to the Committee, 
concerning the structure and the functioning of the Fund.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Fissionable Materials Produc
tion CutoiOf and Transfer, February 13, 1964 ^

My delegation listened with great interest to the distinguished 
representative of Brazil, Ambassador de Castro, in his eloquent plea 
for economic conversion following disarmament. I can state that 
the United States Government is already actively studying the eco
nomic consequences which might follow disarmament. That is being 
done in our country by a high-level White House conmiittee,  ̂ and we 
hope that it will produce results, some of which can lead ultimately 
to the kind of assistance to which Mr. de Castro referred.

We would of course be pleased to see any nation decide to use 
more funds for the welfare of mankind and less for the acquisition 
of weapons of war; but we doubt whether this Committee should 
adopt declaratory exhortations which could not have like effect on 
all States concerned. . We have always been in favour of an end to 
the arms race and a reallocation of the vast sums involved to the

 ̂ENDC/PV.166, pp. 15-19.
“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 649-651.
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benefit of mankind. But concrete, verified disarmament agreements 
seem to us to be the best means to that end. We should welcome 
a reduction in the military budgets of all States.

But, as Mr. Khrushchev reminded us in his year-end message, there 
are many outstanding territorial and other disputes which create 
tensions around the world.̂  Indeed, the distinguished delegate of 
India, Mr. Nehru, made it quite clear the other day that nations which 
are “exposed to threats of aggression”, as he stated, and are militarily 
weaker than the great Powers cannot easily implement military budget 
reductions.  ̂ We agree that one of our key objectives should be to 
reduce military budgets. We also agree thai those who have the 
means to help should do so, and I think it is quite clear that the 
United States has been doing precisely that for a number of years 

, and hopes to continue to do so. Of course, we shall study the pro
posed formulation put forward by Mr. de Castro  ̂ and shall un
doubtedly have other comments to make on it later.

I should also like to refer to the remarks made by the distinguished 
representative of Italy, Mr. Cavalletti. I think my fellow co-Chair
man and I will give due heed to his plea that we attempt to agree on 
procedures which will further our activities more rapidly. I also 
agree with his remarks that collateral measures represent a way in 
which we can best advance at this moment; and it is the intention of 
the United States delegation to put forward such collateral measures 
as appear to us to hold greatest hope for that accomplishment.

In that connexion, today I should like to develop further the United 
States ideas on two related proposals which I have mentioned previ
ously to this Conference. These are, first, a cut-off of production of fis
sionable materials for use in nuclear weapons and, second, the transfer 
by the United States and the Soviet Union of agreed quantities of 
weapon-grade U-235 to purposes other than for use in nuclear 
weapons.

A halt in the production of fissionable materials for such use in 
nuclear weapons is an important element of stage I of the United States 
proposal for general and complete disarmament.  ̂ The transfer to 
non-weapon uses of agreed quantities of weapon-grade U-235 by the 
United States and the Soviet Union is also an important stage-I 
measure affecting nuclear weapons.

The United States delegation has stated previously to the Com* 
mittee that the cut-off and transfer could be implemented as collateral 
measures in advance of agreement on general and complete disarma-

* /6M., pp. 654 ff.
»BNDO/PV.162, p. 14.
* Supra.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 358-359.
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ment.̂  It is as collateral measures that I intend to discuss these 
proposals today.

I

We consider the cut-off and the transfer important proposals. The 
cut-off would limit the amount of fissionable materials available for 
use in nuclear weapons.

As I indicated during our meeting of 31 January the same philoso
phy underlies our proposals for a freeze and a cut-off— t̂he points 2 
and 3 of President Johnson’s message to the Conference.® The freeze 
would limit numbers and characteristics of strategic nuclear vehicles. 
The cut-off would limit the amount of explosive materials available 
for nuclear weapons and the transfer would actually reduce this 
amount.

I wish to stress at the outset the ftexibility with which the United 
States delegation would approach negotiations with the Soviet Union 
regarding the production cut-off and transfer. We are prepared to 
approach the problems involved in a number of different ways. We 
are prepared to accept a wide range of alternatives.

Practical steps which would restrict the availability of fissionable 
materials for use in nuclear weapons appear to us possible. These 
steps should, we believe, be taken in the immediate future.

n
I should like now to develop more precisely the United States 

proposals.
Regarding the cut-off̂  the United States is willing to agree to either 

a complete halt in the production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons or a reciprocal plant-by-plant shut-down. This ap
proach seems to embrace the entire range of possible methods of bring
ing a cut-off into effect. We are prepared to halt production all at 
once or over a period of time. We would welcome an indication from 
the Soviet delegation of the sort of approach which they would find 
acceptable.

Regarding the transfer  ̂the United States position is similarly flex
ible. The proposal originally put forward by the United States 
called for the transfer to non-weapon uses of the same quantity of 
weapons-grade U-235 by both sides. We have, however, indicated 
our willingness to consider other ratios whereby the United States 
would transfer a larger amount than the Soviet Union.

This was reflected in an amendment of the United States treaty

^lUd., 196S, p. 333. 
’ Ante, pp. 17-21.
• Ante, pp. 7-9. X »
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outline on 14 August 1963.̂  At that time the United States delega
tion indicated an example of the kind of arrangement we might agree 
upon. This might be for the United States to transfer an amount 
such as 60,000 kilograms if the Soviet Union would agree to transfer 
40,000 kilograms.  ̂ We are still flexible on the question of amounts of 
weapons-grade U-236 to be removed from availability for nuclear 
weapons. We would welcome and give serious consideration to any 
reasonable Soviet counter-proposal.

This proposal is not merely a gesture. Some figures illustrate its 
scope. As examples, the approximate monetary value of 60,000 kilo
grams of weapon-grade U-236 is $720 million. If completely fissioned 
in explosions, 60,000 kilograms would release about 1,000 megatons, or 
one-third of a ton of TNT equivalent for every man, woman and child 
on earth. On the other hand, if the 60,000 kilograms were completely 
converted to electrical energy in nuclear power reactors, it would pro
duce 370 billion kilowatt-hours, or somewhat more than one-third as 
much as the entire United States production of electrical energy in 1963. 
These figures give some idea of the dimensions of the United States 
proposal.

Now I should like to consider some of the possible methods of verify
ing the cut-off. One of the reasons why the United States delegation 
believes that this proposal is promising is because the inspection re
quired can be limited in scope.

For example, inspection of existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
would not be necessary.

The extent of inspection initially required would depend on whether 
the Soviet Union preferred a complete halt in the production of 
fissionable materials for weapons, or a reciprocal plant-by-plant shut
down.

If a complete production cut-off were agreed upon, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency might monitor declared facilities for the 
production of fissionable ma,terial.

Those facilities declared to have been shut down would be inspected 
to make sure that no production of fissionable materials was taking 
place. Other declared facilities might continue to produce fissionable 
materials for peaceful purposes. These facilities and the produced 
materials would be monitored to ensure that no such product was 
diverted to the fabrication of nuclear weapons.

Each side would also need to have assurance that the other was not 
engaging in clandestine production at vmdeclared facilities. We be
lieve that inspection to guard against this possibility could be carried

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 327.
* Ibid., pp. 332-333.
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out on a reciprocal basis. We also believe that a reciprocal system 
could be devised that would not be onerous.

If, on the other hand, production were halted on a plant-by-plant 
basis by the United States and the Soviet Union, inspection would be 
even more limited at the outset. Only the plant or plants actually 
shut down would be inspected. The possibilities of International 
Atomic Energy Agency inspection of a plant-by-plant shut-down 
appear promising to us also, and we believe they should be carefully 
explored.

What we are proposing in this regard is a way of moving towards 
a complete cut-off. We would start with a plant-by-plant shut-down 
with plant-by-plant inspection. Such inspection could be carried out 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Both the United States 
and the Soviet Union are members of that international organization.

I l l
The United States is already cutting back its production of fission

able materials for weapon purposes. We are shutting down four out 
of fourteen plutonium-producing reactors. Fourteen is the total num
ber of such producing reactors in the United States. We are cut
ting back by 25 per cent the combined electrical usage of the gaseous 
diffusion plants producing weapon-grade U-235.

As I have previously announced to this Committee,̂  the United 
States is prepared to permit interna,tional inspection of one of the plu
tonium reactors being shut down. This is to provide an example and 
a precedent.

However, there is a limit to the extent to which the United States 
can go in this direction alone. We hope for a measure of reciprocity 
on the part of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union can decide for 
itself the size of the step it wishes to take. We should welcome the 
shut-down of one Soviet plant, a few or all.

Achievement of some measure of agreement would start both sides 
in the direction of freezing and reducing the amounts of explosive 
materials available in the world for nuclear weapons.

 ̂Ante, p. 36.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Reduction 
of Military Budgets, February 20, 1964 ^

In the course of the Committee’s work the majority of its members 
have expressed themselves in favour of settling the question of reducing 
military budgets. The representatives of the socialist countries— 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and Romania— l̂iave spoken about 
the necessity of coming to a decision on the reduction of military 
budgets. We also note that in the statements of the representatives of 
India, Nigeria, Ethiopia, Sweden, Brazil and Burma, the great impor
tance of reducing military budgets was likewise stressed and the neces
sity of solving this problem pointed out. At our meeting of 13 Febru
ary the representative of Brazil, Mr. de: Castro, stated that a measure 
such as the reduction of military budgets was of decisive importance in 
the question of disarmament and might determine to a large extent the 
success or the failure of our work.̂  Today the representative of 
Burma, Mr. Barrington, has also put forward with particular force 
and conviction the proposal that agreement be reached to reduce mili
tary budgets.® In fact, at the present time there is no other proposal 
awaiting consideration by the Committee which would enjoy such 
wide support by the members of the Committee as the proposal to 
reduce military budgets.

A substantial reduction of military budgets would have far-reach- 
ing positive consequences, both political and economic. On the one 
liand it would give the peoples greater security; and on the other hand 
it would open up much wider prospects for the economic development 
of States. It may be said without exaggeration that all the peoples 
of the world would gain if we reached agreement on a substantial re
duction of military budgets.

The Soviet Union has already taken the path of reducing its mili
tary expenditures, and we are prepared to follow this path still further 
if, of course, the Western Powers likewise take the same path. Un
fortunately the Western Powers—allies of the United States in 
J^ATO- -are expanding the armaments race and increasing their mili
tary budgets. But as the call sounds, so the echo responds. Cer
tainly we cannot fail to draw our own conclusions from this behaviour 
of the Western Powers; we must be cautious and vigilant.

It is quite obvious that a struggle is now going on in the West be
tween two trends—one in favour of adopting a number of measures

 ̂ENDC/PV.168, pp. 17-20.
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in the direction of disarmament, and the other in favour of expanding 
the armaments race. We can regard as a manifestation of the j&rst 
trend the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in three environments/ the agreement to refrain from placing 
in orbit any objects carrying nuclear weapons (A/EES/1884 (XV- 
III)) ̂  and the reduction of military budgets in the Soviet Union and 
the United States.® We see a manifestation of the other trend in the 
recent decision of the United Kingdom Government to increase its 
military budget, and also in the growth of militaristic efforts in West
ern Germany.

We realize, however, that at present there still continues to exist 
in the world a favourable situation—or rather, a more favourable sit
uation than in the past— ŵhich should enable us to arrive at a solution 
of the problem of disarmament. We therefore appeal to the members 
of the Committee to take advantage of this situation and to make 
joint efforts to solve the problem of reducing military budgets, which 
is of great importance for the solution of all other disarmament 
problems.

We could now, without any delay, make a substantial contribution to 
the further improvement of the international situation. Everyone 
agrees that a reduction of military budgets based on the policy of “mu
tual example” is a positive factor in international life. In present con
ditions, when a struggle is going oii between two trends, one in favour 
of disarmament and the other in favour of continuing the armaments 
race, it is most important that the example of the Soviet Union and 
the United States in this field should be followed by other States; 
this would widen the front of the struggle for disarmament, and would 
bring other countries into the sphere of practical measures.

It would be a good thing if our Committee were to address, in one 
form or another, to all States, or at least to those which possess con
siderable military power, an appeal to follow the example of the Soviet 
Union and the United States and some other countries which by way 
of “mutual example” have taken steps to reduce their military appro
priations. The appeal could be based on the two corresponding para
graphs of the working paper submitted by the Brazilian delegation on 
12 [i^] February 1964.̂  Such an appeal would undoubtedly have a fa
vorable influence on the policies of many States and would encourage 
them to carry out similar measures. This would contribute towards 
a further and substantial reduction of armaments by all States based

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
“ m a., p. 538.
® IMd., pp. 652-653 and ante, p. 4.
* Ante, p. 42.
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on the policy of “mutual example”; and this in its turn would increase 
the possibilities of expanding economic assistance to developing coun
tries.

The Committee should concentrate its attention on this problem. At 
the same time it would be most desirable to carry out a detailed dis
cussion of the proposal to conclude an international agreement on the 
reduction of military budgets by 10 to 15 per cent.̂  Such a discussion 
would make it possible to elucidate every aspect of this important 
question. We know that some will doubt the practicability of this 
proposal on the ground, for instance, that the United States Govern
ment has only just submitted to Congress a certain reduction of its 
military budget, and that it has thus exhausted all its possibilities in 
this regard for the current or forthcoming financial year. But that 
argument cannot be accepted as convincing.

We are deeply convinced that no State has, or can have, any serious 
reasons for not reducing its military budget at the present time. If 
governments agree among themselves to reduce military budgets by 
10 to .15 per cent, it should not be difficult to obtain in their respective 
parliaments approval of such an agreement, which is so sound from 
the economic standpoint, and to carry out a new redistribution of the 
budgetary appropriations approved by parliaments. This would un
doubtedly be welcomed by the peoples of all countries and greeted by 
them with great joy. The Governments which entered into such an 
agreement would imdoubtedly win popularity among their own peo
ples. At the worst, nobody prevents them from looking a little ahead 
and relating this reduction of military expenditures to the next finan
cial year, if it is impossible to relate it to the current financial 
year. Your Governments—I refer to the Governments of the 
Western Powers—can plan increases in their military expenditures 
right up to 1970; why then can they not provide for the reduction of 
these a year in advance ? Of course they can.

Therefore we appeal to members of the Committee to discuss two 
concrete questions: first, the question of an appeal by the Committee to 
other States to follow the example of the Soviet Union and the United 
States and to take the path of reducing military expenditures; and 
second, the question of preparing a draft international agreement on 
the reduction of military budgets by 10 to 15 per cent.

In his message of 21 January to our Committee, President Johnson 
of the United States wrote:

Today your search begins anew in a climate of hope. Last year’s genuine 
gains have given ujj new momentum. Recent Soviet and American announce
ments of reductions on military spending, even though modest, have brightened

* Ante, p. 14
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the atmosphere further. Let us pray that the tide has turned—that further 
and more far-reaching agreements lie ahead—and that future generations will 
mark 1964 as the year the world turned for all time away from the horrors of 
war and constructed new bulwarks of peace.̂

We, of course, welcomed those words of President Johnson and 
should very much like to hope that they will be backed by deeds, so that 
in 1964, as the United States President said in the message I have 
just quoted, we may achieve “further and more far-reaching agree
ments”. We hope our two proposals may be a modest start along 
that road.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen Na
tion Disarmament Committee: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, February 20, 1964 ^

First let me welcome you, Mr. Chairman, to this Conference. We 
are very happy to see you here once more.

I listened with great interest to the statement this morning by the 
representative of Burma, and we shall give it thorough study. I was 
particularly interested in his comment on President Johnson’s “freeze” 
proposal.® The Soviet representative also commented on that pro
posal in his discussion of the reduction of military budgets.

The freeze itself would produce a significant reduction in military 
budgets—in that of the United States and also in that of the Soviet 
Union. The amount of any percentage reduction, whether by 10 or 
15 per cent or any other proportion, would necessarily vary from 
country to country and would depend on the conditions and the present 
military budget of any particular country. However, acceptance here 
of such a freeze would mark a major step forward not only in reducing 
military budgets but also in stopping the arms race.

Our Soviet colleague has just discussed the possible adoption here 
of an agreement calling upon all States to reduce their military 
budgets.̂  I stated the other day—and I am glad to state again— t̂hat 
Ave should welcome it if any nation were able to reduce its military 
expenditures and to apply any such savings to the benefit of mankind. 
The United States has sought for many years to find a way to stop the 
arms race. The United States has sent billions of dollars of aid to

I

 ̂Ante, p. 7.
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developing countries. We have consistently supported measures in 
the United Nations which deal with the application of disarmament 
savings to economic and social deA elopment. But concrete, verified 
disarmament agreements— n̂ot vague, unenforceable resolutions—are 
the best means of saving more funds for the betterment of mankind.

As I said earlier. President Johnson’s proposal for a verified freeze 
of the number and characteristics of strategic nuclear vehicles would 
permit a significant reduction of military budgets. Reductions of 
military budgets are the consequence, not the cause, of reduction in 
tensions. They can be the hoped-for result of the agreements which 
we are attempting to reach here; but we cannot expect the signing of 
a resolution or an agreement here, such as might be discussed in terms 
of the suggestion of our Soviet colleague, to make tensions go away. 
Let us keep firmly in mind the benefits which will accrue to mankind 
through the savings which actual disarmament will make possible. 
However, for real progress, let us promptly concentrate on meaning
ful measures which will deal with the basic problem of disarmament: 
the weapons themselves. We have put forward several proposals which 
we believe will best contribute to those ends. I hope we can consider 
them; I hope we can progress on them.

Memorandum by the Polish Govermnent on Freezing 
Nuclear and Thermonuclear Weapons in Central 
Europe, February 24,1964 ^

The Government of the Polish People’s Republic on numerous occa
sions has manifested its consistent desire in the search for solutions 
aimed at bringing about international detente and disarmament and 
lent its support to all constructive proposals designed to achieve this 
end. The reduction of international tension and the creation of con
ditions of security in Central Europe always have been and continue 
to be matters of particular concern to the Polish Government. This 
obj ective can and should be achieved above all by arresting the arma
ments race in this part of the world.

With this in mind, the Government of the Polish People’s Republic 
some time ago presented a plan for creating a nuclear-free zone in 
Europe^ which as is known has aroused the interest of numerous 
states and world public opinion. In the Polish Government’s view

' Warsaw radio broadcast, Mar. 5, 1964. The memorandum was transmitted 
to interested governments through diplomatic channels.
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that plan continues to be fully current. The Polish Government be
lieves that at the present time there are suitable conditions for under
taking immediate measures the implementation of which could facili
tate further steps leading to a detente  ̂ to a strengthening of security 
and to progress in disarmament.

Basing itself on these premises, the Government of the Polish Peo
ple’s Republic is submitting a proposal to freeze nuclear and thermo
nuclear armaments in Central Europe. Implementation of such a 
proposal would be of particular significance to the security both of 
Poland and of all countries in this region as well as all of Europe, 
since, while in no way affecting the existing balance of power, it would 
contribute to arresting the nuclear armaments race.

1— T̂he Polish Government proposes that the freezing of nuclear 
and thermonuclear armaments include in principle the territories of 
the Polish People’s Republic, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, 
the German Democratic Republic, and the German Federal Republic, 
with their respective territorial waters and airspace. The Govern
ment of the Polish People’s Republic sees the possibility of extending 
that area through the accession of other European states.

2— T̂he freeze would apply to all kinds of nuclear and thermo
nuclear charges, irrespective of the means of their employment and 
delivery.

3—Parties maintaining armed forces in the area of the proposed 
armaments freeze would undertake obligations not to produce, not to 
introduce or import, not to transfer to other parties in the area or to 
accept from other parties in the area the aforementioned nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons.

4— T̂o insure the implementation of these obligations an appro
priate system of supervision and safeguards should be established. 
The supervision over the implementation of the obligation not to 
produce nuclear and thermonuclear weapons covered by the freeze 
would be exercised in plants which are or could be used for such 
production.

To insure the implementation of other obligations, control would 
be established to be exercised in accordance with an agreed procedure 
in proper frontier railways, roads, waterway junctions, seaports and 
airports.

The supervision and control could be exercised by joint commissions 
composed of representatives of the Warsaw Pact and NATO on a 
parity basis. Those commissions could be enlarged to also include 
representatives of other states. The position, structure, and proce
dure of the control organs will be the subject of detailed arrangements.

Parties whose armed forces are stationed in the area of the arma-
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ments freeze and which have at their disposal nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons would exchange at periodical riieetings of their 
representatives all information and reports indispensable for im
plementing the obligations with regard to freezing nuclear and thermo
nuclear armaments.

5—Provisions relating to the implementation of the proposal sub
mitted above should be embodied in appropriate documents.

The Government of the Polish People’s Eepublic is ready to enter 
into discussions and negotiations with the interested parties to reach 
an agreement on implementing these objectives. The Polish Govern
ment will give due attention to all constructive suggestions, which 
would be in accordance with the objectives of the present proposal and 
would aim at the freezing of armaments in Central Europe. The 
Government of the Polish People’s Republic expects a favorable at
titude to this proposal.

Statement by Foreign Secretary Butler to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee {E:ttract}, February 
25, 1964"

Now I should like to outline what I think are the principles of 
disarmament. I think there are three essential elements:

First, that the process of disarmament should be so balanced that 
no nation or group of nations should be in a position to take advantage 
of the weakness of others;

Second, that there should be enough reliable verification of dis
armament to satisf̂ iT nations that they are not endangering their right 
to an independent existence;

Third, in present circumstances I think it most important that the 
international machinery for keeping the peace should be strength
ened. Dealing at first hand, as I have been doing in recent weeks, 
with the problem of Cyprus, I have been impressed with the urgent 
need for arrangements under which effective international forces could 
be speedily deploĵ êd and sent to any trouble-spot in the world. 
Moreover, in a disarmed world a fully-effective international force 
would be essential for the security of us all.

Having set out these aims, I must say that the time for generalities 
and general speeches seems to me to be over. There is now a crying

" BNDO/PV.169, Rp. 8-20.
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need for constructive work on practical problems. We must, so to 
speak, leave the platform for the laboratory. Unless we get down 
to work rather than words, the peoples of the whole world, who de
pend upon the seventeen of us, will justly feel deceived and 
disappointed.

I will now list a nimiber of cardinal points upon which I think we 
should try to reach agreement if we are to make that practical prog
ress which I recommend:

First, an agreement on observation posts in the NATO and Warsaw 
Pact areas;

Second, a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty;
Third, an agreement to ban the further dissemination of nuclear 

weapons or knowledge;
Fourth, the increased use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes;
Fifth, a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles;
Sixth, the early physical destruction of some armaments.

There are also a number of fresh proposals which I think are worthy 
of particular attention and study. In this connexion I am thinking 
of: first, an improved procedure for the Disarmament Conference; 
second, new proposals for verification; and third, proposals for inter
national peace-keeping. I shall be referring to those various ideas 
in the course of what I have to say.

There have been encouraging gestures recently on the part of the 
greatest military Powers which show that a down-turn in the arms 
race is possible. Progress already made is stimulating new ideas and 
proposals.

I single out in particular the message which President Johnson 
sent to the Conference when it reconvened on 21 January.  ̂ As the 
British Prime Minister told the President in Washington, we warmly 
welcome his message and we think that it will give new impetus to 
the work of the Conference.

At the same time, I should also like to welcome the nine-point plan 
put forward by the representative of the USSR, Mr. Tsarapkin, on 
28 J a n u a r y I  trust tliat in this too we shall find points on which we 
are able to make ĵ rogress.

For its part, the United Kingdom Government thinks that impor
tant progress could be made in the first place by agreement on interim 
measures such as those proposed by the United States Government, 
which would help to reduce tension and build up international confi
dence for the detailed negotiations on plans for general and complete 
disarmament.

 ̂Ante, pp. 7-9.
* Ante, pp. 12-17.
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On other occasions the United Kingdom representatives have spoken 
of the preliminary measures which we think could best contribute to 
this end; and it is most satisfactory to me that our proposals have 
been so similar to those which our United States allies have put 
forward.

The first point, which we have long said would be a real contribution, 
is a system of observation posts covering the territory of members of 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries. We think this should give 
each side a reassurance about the capabilitiiss and designs of the other. 
We think it is a measure which could be put into effect without up
setting the delicate balance on which security depends; we think it 
would be an important step towards other measures of true dis- 
armament.

Mr. Khrushchev mentioned this in July as a matter on which we 
might now reach agreement,̂  and I hope he will decide that he is ready 
to pursue it without attacliing conditions which he knows we cannot 
accept. Even in advance of this, there are many technical details 
which have to be settled before any scheme can come into effect. I 
think all these should be explored. It is a matter which concerns our 
NATO allies, and we are discussing with them proposals which might 
be put to the Conference. So I sincerely hope that progress can be 
made on this question of observation posts in the NATO and Warsaw 
Pact areas.

I come next to the question of a comprehensive test bah treaty. We 
have said that it would be logical and most desirable to follow up the 
partial nuclear t^t ban treaty  ̂with a supplementary agreement wliich 
would make it comprehensive. I hope that not too much time need 
pass before the very small and really quite painless degree of inspec
tion is accepted which would allow us to have a comprehensive ban.

The next logical step is an agreement to ban the dissemination of 
these nuclear weapons. Both Mr. Tsarapkin in his speech® and 
President Johnson  ̂ in his- message have referred to this question. I 
am sure that this is an aim on which we are all agreed.

I need not remind you that the so-called Irish resolution (A/RES/ 
1665 (XVI))® was approved unanimously by the United Nations in 
1961. But it still remains to translate this resolution into a formal 
agreement. I think we should be able to do so now. I can assure my 
Soviet friends, as we have tried to do many times in the past, that there 
is nothing in the idea of a multilateral force which is in any way

 ̂^ee Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 248.
* For the partial test-ban treaty, see pp. 291-293.
® ENDd/PV.157, p. 18.
* Ante, pp. 7-9.
" Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.



58 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

contrary to the principle of non-dissemination. We do not regard 
the multilateral force as disseminatory in the nuclear field.

The existence of a formal agreement which we had all signed would 
itself constitute a safeguard against a multilateral force which in
volved the dissemination of nuclear weapons. I hope that statement 
•will make it easier to make progress. In human affairs there is much 
to be said for reaching agreement when the possibility and the will 
are there, instead of waiting to regret it later. That applies in regard 
to the important necessity of a non-dissemination agreement.

I now turn to the question of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. 
I regard it as particularly important that we should make progress 
towards ensuring that nuclear ener^ is used to an increasing extent 
for peaceful purposes. If we find that a non-dissemination agreement 
is not yet within our reach, such a move as this would be a valuable 
step towards a non-dissemination agreement.  ̂ ii
' For its part, the United Kingdom has ceased production of uranium- 
235 for military purposes, and military plutonium production is also 
being gradually brought to aii end. We welcome the United States 
Government’s proposals that the transfer of nuclear material for 
peaceful purposes should take place under effective international safe- 
gual*ds,^-a;^ming that if  theiia were an agreement it would apply to 
a ll’concerned." We welcome too the proposal that the major nuclear 
Powers should submit some of their peaceful nuclear activities to the 
samê ' inspection as we recommend for other States. Therefore I 
stresŝ —and I have given you an example of what we are doing in my

• * T

country in this direction—that we should attempt to ensure that nu
clear energy is used to an increasing extent for peaceful purposes.
' I now come to the proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery 

-vehicles. Perhaps this is the most important jjroposal of alL' The 
Prime Minister-and I said, when we were'in Washington, that we 
welcomed the United States intention that a start might be made oh 
the problem of limiting numbers and characteristics of strategic nu
clear delivery vehicles. The Moscow test ban Treaty was an impo^aht 
step towards preventing the development of newer and more deadly 
nuclear warheads,
' These new proposals are being put forward at a stage when we all 
recognize that a strategically-stable balance of nuclear power has 
been reached, a balance which it is in the intere^ of all to see main
tained. An agreement of the kind now suggested could ‘ piit ah'fend 
to the relentless search for other newer and more ingenious s^stepis 
and counter-systems of nuclear delivery vehicles,.a search which coiild, 
if successful, destroy the present balance. Such; an agfe^ent could

* Ante, pp. 44-48. t V V  '• ^ ' t i  , . ; '
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also be an important step towards the down-tum of the arms race.
Again I would remind you of the vital character of the need for 

the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. Let us imagine the 
value, therefore, of a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, 
which could put an end to the relentless search for newer and more 
ingenious systems. Let human ingenuity be devoted to more human 
ends.

I now come to the physical destruction of armaments. It seems to 
the United Kingdom Government—and I hope that all will be able 
to agree on this— t̂hat another type of measure which would most 
effectively pave the way for a comprehensive disarmament agreement 
would be one which provided for the physical destruction of some 
weapons, particularly the most destructive of all: nuclear delivery 
vehicles. Our Prime Minister has frequently urged such a step, and 
I should like to commend the idea to you once more.

__ »

It is for that reason that we have warmly welcomed as a pre
liminary measure the United States proposal for a “bomber bonfire”: 
that is, the destruction of some aircraft on either side.̂  We are en
couraged by the interest which the Soviet Government appears to 
have shown in this proposal, although the extension of it to cover all 
bombers immediately, if that is the only meaning of the Soviet Gov
ernment’s counter-proposal,  ̂seems to us impracticable, certainly with
out a great deal more progress towards disarmament in other cate
gories and without agreement on methods of verification.

Once the first step in destruction of weapons has been taken, we 
hope that other more substantial ones may follow. A second round 
of destruction might include other armaments, such as tanks and some 
at least of t]ie more modern types of delivery vehicles—^missiles as 
well as bombers. That would be a very important step in advance 
of a disarmament treaty towards a world in which security was main
tained by a balance of power at a lower, safer and less costly level 
than that of today.

Verified destruction might also serve to establish a useful pattern 
for some aspects of the first stage of the planned disarmament process. 
We hesitate to suggest the exact form that any destruction of weapons 
might take after the first preliminary “bomber bonfires”. It is not 
the United Kingdom which possesses large stocks of the most de
structive weapons.

At the same time, my Government believes that we should all look 
ahead to conditions that may make it possible for deterrent forces to 
give sufficient protection at a lower level. At such a time it may be 
advisable to consider how, at some stage in the disarmament process,

•  ̂Ante, pp. 2-3.
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it would be possible to counterbalance certain categories of weapons 
in which one side has superiority against those in which the other has 
a lead. Indeed, it may be necessary to think in those terms if the 
over-all military balance is to be maintained as the disarmament 
process continues. I have to say that Her Majesty’s Government 
would, of course, wish to contribute on an appropriate scale to such 
a process.

The representative of the Soviet Union spoke last week about Mr. 
Gromyko’s proposals for the destruction of nuclear delivery vehicles^ 
and said that the United Kingdom has not given a clear answer.̂  I 
shall attempt to give a clear answer now.

We approach disarmament in rather a different way. The Soviet 
suggestion that almost all the defensive nuclear armoury of our allies 
and of their own should be destroyed in the first stage of a disarma
ment treaty, which they put at only eighteen months,̂  seems to us to 
be unrealistic. We believe thiat such a proposal is representational 
or of propaganda value rather than of disarmament value. We are 
convinced that realistic measures of disarmament which would build 
up international confidence must be taken first, before we contemplate 
these extreme steps. That is why we have supported the proposals 
for percentage reductions over a period of years.̂  They may not be 
perfect, but they seem to us a fair, reasonable and realistic way to start.

However, the United Kingdom approach has always been to seek 
areas of agreement rather than to stress our disagreements. That is 
why at the United Nations General Assembly my Prime Minister, 
when he was Foreign Secretary, welcomed Mr. Gromyko’s new pro
posals as an advance on his earlier ones and a step in the right 
direction.® We think that some kind of “nuclear umbrella”, as Mr. 
TsarapMn so ably puts it—it is a horrifying image but a vivid one—is 
appropriate to the later phases of disarmament. We think also that we 
should not finally abandon this “nuclear umbrella” until such time as 
an effective international peace-keeping force is in existence and ready 
to undertake the preservation of our security. That is why I am going 
to talk a little later about the importance of the peace-keeping force. 
We think, therefore, that it would be well worth while to explore the 
form that this “umbrella” would take and the means by which we 
should reach it—and I am sure that we should have the continued 
advice of the representative of the Soviet Union in this connexion. 
That is why the United Kingdom representatives at this Conference

 ̂Ante, p. 22.
* ENDC/PV.167, pp. 28 ff.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 916-919, and ante, p. 23.
■* IMd., vol. I, pp. 352 fF.
' General Assembly Ofjioial Records: Eighteenth Session, 1222d Plenary Meet

ing, p. 7.
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have asked for more particulars, in the hope that we can bring our two 
positions nearer together. This still seems to us to be the right Ava:y in 
which to proceed.

Mr. Tsarapkin has attacked the United Kingdom Government for 
increasing its military expenditure.  ̂ I am the first to regret any in
crease in expenditure, but if Mr. Tsarapkin has read the United King
dom Defence White Paper he will have seen just how extensive are our 
peace-keeping commitments all over the world—and, if I may say so, 
how successful in keeping the peace they have been. The rate of our 
defence expenditure is one of the reasons why we have been pressing 
for balanced disarmament by all nations and for the establishment of 
international peace-keeping forces, which would progressively relieve 
the United Kingdom of this heavy burden. Our action in the Security 
Council on Cyprus  ̂ shows exactly what I mean.

But all tMs must be looked at in proportion. If Mr. Tsarapkin will 
compare the proportions of gross national product devoted to arma
ments by the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, 
he will see that that of the Soviet Union is, we believe, about 13 per 
cent, that of the United States 9 per cent, and that of the United King
dom 7 per cent. The real significance of those figures is that the 
United Kingdom has already cut back its expenditure as far as it 
safely can. For example, in 1952 its expenditure was 9.8 per cent of 
the gross national product, and now it is 7 per cent. I am glad that 
the Soviet Union proposes to make a reduction this year, but I must 
point out that between 1960 and 1964 the Soviet Union’s defence ex
penditure, as itemized in its budget, has increased by about 43 per cent. 
In short, we should be very happy to see the Soviet Union follow our 
example.

I now want to make a more general observation on an important 
aspect of disarmament which sometimes does not receive the attention 
it deserves.

It may be for the great Powers, even for the greatest Powers, to 
take the lead in disarmament; but disarmament concerns all Powers. 
The seventeen countries represented at this Conference are in a sense 
themselves representatives of the whole world, which will, we trust, 
eventually sign, ratify and carry out a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament.

I have already said how much depends on the international atmos
phere at the present time when we axe still searching for preliminary 
agreements. I think it is obvious that tension between great blocs can 
frustrate the work of this Conference. It is less obvious, but no less

^Ante, p. 50, and ENDC/PV.167, p. 31. 
“ See S/5543.
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true, that tension between other Powers greatly hinders it. Disputes 
between neighboui's or disturbances between individual countries bring 
military responsibilities for others, of which we in Britain are very 
conscious. They can lead to renewed distrust between the East and 
West, which we most heartily regret. There are several countries 
which might well turn downwards the graph of their private arms 
race. I have said that we shall persevere, but I hope that all others 
will also be conscious of their responsibilities. In short, our aim is 
not only general and complete 4isa.rmament under effective interna
tional control; it is general and complete disarmament of all nations, 
great and small, in a peaceful world.

Here I should like to revert to a point on which I have already 
touched in passing. The proceedings of this Conference cannot.be 
isolated from the international events of our time. In his important 
message recently Mr. E^hrushchev made proposals for the settlement 
of territorial disputes.  ̂ The United Kingdom Prime Minister em
phasized in his reply—and I should like to draw particular attention 
to this— t̂hat renunciation of force for the settlement of disputes about 
national frontiers does not take us far enough. We need agreements 
to prevent the use or threat of force in all sorts of other cases too. 
Above all, we need to recognize that the promotion of unrest or the 
subversion of authority in any territory by authorities outside that 
territory is a threat to peace, whether or not it involves forcible action 
across a frontier or boundary. We remain ready to discuss an agree
ment on the broader basis which I have indicated. It will certainly 
be easier for the United Kingdom to reduce its forces when new nations 
are not threatened by new imperialisms or by subversion based on out- 
of-date political theories.

That is the framework in which I see the work of the Conference; 
and I should now like to take up some of the points I referred to at 
the opening of my remarks.

First of all, I should like to make some suggestions concerning 
procedure. I thiak that the time has come to pass from principles 
and general discussion to details—or at least that a little less time 
should be spent on general speeches and rather more on discussion of 
details. We should not look for a further proliferation of disarma
ment plans, which can too easily become a substitute for h^d con
structive work. There is no difficulty in identifying problems needing 
discussion; they are there for all to siee in the United States outline 
plan,̂  with whose preparation Her Majesty’s Government was closely 
associated and which it continues to regard as being realistic and fair 
in its essentials.

 ̂Bocumenti on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 654-665.
IMd., 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, 718, 728-730; 1963, p. 327.
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Whether or not that be the basis—and that could be a question of 
discussion—what I believe to be urgently needed is the hard factual 
examination of the measures involved in disarmament; and for this 
my delegation is prepared to contribute and provide working papers 
for the Conference and any committees or working groups it may set 
up. We realize that this may make a call upon manpower, and we 
are ready to provide that too. So I hope that as a result of these 
discussions it may be possible to set up working groups to study 
factually certain problems which are agreed upon as' being the most 
important for the immediate future.' In such studies my Government 
will participate fully through its delegation.
, One example I have in mind concerns observation posts, a matter 
upon which I have already spoken. Let me give you another example. 
One of the most troublesome problems facing us here is that of verifi
cation. It could do with further detailed study. Many hours of de
bate have been devoted to it here, and an enormous literature has been 
devoted to it by other experts on disarmament. We think that the 
problems of verification should be subjected to detailed study now by 
the Conference. Where can we find agreement in this vital' field? 
We are agreed that with 100 per cent disarmament there should be 
100 per cent inspection. Similarly we are agreed that, apart from 
any agreement on a comprehensive test ban or on preliminary meas
ures, with no disarnSament there will be no inspection. We are agreed 
that disarmament should take place in three stages. Can we not go 
forward from there and agree that, as disarmament advances, the 
degree of inspection should advance hand in hand with it?

If in addition to the preliminary measures I have been talking about 
we could concentrate on the first full stage of disarmament, could we 
not acknowledge that whatever degree of disarmament we had in that 
stage we should have the same degree of inspection ? If we agreed on 
this in principle, we could then analyse how it could be put into 
practice. There are many possible ways of doing so, and it might be 
worth while to approach the problem of verification from new angles. 
I am making suggestions for immediate future work. It might be 
\vorth while examining what I might call a “functional” rather than a 
regional approach. Studies might be made of how certain key cate
gories of armamente and certain key components of those armaments 
are produced and stored. Those studies might lead in turn to fresh 
conclusions about the type of control needed̂ —̂ perhaps it would be 
some kind of spot or sample inspection— t̂o ensure that permitted pro
duction was not being exceeded. Similar checks might also give 
enough information about armaments already in existence, both those 
permitted and those which might be hidden.

Adding the results of such studies together, we might arrive at fresli
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conclusions about the problem of verification as a whole. If we could 
at the same time achieve those conditions of increased and firmer in
ternational 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.

In this connexion the United Kingdom is ready to put forward sug
gestions for discussion in the informal working groups the establish
ment of which was suggested by the United Kingdom representa
tive— m̂y friend, the Minister of State, Mr. Thomas—when the Con
ference reconvened in January.* Subjects like this are unsuitable 
for public debate in plenary meetings, since we are all still feeling our 
way on them; but it would be useful to discuss them in detail; and, of 
course, other representatives with more knowledge than I have may 
also have subjects to put forward. In this way we shall prepare for 
the time when political conditions on the international scene are ripe 
for a break-through towards comprehensive disarmament here in 
Geneva.

As I undertook to do in my opening remarks, I want now to refer to 
peace-keeping. It is still a plain fact that the use or threat of force 
still plays a considerable part in international affairs. To that extent 
general and complete disarmament is all the harder to realize. It is in 
my view essential to build up the peace-keeping role and capabilities 
of the United Nations. As the peace-keeping forces of the United 
Nations are built up, so the dissemination not only of nuclear weapons 
but of all types of arms can be brought under control.

Here in the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee the 
United Kingdom is ready to look ahead and discuss the problems of 
building up international peace-keeping forces in stages II and III of 
disarmament. That may be for the more distant future, but in the 
immediate future there is much we can do to help the United Nations.

We have three principles in mind:
First, the collective responsibility of all Members to contribute to 

all United Nations activities, including peace-keeping operations;
Second, the need to take account of any excessive burden which the 

costs of an expensive operation might impose on the economies of the 
developing countries;

Third, the special responsibilities and contributions of the larger 
countries, particularly the permanent members of the Security Council, 
which have to be recognized since they are in fact liable to bear a 
heavy financial responsibility for large peace-keeping operations.

We are also encouraging the Secretary-General to build up his head
quarters staff, to digest the experiences of the Congo and other peace-

‘ ENDC/PV.157, pp. 24 fif.
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keeping operations, to draw on the expertise of national forces, and
thus to plan ahead.

We are very ready to discuss these ideas, or others designed to the 
same end, with all those who are interested. The measure of support 
for such peace-keeping arrangements is a good measure of the true 
desire of States to achieve general and complete disarmament.

I shall now sum up what I have been trying to say. My main con
clusion is obvious enough: if our work at Geneva is to bear its full 
fruit, there must be parallel efforts outside Geneva to match disarma
ment with the building-up of peace-keeping forces and institutions. 
But there is much that can and should be done here and now. What 
are our main tasks for the immediate future? I believe, as I have 
suggested, that we must get down to detailed negotiations on the 
crucial problems of a general disarmament agreement. I believe that 
those negotiations will be helped forward if we can make progress on 
interim disarmament measures, including a cut-back in production 
of fissile material and a freeze of nuclear delivery vehicles as Presi
dent Johnson has proposed,̂  and including some preliminary de
struction of weapons, as I have suggested.

Further progress must depend in part on events outside Geneva and 
on an improvement in general international relations, which are the 
context in which we must work. If, as I very much hope, this were 
to take place, then there would be a new atmosphere for the further 
negotiation of plans for general and complete disarmament. Even 
in such an improved atmosphere we should, of course, stand by the 
basic disarmament principles on which we are all agreed; but it might 
be possible to advance further and faster on certain key points than 
now seems possible.

At the beginning of my remarks I underlined the cardinal impor
tance of the task to which we have set our hands here, and I noted the 
encouragement that we could draw from the events of the past year. 
I should like to recall those thoughts in closing my remarks.

In negotiations such as these, for which no early end can be fore
cast, it is as well to remind ourselves from time to time of the ultimate 
objective we are seeking. There can be no doubt in anyone’s mind 
that the objective of the Geneva Disarmament Conference is honour
able and worth while. I  think we can legitimately claim that we are 
on the right path and making progress. We must do all in our power 
now by more practical methods of work to ensure that our efforts will 
eventually be successful. I myself have been able to come here for 
only a short time, owing to the world problems which are crowding 
in upon me at the British Foreign Office; but I should like to say to

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 7-9.
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you that, for what it is worth, my advice and help will always be at
your service if you command.

Disarmament is so complicated and intricate a subject, and you, its 
negotiators, are so skilled and patient, that it sometimes looks like an 
interminable game of chess. But it is not chess; it is a game of life 
and death. If we are playing, we are playing with nuclear war. Now 
that these weapons exist, any war can become a nuclear war. Our 
task, your task, the task of all of us, is to make all war impossible by 
balanced disarmament. We are dealing with tools made by man for 
his own destruction, made on drawing boards arid in factories by the
skill of our scientists and engineers.

We are faced in an intense form with an old problem of which the 
ancient Greeks were aware some 2,500 years ago. If I may freely 
translate what Sophocles said in Antigone: “In the devices of science, 
man has gained skills beyond all imagining, for good or evil use”. 
‘‘But man”—said Pythagoras, the wisest of his time— îs “the meas
ure of all things”.

Ours is a high endeavour and worthy of the highest effort of man. 
In this Chamber, in which some of us worked for the League of Na
tions before the last War— b̂earing in mind the failure of previous 
disarmament conferences and the result—I feel it a great honour to 
come and at least make some suggestions, in all modesty, in the face 
of you who have more knowledge and expertise than I have, to try to
further our important work at this Conference.

International Atomic Energy Agency Safeguards on Large 
Reactor Facilities, February 26, 1964^

•9

A. Introduction
1. The safeguards provisions set forth in document INFCIRC/26 

(hei*toafter referred to as the “principal safeguards document”), 
except those in sections V.B and C thereof and as otherwise specified 
herein, will also apply to reactors of 100 or more thermal .megawatts 
and to the source and speciail fissionable material used or produced in 
them. The following additional provisions relate to reactor facilities 
of 100 or more thermal megawatts and also to other reactor facilities 
to which the table in paragraph 65 of the principal safeguards docu
ment does not extend (together hereinafter referred to as “large reactor 
facilities”) . :;

* IAEA doc. INFOIRO/26/Add. 1, Apr. 9,1964, The principal IAEA safeguards 
document (INFCIRO/26) appears in Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, pp. 21-33.
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B. Attachment to special fissionable rrmterials p̂roduced in large 
reactor facilities

2. The provisions for the attachment of safeguards contained in the 
principal safeguards document and in paragraph 3 below will relate 
to all generations of special fissionable material derived from special 
fissionable material produced in a large reactor facility, notwithstand
ing any provision to the contrary in that document. The procedures 
of application will be in accordance with the safeguards procedures in 
effect at the time of such application.

3. With respect to a large reactor facility to which Agency safe
guards are not attached, Agency safeguards will be attached at least 
to such fraction of the special fissionable material produced in the 
reactor as is equal to the ratio of the fissionable isotopes  ̂ within the 
nuclear material to which Agency safeguards are attached to all fission
able isotopes in the reactor. If this ratio is greater than 0.3, safe
guards will be attached to all such material produced in the reactor. 
The ratio will be calculated on the basis of estimated average values 
for the period specified in the appropriate agreement.̂

C. Procedures to supplement those in section V. A of the principal 
safeguards document

(a) Routine reports
4. The required frequency of routine reports for a large reactor 

facility shall not exceed twelve a year.
5. If requested, the State shall make available to the Agency progress 

reports on the construction of a large reactor facility, starting when 
construction has reached an advanced stage as specified in the appro
priate agreement. These reports shall provide such information on 
the current condition of the facility as is relevant to the application of 
safeguards, and a forecast of the further work planned for the follow
ing four-month period. Not more than four such reports shall be 
required annually.

(b) Frequency of routine inspections
6. The maximum frequency of routine inspections during and after 

the construction of a large reactor facility shall be as shown in or as 
obtained by extrapolation from the table in paragraph 65 of the prin
cipal safeguards document. If such extrapolation indicates a fre
quency in excess of twelve per year, the Agency’s inspectors shall have

 ̂“Fissionable isotopes” means the isotopes uranium-233, uranium-235 and 
plutonium-239. (Footnote in original.)

* This paragraph constitutes an interpretation of paragraph 35 of the principal 
safeguards document. (Footnote in original.)
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access to the facility at all times. In determining the inspection re
quirements for a particular facility, due account shall be taken of 
paragraphs 63 and 64, and of the considerations in subparagraphs (a) 
to (d) of paragraph 65, of the principal safeguards document.

Interview by Foreign Minister Gromyko With Izvestiya 
Correspondent, March 2, 1964 ^

Question: How do you. Comrade Minister, appraise the situation 
in which the session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment is being held ?

Answer: No harsh words would be excessive in order to describe 
the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, if one 
bears in mind the practical result of the negotiations in the Committee.

Why ? Because so far, owing to the position of the Western Powers, 
no agreement has been reached, on a single one of the disarmament 
questions, let alone agreement on the problem of general and complete 
disarmament as a whole.

The Soviet Union bases itself on the premise that the problem of 
disarmament is the most urgent problem of today; It is a question 
of war and peace. So long as there are mountains of accumulated 
weapons, so long will there be a danger of war breaking out. The 
opponents of disarmament sometimes say that the elimination of 
weapons does not necessarily mean the elimination of wars. But that 
is sophistry. After all, nobody will deny that people wage war with 
weapons. This means thai the elimination of armaments, the scrap
ping of the war machinery of States and the disbandment of their 
armies would make war practically impossible. This is shown with 
the utmost profundity in the proposals of the Soviet Government 
introduced from the rostrum of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations by Comrade N. S. Khrushchev for consideration by that 
organization, and in the relevant statements of the Head of the 
Soviet Government, in which a thorough analysis was made of the 
disarmament problem and the positions of the Powers concerned.̂

Disarmament and the peaceful coexistence of States with different 
social systems forms the basis of bases of the foreign policy of the

 ̂ENDO/127, Mar. 6, 1964, For U.S. comments, see infra, and p. 83.
“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452-1460, and ibid., 

1960, pp. 290-296, for texts of Premier Khrushchev’s 1959 and 1960 speeches 
before the General Assembly.
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Soviet Union. The peace-loving policy of the Soviet Union has been 
demonstrated with new vigour in the proposal of the Head of the 
Soviet Government, Mr. Khrushchev, on the renunciation of the use of 
force for the settlement of territorial and controversial questions.̂

The Soviet delegation attended the session of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament with firm instructions to exert the utmost 
efforts in order to bring about an improvement in the negotiations and 
to get down to the practical elaboration of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament. The Soviet plan of general and complete dis
armament could be the basis for such a treaty.̂

That plan is a good one, not because it has been submitted by the 
Soviet Union, but because it provides for real disarmament and real 
control over disarmament, the degree and extent of which correspond 
in each stage with the content of the concrete measures of disarma
ment. Practically it is the only genuine plan of general and complete 
disarmament submitted to the consideration of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee.

The Western plan is not such a one. It is unsatisfactory, not because 
it has been sulbmitted by the United States of America, but because it 
is not a disarmament plan, but a plan which creates new obstacles in 
the way of disarmament, a plan to whip up the armaments race. If 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee has so far failed to make any progress 
towards disarmament, the reason lies exclusively in the position of the 
Western Powers.

Question: At present much is being written in the world press about 
the so-called “nuclear mnbrella”. Can you say something about that 
problem?

Answer: It concerns the proposal of the Soviet Government to the 
effect that until the completion of general and complete disarmament 
there should remain at the disposal of two Powers—the Soviet Union 
and the United States of America—a limited quantity of large long- 
ranjge missiles and some other types.® Submitted at the United Nations 
General Assembly,* it is the focus of attention both in the world public 
opinion and in the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee.

And that is not accidental. For a long time Western propaganda 
has been asserting that the Soviet plan of general and complete dis
armament does not provide a proper guarantee of security for coun
tries in the period from the beginning and till the end of disarmament. 
Those, of course, are far-fetched assertions. The most important

" lUd., m s ,  pp. 654-665.
lUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938.

* See ante, p. 22.
* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 515-516.
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guarantee of security for each State is disarmament itself, the scrap
ping of the war machine and the destruction of weapons as provided 
for by the Soviet plan. Moreover, the Soviet Government has proposed 
reaching agreement on the establishment of international forces, which 
would ensure the security of any State even after the implementation 
of general and complete disarmament. Of course, such contingents of 
forces must be really international and not the tool of any particular 
country or groups of countries.

Basing ourselves on this, we consider that there is absolutely no 
need for the retention of a certain number of missiles until the end of 
the third stage of disarmament. But, taking into account the position 
and the wishes of the Western Powers, the Soviet Government agreed 
to submit the aforesaid proposal. This step finally cuts the ground 
from imder the feet of those Western Powers which assert that guaran
tees of security during disarmament have not been taken into account 
by us.

The Soviet initiative met with positive responses in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee not only on the part of the representatives of the 
socialist States. Representatives of the non-aligned countries have 
stressed in their statements that this Soviet proposal greatly facilitates 
also the achievement of agreement on all the key problems of 
disarmament.

Quite different was the reaction of the United States of America 
and other Western Powers. At first their representatives in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee said that the Soviet proposal introduced 
much that was new into the negotiations and that they were prepared 
to discuss it. However, when it came to concrete talk, the representa
tives of the Western Powers did their utmost to evade any serious 
discussion on this important question.

The attitude of the Western Powers to the Soviet proposal was not 
made any clearer by Mr. Butler, the Foreign Secretary of the United 
Kingdom, who recently made a statement in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee.̂  After promising to give a “clear answer”, he actually 
evaded discussion of the proposal for the retention of a limited 
quantity of missiles till the end of disarmament. Instead of talking 
about the substance of the disarmament problem, the Foreign Secre
tary of the United Kingdom invited us “to leave the platform for 
the laboratory”, that is to engage in discussing technical questions.

Question: How do you evaluate the proposal of Mr. Butler, the 
Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom, that special working 
groups should be set up within the framework of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee for the purpose of studying technical questions?

pp. 55-66.
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Answer: It is not a new proposal. It has been put forward a 
niimber of times during the disarmament negotiations by the repre
sentatives of the United States and the United Kingdom. In the days 
of the League of Nations the Western Powers, including the United 
Kingdom, also put forward such a proposal. Furthermore, at that 
time similar proposals were adopted. Many sub-committees and 
special groups were set up, which studied control questions, the 
characteristics of various types of weapons and so on.

No benefit was .derived from those sub-committees. There was none 
because the Western Powers, which played first fiddle in the League of 
Nations, did not wish to disarm and, furthermore, by their policy they 
were pandering to the fascist aggressors and making it easier for them 
to arm.

There are no rjaasons for copying the methods of negotiation in the 
League of Nations. There is no sense in following methods which 
were specially devised to frustrate any proposals aimed at real 
disarmament.

Technical groups would have nothing to do, if there is no agreement 
in principle, if the Western Powers shun such agreement, although 
they are quite willing in words to admit the importance of disanna- 
ment and even general and complete disarmament. By the way, the 
United Kingdom Govemnent stated to the Soviet Government a 
short while ago that, in their opinion, sub-committees and groups for 
the study of control questions, should they be set up, would have to go 
on working for about eight years. But we know from experience 
that if the Western Powers fix the length of life of any particular body 
for the study of disarmament questions, then in order to be closer to 
their intentions, as far as the period is concerned, one can, with one’s 
eyes shut, increase many times the length of the period mentioned and 
no mistake will be made. In a word, to refer at present disarmament 
questions, including the question of control over disarmament, to tech
nical groups means hiding the discussion of disarmament questions 
even further from public opinion and to help the opponents of disar
mament, those who regard the negotiations of one of the cardinal prob
lems of'mankind as a sort of fencing match at the conference table.

• -  *  * -

' The Soviet Government is against such an approach to the dis- 
artnament negotiations. It stands for honest negotiations and for 
agreements on real disarmament.

,Question: As a counterweight to the Soviet proposal, of which you 
spoke today, for the retention of a certain number of missiles until the 
end of the whole process of general and complete disarmament, the 
United States recentlv introduced its DroDosal for a “freeze” on stra-
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tegio nuclear weapon vehicles.  ̂ What is your opinion of this 
proposal ?

Answer: It has been noticeable for a long time that the Western 
Powers’ arsenal of propagandist shifts to which they resort in the 
disarmament talks has been completely exhausted. One might say 
that the content of this arsenal and that of their missile arsenals vary 
in inverse ratio. To renovate their propaganda arsenal and make a 
new screen for their arms race, they have started this “freeze” pro
posal, which in reality bears no relation to concern for reinforcement 
of the nations’ security.

The latest United States proposal is really not a disarmament pro
posal at all. It is a plan for maintaining a full complement of all 
nuclear weapon vehicles now available to States. In fact it consoli
dates, so to speak, the present level of nuclear weapon vehicles, and 
indeed that of all kiads of armaments.

Moreover, it is well known that, if there were a war, the present 
number of nuclear weapon vehicles is sufficient to cause colossal de
struction in the world. This is clear not only to military persons but 
also to everyone with any general knowledge of the destructive power 
of modem weapons. That, however, obviously does not disturb the 
Western representatives in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament. The United Kingdom representative went farther, and 
directly advocated a study of the question of “acceptable” or “unac
ceptable” damage from a nuclear strike made with “frozen” nuclear 
missiles. This question may come up for “study” in NATO, which 
is said to enjoy calculating the potential victims of a nuclear war, but 
not in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

The United States accompanied its “freeze” proposal with a demand 
for the establishment of international control over all vehicles at the 
disposal of States, and also over their production. What does this 
mean ? It means that the United States Government proposes neither 
more nor less than the establishment, in the absence of any disarma
ment, of international control over the most secret types of weapons, 
and over the most secret types of military production, m the absence 
of disarmament of any kind. Mr. Rusk, Secretary of State of the 
United States, speaking in New York on 22 January, declared that 
execution of the United States “freeze” proposal would not interfere 
with the establishment of the NATO multilateral nuclear forces.̂  
The upshot is that this United States proposal is really meant to au
thorize the plans being hatched by certain NATO circles for asso
ciating the West German revanchists with nuclear weapons.

 ̂Ante, pp. 8, 17-21. 
Ante, p. 11.
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It can be stated definitely that the United States “freeze” proposal 
for existing strategic nuclear weapon vehicles would not make human 
life on our planet any more restful. Essentially, this “freeze” is 
wafting the frosts of the “cold war”.

Question: Comrade Minister, on 28 January the Soviet Government 
introduced in the Eighteen-Nation Committee a Memorandum on 
measures for slowing down the armaments race and relaxing interna
tional tension.̂  "Wliat can you say about the significance of this new 
Soviet initiative ?

Answer: The Soviet Government, considering that its principal 
task is to reach agreement on general and complete disarmament as 
quickly as possible, is proposing at the same time agreement on sepa
rate measures which would prepare the ground, step by step, for solu
tion of the problem of general and complete disarmament. The pro
posals enumerated in the Soviet Government’s Memorandum include 
measures to prevent surprise attack, proposals for the establishment 
of denuclearized zones and reduction of the armed forces of States, 
and other measures directed towards the strengthening of peace.

There lies on the table at the Geneva talks a Soviet proposal for the 
elimination of bomber aircraft. Its acceptance would mean a long 
stride towards the elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles. It would 
not mean a complete solution to the problem of eliminating delivery 
vehicles. Moreover, it would not even mean elimination of the basic 
nuclear weapon vehicles, for these are missiles. No one, however, will 
deny that the elimination of bomber aircraft would mean a beginning 
of the disruption of the war machines of States and a sound prepara
tion for the next step or steps towards disarmament.

An attempt is being made to confront our proposal with the United 
States proposal for the elimination by the Soviet Union and the 
United States of bombers by single type.̂  This proposal, however, 
is quite useless, for every soldier is fully aware that one obsolete 
bomber can be replaced by another more modern one. The result 
would be not a restriction but an increase of nuclear weapon vehicle 
potentiality. The United States proposal promises nothing at all, 
except perhaps to help the Americans to clear their flying-grounds of 
bombers which have outlived their time. But who is stopping them 
even now from carrying out this clearance, so to speak, unilaterally ?

Question: Judging by the response of the foreign press, a great im
pression has been made abroad by the proposal in the Soviet Govern-

 ̂Ante, pp. 12-17. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 2-3.
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ment’s Memorandum for the reduction of military budgets of States 
by XO-15 per cent. What can you say on this matter ?

Answer: Evidence of the great importance of reduction of military 
budgets is that, during the discussion in the Disarmament Committee, 
the representatives of eleven countries out of the seventeen actually 
taking part in the Committee’s work approved of this idea. Reduction 
of military budgets would not yet mean disarmaSnent, but would put 
a brake on the arms racê  Moreover, this measure would help to 
improve the international atmosphere and thus facilitate solution of 
the important problems of the present day and above all the problem 
of disarmament.

In this matter also the Soviet Union is taking the lead with its initia
tive. In the present year the military expenditure of the USSR is 
being reduced by 600 million roubles in (pmparison with that of 1963.

Unfortunately, the Western participants in the Committee have not 
yet shown any desire to agree in the Committee on reduction of mili
tary budgets. Moreover, when the Committee proceeded to examine 
the question of reduction of military budgets, the Governments of the 
United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany announced 
that they were increasing their expenditure.
■ One of the principal problems calling for solution is that of with
drawal of foreign troops from the territory of other States, or at least, 
as an urgent measure, reducing their nmnbere.

The Soviet Government has presented suitable proposals for ex- 
amination by the Eighteen-Nation Committee. It will continue to 
insist on the solution of this problem. No Power has any grounds 
for assuming the right to perpetuate the maintenance of its forces and 
military bases on the territories of other States. The attempt to as- 
smne the right to fulfil some kind of police functions m relation to 
other States by the use of one’s own forces and bases outside one’s own 
national frontiers expresses an a^ressive trend in foreign policy. 
The world has recently witnessed new evidence confirming that foreign 
troops and foreign military bases are a serious source of international 
complications. The nations resolutely condemn this policy.

Some of the measures enumerated in the Soviet Government’s Mem-
r

orandum could be implemented by what Chairman Khrushchev has 
called the “policy of mutual example”. The peoples would whole
heartedly approve this policy as a means of weakening the arms race.

The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development will 
soon begin its work at Geneva. The holding of this Conference at 
Geneva, the town where disarmament talks have been held for many 
years and have not yet yielded practical results, has a certain symbolic 
importance. The convening of the United Nations Conference on
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Trade and Development might well mean: “Have done with, your 
rivalry in the field of the arms race; it must yield place to emulation 
in the field of trade.” Enough of this senseless outlay on the produc
tion of tools of death! It must be directed towards the development 
of economies and culture for the benefit of the peoples.

The Soviet Union will continue to fight for disarmament. It re- 
j ects the fatalistic idea that disarmament is impossible. Agreement on 
disarmament has not been reached because the Western Powers oppose 
disarmament and do not want it. But that does not mean that there 
is no possibility of success in disarmament. Success is possible if the 
nations redouble their efforts for disarmament, if still greater use' is 
made of the favourable opportunities resulting from the conclusion 
of the Moscow Treaty fanning nuclear weapon tests/ and from the 
achievement of agreement confirmed .by the United Nations General 
Assembly resolution against the placing in orbit of objects carrying

« s

nuclear weapons.̂
Ndthing could suit the opponents of disar^^ent better than that 

people should become accustomed to the arms race as something in
evitable and fated. The Soviet people, our Party, the Leninist Central 
Committee of our Party, and the Soviet Gk>vernment, as Chairman 
lOirushchev has declared many times, reject this gloomy concept. 
The Soviet Union, with its friends and allies and with all peace-loving 
States, will continue to fight for disarmament, which is indissolubly 
linked to the struggle for the prevention of a new war and for a durable 
peace.

Statement by the Department of State on Foreign Minister 
Gromyko’s Interview With Izvestiya, March 5, 1964 ^

Foreign Minister Gromyko’s interview in Izvestiya is something less 
than accurate.̂

In his attempt to place responsibility on the United States for lack 
of progress to date at the Geneva Disa^ament Conference, he has 
overlooked the fact that the Soviet Union has not yet given a reasoned 
reply to the five major proposals recently introduced there by Presi
dent J ohnson.®

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
2J6M.,p.538. '
® ENDO/128, Mar. 5,1964.
* Supra,
'^Ante, pp. 7-9.
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These include:

Prohibiting the threat or use of force directly or indirectly;
Exploring a verified freeze of offensive and defensive strategic 

nuclear vehicles;
Halting all production of fissionable materials for weapons use;
Creating a system of observation posts; and
Halting the spread of nuclear weapons to nations not now con

trolling them.

A positive response to any one or all of these could readily pave
the way toward agreements which could extend the gains made in 
1963.

The United States cannot let unwarranted statements such as Mr. 
Gromyko’s pass without comment. But, our interest is not in an 
exchange of polemics. We are interested in coming to grips with 
the immense task before the Geneva Disarmament Conference. Be
cause we believe progress will result only through serious negotiation 
and not by impugning motives, we will continue at Geneva to exert 
a maximum effort to achieve practical and reliable arms control and 
disarmament agreements.

In this undertaking, the last thing needed is negativism. The first 
thing needed is a spirit of genuine co-operation. At Geneva co-opera
tion on the part of the Soviet Union will be welcomed.

News Conference Remarks by the Polish Foreign Minister 
(Rapacki): Freezing of Nuclear Armaments in Central 
Europe, March 5, 1964 ^

In his Plock speech last December Wladyslaw Gomulka made a 
proposal concerning the freezing of nuclear armaments in Central 
Europe.  ̂ The present memorandum of the Polish Government defines 
these proposals to an extent which will make this document a. point of 
issue for concrete negotiiations between the parties concerned.® The 
proposal is the result of Poland’s consistent striving to switch the 
development of the situation in Central Europe to tracks of detente, 
disarmament, and mutual security. We are convinced that this would 
be of tremendous importance for consolidation of peace the world 
over.

 ̂Warsaw radio broadcast, Mar. 5,1964.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1963, pp. 651-652. 
^Ante, pp. 53-55.
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The socialist states have made numerous proposals aimed in this 
direction. These proposals have been also made by Poland, to mention 
only the plan for the creation of a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe.̂  
We think these proposals are still timely and see no justification for 
the negative attitude adopted by certain Western governments regard- 
’ingthisquestion.

We consider, however, that it would not be prudent while awaiting 
the fruitful results of our efforts to passively watch the armaments 
1‘ace, particularly nuclear armaments in this region of the world, 
armaments whose meaning for the further fate of peace can hardly 
be overestimated. At present when it seems that possibilities begin 
to appear for reaching agreement on numerous problems, it is a matter 
of great weight to halt the rage of nuclear armaments in Central 
Europe. If we do not do this, the situation will become more compli
cated and will increasingly impede agreement. If we do this, we shall 
contribute to the progress of all efforts on the road of the peaceful 
development of the situation in Europe. Such is the aim of our 
proposal.

We intend to reach this aim by the shortest road possible. We count 
on the adoption of a serious and constructive attitude toward our 
proposals by all parties concerned. We count on serious and con
structive negotiations.

Airm and Intentions
The aim of the plan is to lead to the freezing of atomic armaments 

in Central Europe on the present level. The Polish proposal is aimed 
at a detente in the international situation. Its implementation would 
be an important stage on the road to disarmament.

The Problem of the Bo-called Balance of Power
Objections were put forth in the West, alleging that the implemen

tation of the plan of the denuclearization of Central Europe would 
alter the existing balance of power. We did not see and we still do 
not see any foundation for reservations of this type. It appears 
clearly from the new proposal submitted at present that it is not our 
aim to disturb the so-called balance of power.

Control of the Implementation of the Plan for the Freezing of Nuclear 
Armaments

The Polish Government is prepared to discuss this problem with 
the parties concerned. We want to achieve our aim by the simplest 
means possible, and we would not like this question to be drowned in 
unending technical discussions on the subject of control. The control

' Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
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of the freezing of nuclear charges is easier than the control of means 
of delivery of mass extermination weapons.

Consultation With Other States
The project of the memorandum has been consulted not only with 

Poland’s allies, but with the Western countries concerned. The social-, 
ist countries have given full support to the Polish initiative. With 
regard to plans for the immediate future, we want our plan to become 
the object of detailed negotiations with the parties concerned.

The Role of Medium and Small Countries
The execution of plans in the field of disarmament depend, first of 

all, on the big powers. However, medium and small countries can 
also do much at the same time in the field of detente and disarmament.

The German Problem
The recognition of the fact of the existence of the GDR and respect 

for its sovereign rights is considered by Poland as one of the most 
essential conditions for the peaceful development of the situation in 
Central Europe. The aim of Wladyslaw Gomulka’s proposal is clearly 
outlined in the memorandum. It is not intended to solve aU the most 
important internaitional problems.

The Prol>lem of the Creation of Multilateral Nuclear Forces
Their creation would be a new, important stage in the further race 

of nuclear armaments in Central Europe. Our stand toward this 
project is known and determined. We always considered and con
tinue to consider that no forces of this kind should be created.

i f

The Problem of a Nuclear-free Zone for the Nordic Countries
Poland approaches with interest the proposal of President Kek- 

konen. We approach with similar interest other proposals, aimed by 
various ways at the transformation of the zone of particular danger at 
the meeting point of the two opposed military groupings into a zone of 
security. The present Polish proposal is also a step in this direction.
The Prohlem of Negotiations on the Plan

We are prepared to begin negotiations concerning the proposal put 
forth by Wladyslaw Gomulka. Every form of negotiation is accept
able to us. It does not depend on us how long they will take. We 
should like to contribute to the arresting of the armaments race in 
Central Europe and facilitate the implementation of all constructive 
proposals aimed at detente and disarmament.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Safeguards on Peaceful Nuclear Activities, 
March 5, 1964 ^

At present only a few countries can produce nuclear weapons. It 
is in tlie interest of all the world that their number be not increased.

An increasingly large number of countries have peaceful nuclear 
prograinines. It is,in the interest of all that their number continue 
to increase.

However, without effective safeguards, the materials and technology 
which are acquired for peaceful uses of nuclear energy may be diverted 
to produce nuclear weapons. Unless effective safeguards are applied, 
what started out as a use of the atom for peace may turn into the devel
opment of the atom for war. Should this happen, the benefits to man
kind which we hope to obtain by the wide uses of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes may be far overshadowed by the dangers respiting 
from the increase in the number of nations having the capacity to 
produce nuclear weapons. It is therefore of great importance that 
we create effective safeguards against this. To do so is not easy, 
but it is possible.

It is in that light that I should like to discuss today two of the 
proposals contained in the fifth point of President Johnson’s message 
to this Conference.̂  The fifth point of the President’s message calls 
for an agreement—

. . . that all transfers of nuclear materials for peax̂ eful purposes take place 
under effective international safeguards;

• , * <

It also calls upon the maj or nuclear Powers to—
accept in an increasing number of their peaceful nuclear activities the same 
inspection they recommend for other States.

I should like, first, to review the major international activities and 
policies of the United States in the field of atomic energy. Against 
that background, I shall then develop further those two proposals 
in the President’s message for international safeguards.

A series of agreements for co-operation provides the basic framed 
work within which the United States participates in peaceful nuclear 
activities with other countries and international organizations. These 
include agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency 
and with various regional organizations active in the field. They

" ENDC/PV.172, pp. 14-18.
 ̂AntCt p. 8.
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also include bilateral agreements for co-operation with some thirty- 
five countries.

The nuclear materials which we have distributed abroad under 
agreements for co-operation are valued at approximately $82.5 mil
lion. Keactors and critical assemblies supplied by the United States 
are located in twenty-four countries. Each is subject to safeguards 
to ensure against diversion of the materials or equipment to military 
uses. The system of safeguards applied bilaterally by the United 
States Government is administered by the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission.

The United States has also given its strong support to the develop
ment of an effective system of international safeguards by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. The United States bilateral system 
is fully consistent with that IAEA system.

In recent years the IAEA has made significant progress towards 
the development of a comprehensive system of international safe
guards. Agency safeguards for small reactors of less than 100,000 
thermal kilowatts were adopted on 31 January 1961.̂  Final action 
extending the system to large reactors of 100,000 thermal kilowatts or 
more was taken on 26 February 1964.̂  That final decision of the 
Board of Governors of the IAEA was unanimous. In particular we 
welcome the co-operation of the Soviet Union in extending the Agency 
safeguards system. We hope that in the future the IAEA will extend 
further its system of safeguards to cover fuel fabrication and chemical 
re-processing facilities.

It is the policy of the United States to transfer the administration of 
safeguards under its existing bilateral agreements to the IAEA as 
rapidly as possible. In pursuance of this policy the United States 
and Japan, for instance, have recently transferred to the IAEA re
sponsibility for administering safeguards under their existing agree
ment for co-operation. The United States is currently negotiating 
additional transfers with a number of its other bilateral partner.

Some two years ago the IAEA was also invited by the United States 
to apply Agency safeguards to several of its own smaller research and 
power reactors. Three reactors in the United States are at present 
being inspected by the IAEA. Two are research reactors located at 
Brookhaven. New York; the third is a 45,500 thermal kilowatt power 
reactor located in Ohio. The opening of these facilities to IAEA 
inspection has, we believe, been a step in developing the principle of 
safeguarding the peaceful uses of atomic energy. It has also assisted 
the IAEA in gaining practical experience in field-testing inspection 
techniques.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 21-22,
’ Ante, pp. 66-68.
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The United States does not believe that the opening of these reactors 
to international inspection is a derogation from its national sover
eignty. Nor is the safeguard system onerous. It involves record 
keeping, reporting and inspection—the same kind of controls as pru
dent management would naturally set up internally. For the pur
poses of a safeguard system, such controls must be checked and in
spected by an external agency.

For the necessary external check, we prefer international to bilateral 
safeguards. There is little reason for any country to doubt the ob
jectivity of inspections conducted by an international inspectorate in 
which nationals of a variety of countries participate.

I should now like to develop further the United States proposals 
regarding international safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities.

_ First, the United States proposes that all future transfers of nuclear 
materials for peaceful purposes take place under effective international 
safeguards. We believe that this proposal could be implemented by 
appropriate agreements, which would grow out of this Conference, 
covering all such future transfers. Fissionable materials, or raw 
materials or equipment essential to the production of fissionable 
materials, would be covered.

Suppliers would agree to transfer materials and equipment only 
under IAEA safeguards or similar arrangements.

Recipients would agree to receive materials or equipment only imder 
such safeguarded arrangements.

Provisions relating to open technology and authorized visits by 
scientists for study and observation might also be included.

We believe that the agTeement regarding transfers should, in addi
tion, provide for the extension of IAEA or similar safeguards to an 
increasing number of the peaceful use facilities of all States receiving 
assistance.

Second, the United States proposes that the major nuclear Powers 
accept in an increasing number of their own peaceful nuclear activities 
the same inspection as recommended for other States.

As a first step in that direction, the United States has already 
accepted IAEA safeguards on certain of its peaceful use facilities, as 
I have described previously.

As a second step, the United States will invite the IAEA to apply 
safeguards to a large power reactor in the United States.  ̂ The 
Yankee power reactor at Eowe, Massachusetts, has been selected for 
this purpose. This privately-owned reactor, which is rated at a power 
level of 600,000 thermal kilowatts, is one of the largest nuclear power

 ̂S(‘(‘ i)ost, pp. 214-221.
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reactors in operation in tlie United States. In 1963 it produced over 
one billion electrical kilowatt hours.

We are offering the Yankee reactor for IAEA inspection for two 
reasons. First, it will assist the IAEA further in developing and 
demonstrating the effectiveness of its inspection techniques for large 
reactor facilities. Second, we intend it as an example to other nuclear 
Powers. We hope that other States will join us in this step and invite 
the application of IAEA safeguards on some of their large dvil 
reactors; indeed, we urge them, and in particular we urge the Soviet 
Union, to do so.

Progress towards development of an effective system of interna
tional safeguards for peaceful nuclear activities is an important ob
jective in itself. Therefore the United States will invite IAEA in
spection of the Yankee reactor whether or not other States reciprocate. 
Btrt, as I have said, we urge the Soviet Union in particular to recipro
cate. I f it should do so, we could then discuss the possibility that we 
might both place additional peaceful atomic energy installations 
under IAEA safeguards.

Some members of the Committee may wonder about the significance 
of these proposals as regards a slowing-down of the arms race. To
day T have talked about IAEA safeguards, not general and complete 
disarmament. I have talked of inspection of peaceful nuclear reac- 
tors instead of the destruction of allnaments. Yet I believe that the 
proposals which the United States has put forward this morning 
could, if acted upon, produce one of the most significant developments 
of this Conference.

In the future, atomic energy will become an increasingly important 
resource for fulfilling man’s daily needs. As that happens, transfers 
of nuclear materials between States for peaceful purposes will in
crease both in frequency and in size. Participation in atomiĉ  energy 
research and civil power programmes will beĉ m̂e more and more 
widespread.

It is of the utmost importance, therefore, to take the steps which will 
ensure that these peaceful atomic energy activities are not diverted 
to military purposes; It is essential to build up the international safe
guards which will keep that from happening. If we do not, we shall 
find that in extending the benefits of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses we have not sown a field with choice seed which will ripen into 
a field of grain for the benefit of all mankind. We may find instead 
that we have sown the field with dragons’ teeth and that, when har
vest comes, it will bristle with nuclear weapons. What the United 
States proposes are practical steps to keep that from happening.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Ru^k
[Extract}, March 6, 1964^ , ,

M j

Q. Mr. Secretary^ a few days ago Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko 
attacked the Western disarmament fosition in fairly strong terhis,  ̂
Gould you tell uŝ  sir, what you feel was his intention? And, secondly, 
how would you assess the mood of the odmiMstration on the theme 
of disamfianruent now?

A. Well, I wouldn’t want to speculate about Mr. Gromyko’s inten
tion in saying what he said. They have grumbled from time to time 
about the slow pace of discussions in Geneva, and so have we. Each 
side has made some proposals. We have made what we feel are very 
constructive and far-reacliing propc»als. They have made some pro
posals. But these are not in direct contact with each other. We seem 
to be occupying each other’s rear for the moment.

What we need to do now is to try to find certain points of contact 
where we can, in fact, make some progress. We are not going to give 
up this effort. We are not discouraged. One must take a fairly long 
look at these disarmament problems. They have been discussed for 
more than 40 years with varying success at one time or another.

But we are going to stay with it, because we can’t a:lpPord to do 
otherwise. It is important to continue the effort to find real steps 
in the disarmament field. I have been somewhat encouraged to see 
that there is some indication that the Soviet Union, the United States, 
and others are not this next year simply lifting the scale of the arms 
race to new levels— t̂hat there is a temporary, at least, leveling off of 
that effort. It may be that this can open up some possibHities. I think 
on such matters as the nondissemination of nuclear weapons it is very 
difficult to bring that to a formal agreement. Nevertheless, it is my 
impression that Moscow, Paris, London, Washington are not plan
ning to disseminate nuclear weapons into other national hands. That 
parallel attitude, parallel policy, on the part of these four nuclear 
powers is itself a minor piece of encouragement in the disa;^ament 
field.

But I think the problem here is to find particular points at which 
agreement can be achieved, and that is going to take time, pjatience, 
more work; and we are prepared to invest all those things in it. I 
wouldn’t give up; we can’t give up. But, at the moment, we don’t 
see large and dramatic steps in the immediate future.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 23,1964, pp. 445-446.
* Ante, pp. 68-75. i. i ,v ■ i i.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, March 12,
1964'

The discussion which has taken place on the Soviet Union’s pro
posal for a reduction in the military budgets of States has confirmed 
that the overwhelming majority in the Committee consider that the 
achievement of an agreement on this matter and the putting of this 
agreement into effect would be of great significance for the cause of 
peace.̂

Only the representatives of the Western Powers are restraining the 
Committee from drawing up a concrete agreement in this regard on

I,

the basis of the Soviet proposal. The battery of arguments to A\ hicli 
the Western representatives have recourse is extremely poor. They 
boil down to general phrases without weight or substance. It is im
possible, for instance, to take seriously the assertion which the repre
sentatives of the Western Powers keep repeating from one meeting 
to another that a decision by the Committee on reduction of military 
budgets, would be “premature”. If such an assertion means anything, 
it only means that the Western Powers consider it premature to put 
an end to the armaments race.

The statement of the representative of Canada, Air. Burns, at last 
Thursday’s ineeting also failed to make the negative position of the 
Western delegations in any way convincing. It is impossible, of 
course, to defend successfully a shaky and indefensible position; hence 
all the contradictions in which Mr. Bums found himself involved.^

Members of the Committee will no doubt remember that at the 
very beginning of the resumption of the debate Mr. Bums took a 
positive attitude towards the reduction of military budgets and even 
informed the Committee of the steps taken in that direction by the 
Government of Canada.̂  But last Thursday, when we were directly 
discussing the question of a positive decision by the Committee on the 
reduction of military budgets, Mr. Bums’ views underwent a strange 
metamorphosis. He tried to cast doubt on the value of action by 
States in reducing military expenditures. In particular, he tried to 
minimize the significance of unilateral reductions through the policy 
of mutual example. Mr. Bums said that “mutual example can and 
does work both ways”.®

‘ ENDC/PV.174, pp. 40-53.
* Ante, pp. 49-52.
* ENDC/PV.172, pp. 9 fif.
' ENDO/PV.158, p. 13.
‘ ENDC/PV.172, p. 10.
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We agree with the appraisal, Mr. Burns, that an increase in mili
tary expenditures, such as is taking place in Western Germany and 
in the United Kingdom, is a bad example. But why then did the 
Canadian representative fail to mention this fact, and why did he 
find no words of censure for Canada’s allies in NATO—the United 
Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany? Would it be a 
bad thing if the Committee, in accordance with the wishes expressed 
here by many representatives, addressed an appeal to States to reduce 
their military budgets? Unfortunately it is becoming more and more 
evident that the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, is guided in 
his statements here, hot by the interests of disarmament, but rather 
by purely military considerations on which the staffs and generals of 
the NATO military bloc insist.

The attempts of the representative of Canada to minimize the sig
nificance of an agreement to reduce military budgets are based on a 
very shaky foundation. Plistorical experience shows most convinc
ingly that the reduction of military budgets is of great significance. 
I shall give just one example. According to the conclusion of investi
gators, one of the reasons why the German militarists were able to 
re-establish the Wehrmacht was that the Versailles Treaty, while im
posing limitations on the numbers of armed forces and the quantities 
of certain types of armaments, did not place any restrictions on 
Germany's military budget. The results of this were not slow to 
appear. Whereas Germany’s military budget amounted to 459 million 
marks in 1924r-25, in three years, by 1928-29, it increased by more 
than half as much again, having risen to 758 million marks.

'Wliat is now going on in Western Germany in regard to military 
expenditures and the armaments race bears no comparison Avith and 
far outstrips the speed of the militarization of Germany in the thirties, 
when Hitler’s Reich was preparing for war. Therefore it is most 
important to take measures to put a brake on the armaments race now, 
before it is too late. The Soviet proposal for the reduction of the 
military budgets of States by 10 to 15 per cent is an excellent means 
to that end.

Mr. Bums reiterated statements that had been made earlier by the 
representatives of other Western Powers concerning the “difficulty” 
of verifying the reduction of military budgets and the need in this 
connexion for a preliminary study of the question of budgets by ex
perts. In our last statement we pointed out the gToundlessness of 
this argument and stressed that we were prepared to consider the 
question of control in the necessary context if we come to an agree
ment on a reduction of military budgets. Without such agreement, 
any talk about the form of control o\̂ er the implementation of an
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agreement on the redaction of military budgets, and any talk about 
the scope of that control, would be pointless; it woidd be a sheer waste 
of time and Would even be harmful.

In fact, Mr. Bums himself confittned this by referring as an argu
ment to the experience of the League of Nations, which spent several 
years “studying” teclmical problems connected with budgetary ques
tions. What was the result of that “study”? Mr. Burns informed 
us that the result was the working out of methods for the submission 
of comparable data on military budgets. But what did the world 
gain from this? Nothing constructive, nothing positive; no agree
ment on the reduction of military expenditures was ever reached, the 
arms race continued, and finally the whole affair came to an end with 
the Second World War. Teclmical studies obscured the substan^ of 
the matter, and to those who perished or suffered in that war the 
“success” of the League of Nations to which Mr. Bums referred is 
hardly a consolation.

If'the experience of the League of Nations teaches us anjrthing, it 
teaches us what we must not do. It teaches us how vicious and dan
gerous to the cause of peace are any attempts to refer outstanding 
political questions “for study” to “technical” committees, commissions, 
sub-commissions, technical groups of eetperts, and so on and so forth.
‘ Mr. Bums adduced yet another astoimding argument against con

sideration in the Committee of the question of reducing military budg
ets. He literally said the following: Since this is a question which 
would affect the entire membership of the United Nations, the Com
mittee should first acquaint itself with the views of all the Members 
of the United Nations by means of a “questionnaire”. But in that 
case, Mr. Bums, any of us can say that all the questions under con
sideration by the Committee affect the entire membership of the 
United Nations, and that would be right. Consequently, if we were 
to follow the lo^c of Mr. Bums’s argument, it would turn out that 
not a single proposal, not a single question, could be examined in the 
Committee without asking beforehand for the opinion of all the other 
Members of the United Nations. If the situation were as Mr. Bums 
imagines it to be, the Eighteen-Nation Committee itself would in point 
of fact be absolutely useless, since it would be incapable of doing any 
work. In our opinion, the Comimittee has been set up with the knowl
edge and approval of the United Nations in Order to consider and 
reach agreement on the most important problems relating to disar- 
mamentj and one such problem is undoubtedly that of reducing military

In Connexion with his arguments on the need for a “questionnaire” 
Mr. Bnms did not mention th e  League of Nations. In otir opinion,
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he might vei'y well hâ ê done so. After all, the activities of the Ijeague 
of IS’ations in the field of disarmament boiled down in the end to vari
ous kinds of “questionnaires”. It would be dangerous for the cause 
of peace and for the peoples if our Committee were likewise fated to 
meet the same inglorious end as the League of Nations, which got 
bogged down in all kinds of technical papers, questionnaires and year 
books. As we all know, the torrent of paper in the League of Nations 
did not halt the armaments race and did not prevent war. It merely 
served as a smoke-screen to conceal the ever-accelerating preparations 
for war from the eyes of the peoples.  ̂ ,

The unconvincing nature of the arguments advanced by the repre
sentatives of the Western Powers against consideration of the question 
of reducing military budgets is 'becoming more obvious every day. 
More and more delegations are declaring themselves in favour of the 
speediest possible consideration and positive solution of this important 
question by the Committee. In their statements they show convinc
ingly and clearly, as the representative of Brazil, Mr. de Castro, did 
last Thursday,  ̂that the obstacles which, according to the representa
tives of the Western Powers, stand in the way of a solution to the 
problem of reducing military budgets can in fact be easily overcome, 
and that most of these obstacles are simply artificial and do not really 
exist.

In fact at present, except a few delegations representing the West
ern Powers, the whole Committee is unanimous in believing that it 
woidd be desirable to consider the question of reducing military budg
ets as a matter of priority and to reach agreement on this. We fully 
associate ourselves with the appeal made by the representative of 
Brazil at last Thursday’s meeting that we should continue to work un
remittingly in this direction, and we share the conviction he expressed 
tlmt it would be possible to achieve progress in the question of reducing 
military budgets—provided, of course, that there is good will and the 
desire to do so on the part of all members of the Committee, first and 
forem.ost the Western Powers.

We 'have before us the proposal of the Soviet Government for a 
reduction of the military budgets of States by 10 to 15 per cent. On 
the basis of this proposal it would be possible to reach agreement 
rapidly. Favourable conditions also exist for the implementation of 
this Soviet proposal: we have in mind the fact that a considerable 
number of States, including members of the Committee, have already 
carried out some reductions in their military budgets. A movement 
in the right direction has begun, a good example has been set, and we 
must not allow this process to be halted. As the head of the Soviet

" ENDC/PV.172, pp. 44 ff
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Government, Mr. Khrushchev, and the leading statesmen of an over- 
whehning majority of States have said, the Moscow Treaty has given 
an impetus to an imprô êment of the international situation, and we 
must not allow this vis inertiae  ̂ this impulse given to international 
relations by the Moscow Treaty, to die out. It is essential to help for
ward the further development of this process. The proposal to reduce 
military budgets is conducive to this end. Those who oppose this 
proposal reveal more clearly than by words their unwillingness to put 
an end to the armaments race.

We continue to believe that at the present time top priority should 
be given to the question of reducing military budgets, as being the 
simplest and easy to implement, and enjoying the support of the over
whelming majority of the Committee.

Permit ine now to deal with the United States proposal for a freeze.'̂  
In submitting this proposal the United States representatives asserted 
that it symbolized a “new” approach of tlie United States to disarma
ment. Today I should like to make some comments of principle 
regarding this United States proposal.

In President Johnson’s message it is stated:

. . . that the security of all nations can be safeguarded within the scope 
of such an agreement—that is, the “freeze”—and that this initial measure 
preventing the further expansion of the deadly and costly arms race will open 
the path to reductions in all types of forces from present levels.®

If this proposal would really safeguard the security of all States, open 
up favourable prospects in the field of disarmament, and thus help 
towards eliminating the threat of a nuclear war, then of, course we 
could only welcome it. But, in order to evaluate it in that waŷ  one 
must analyse it carefully and see what consequences its adoption would 
actually lead to.

First it is necessary to point out that, in proposing to freeze stra
tegic means of delivery, the United States leaves aside that is, by no 
means covers all— t̂he nuclear weapons and strategic means of delivery, 
missiles, bombers and so forth, which at present exist in the arma
ments of States. Yet, as the United States representatives themselves 
have pointed out and as the late President Kennedy stressed on a num
ber of occasions, the stockpiles of the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons in the arsenals of the nuclear Powers are so great that they 
could annihilate all the population, cities and industrial centres of 
our planet.

Here in the Committee we have heard many times about the over
kill capacity possessed by the nuclear Powers. References have been

 ̂Ante, p. 8.
*Ihid.
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made to the extreme danger of this situation, and there has been talk 
about the need to take a resolute step forward in order to eliminate 
this danger, or at least to reduce it to a great extent. If the United 
States proposal to freeze the existing means of delivery of nuclear 
missiles were implemented, this over-kill capacity would be main
tained in its entirety. This United States proposal is aimed at main
taining in its entirety the enormous power of destruction now at the 
disposal of the two military groups confronting each other. Thus, a 
freeze of the strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons by itself, 
Avithout the simultaneous implementation of disarmament measures, 
cannot lead to any lessening of the threat of nuclear war, since it would 
not reduce the military arsenals of States by a single missile or a single 
bomber.

Secondly, as far as we understand, the United States proposal for a 
‘‘freeze” would not affect the production of Polaris missiles, nor would 
it prevent the creation of new arnpied forces based on these missiles. 
For instance, the United States proposal for a “freeze” does not cover 
the United States-West German plan for the creation of so-called 
]^ATO multilateral nuclear forces. The Secretary of State of tlie 
United States, Mr. Rusk, speaking in New York on 22 January 1964, 
stated that the implementation of a freeze on strategic means of de
livery should not prevent the creation of the multilateral nuclear 
forces of NATO —̂ t̂hat is, sharing by West German revanchists in the 
control of nuclear weapons. It is characteristic that the United States 
proposal for a “freeze” does not cover those types of weapon [s], 
including nuclear missiles, with which the West German Bundeswehr 
is equipped. Not . a single aircraft, not a single missile  ̂ being the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons and now forming part of the 
armament of the West German army, would come under those types 
of armaments whose production, under the United States “freeze” 
plan, would have to cease.

Thus, in accordance with this United States proposal, it would be 
possible to continue and increase the production of such missiles as 
the Davy Crockett, the Honest Jolin (with a range of 25 km), the 
Sergeant (with a range of 100 km), the pilotless Matador and Mace 
bombers (with ranges of 1,000 and 1,500 kan respectively), as well as 
such missiles as the Nike, Hawk, Tartar, the British Siket, the 
medium-range Pershing, the F-104 aircraft, and the Starfighter air
craft— t̂hat is, all that now constitutes the main striking force of the 
West German army. Thus the entire arsenal of the means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons now at the disposal of the West German Bundes-
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weJir would continue to grow and still further intensify the threat of a 
nuclear war.

Likewise, the United States proposal for a “freeze” would not cover 
the United Kingdom plan for the creation of a flotilla of nuclear sub
marines equipped with Polaris missiles. In this connexion we might 
remind the Committee of a recent statement by the Minister of Defence 
of the United Kingdom, Mr. Thorneycroft. He pointed out with 
soldierly bluntness that the United States proposal for the freezing of 
strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons had no bearing on the 
United Kingdom plans for the construction of five nuclear submarines 
equipped with Polaris missiles. In order that nobody should have 
any doubt in this regard, Mr. Thorneycroft stressed that the United 
Kingdom Government would in no circumstances abandon the execu
tion of this plan.̂

#

Thirdly, the United States proposal would not at all mean a cessa-
m

tion of the arms race. We are told that the level of strategic means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons, the level existing at the time of the 
agreement, would be “frozen” both quantitatively and qualitatively. 
That does not mean at all, as the United States delegation itself has 
made clear, that the production of powerful modern strategic missiles 
and strategic bombers would cease. On the contrary, it would con
tinue in order to maintain the level reached at the time of the a^ee- 
ment of these weapons which make it possible even now to annihilate 
all the cities on the globe many times over. On 31 January, Mr. Fos
ter said that maintenance of “constant level” was the purpose of the 
“freeze” agreement.̂

On the other hand, this United States proposal proceeds from the 
premise that, in regard to all other types of weapons, complete freedom 
would be maintained to increase their production further and to 
intensify the arms race. In particular, under the “freeze” proposal 
the production of other means of delivery of nuclear weapons would 
be fully maintained and developed, and so would the production of 
such types of weapons of mass destruction as chemical and bacteriolog
ical weapons. The production of conventional weapons would go on 
at full speed.

As you see, within the scope of such an agreement on a “freeze” 
there cannot 6f course be any of that security of the nations to which 
reference is made in the message of President Jolinson of the United 
States of 21 January. On the contrary, the implementation of such 
a pr6p<>S3iI would only intensify mutual suspicion and tension and
increase the danger of war.

^The Times (London), Feb. 29, 1964. 
 ̂Ante, p. 20.
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If we sum Tip the aforesaid aspects of the United States plan, the 
question naturally aiises: what is the meaning of it ; why has the 
United. States needed to put forward such a plan at the present time ? 
The United States representatives in the Committee assure us that its 
purpose is to halt or check the arms race. But, as we have just shown, 
no such halt in the arms race would occur. Therefore we have, of 
'course, to look for the reason why the United States put forward this 
plan in some other calculations which have nothing tor do with the 
tasks of strengthening peace or with the task of halting the arms race. 
These calculations become clear if we consider the statements made 
by United States military and political leaders, and if we refer to the 
data showing the development of the production of armaments in the 
United States.

We know that in recent years the United States has been striving 
in every way to increase its arsenal of strategic means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons, in particular of intercontinental missiles. As the 
United States Minister of Defense, Mr. McNamara, said on 18 Novem
ber 1963, the United States has in the past few years concentrated its 
attention on strategic forces.̂

Here in the Committee, Mr. Foster has said that merely while our 
negotiations have been going on, namely since the spring of 196 ,̂ the 
United States has increased its arsenal of intercontinental missiles by 
200 per <jent.̂  According to official United States data, by the end of 
1968 the United States had 534 intercontinental missiles. At present, 
according to statements of United States military leaders, the United 
States has practically finished carrying out a programme for the con
struction of intercontinental missiles aimed at bringing their number 
up to 1,700. At the last meeting before his departure for Washington 
the United States representative, Mr. Foster, informed us with a men
acing note in his voice that by 1965 the number of United States 
strategic missiles would have increased by 750 per cent as compared 
with 1962. On the other hand, Mr. McNamara stressed in his state
ment that any further increase in the budgetary allocations for the 
United States strategic forces could have only an insigmficant result 
from the point of view of increasing the United States power.

Now, as Mr. McNamara stated, the time has come for the United 
States to review the cards. That review, as is clear from the state
ments of United States military leaders, is to consist in shifting the 
center of gravity of the arms race from strategic means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons to short-range means of delivery and. conventional

I* ,  ________

armaments. As the United States Press has pointed outj the Pentagon

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 583-594, 
 ̂ENDC/PV.170, p. 48.
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now insists on increasing the production of low-yield weapons. In 
this connexion it is characteristic that the United States is now in
tensively drafting plans for creating new, and modernizing old, short- 
range means of delivery of nuclear Aveapons. Much is being said, 
in particular, about supplying heavy artillery with nuclear warheads 
and creating special mobile aimed forces equipped with low-yield 
nuclear weapons, which could be sent immediately to any part of the 
world. New types of military aircraft are being introduced—the 
A-11 in the United States, the TSR-2 in the United Kingdom, and 
so forth. Particular stress is being laid on the construction of new 
nuclear submarines equipped with new types of Polaris missiles— 
which, as we have already said, are likewise not covered by the “freeze”. 
Characteristic of the present military leaders of the United States are 
statements to the eff^t that it is precisely the development of this type 
of weapon that is to become in future the basis of United States mil
itary strategy.

Those 'are precisely the considerations—which, of course, have noth
ing to do with safeguarding the security of States or with the task of 
really relaxing international tension and reducing the threat of war— 
those are precisely the calculations to which the present United States 
proposal for a ‘‘freeze” of strategic means of delivery of nuclear weap
ons corresponds. Their point of departure is, first, the completion in 
the United States in the near future of an extensive programme for 
the construction of strategic missiles, and secondly, the demand of the 
Pentagon to lay the main stress in future on other types of weapons. 
Why, then, try to pass off this internal military reorganization in the 
United States as a peace initiative ?

In reality this proposal for a “freeze” merely reflects the new mili
tary programme of the Pentagon. Let us now put the following ques
tion : if the United States “freeze” plan does not provide for a slowing- 
down of the arms race, perhaps it gives promise of some relaxation 
of international tension and might lead to increased confidence among 
States. To answer that question, let us take a look at the other aspect 
of the United States “freeze” plan, the proposal concerning the con
trol to be established over implementation of the “freeze” on the pro
duction of strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons.

But what does control over the “freezing” of strategic means of 
delivery really mean? In the first place, it would be control carried 
out without any disarmament measures whatsoever and in isolation 
from such measures, which would mean as a matter of fact opening 
up to foreign intelligence services the whole production of the most 
important types of weapons and their testing sites—that is to say, 
practically disclosing the most important secrets of the defence in
dustry and the defence system of a country in the conditions of a con-
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tinuing arms race and intensive military preparations. Furthermore, 
since under the United States plan the production of a certain number 
of missiles and aircraft to replace those that have become unservice
able would be permitted, there would also be a possibility of raising 
the question of control over the remaining armaments, in order to 
verify whether the quantity of these replaced armaments is not being 
increased and whether their quality is not being improved. In fact 
there would also be opened up a possibility of demanding the estab- 
Jishment of control over the activities of any scientific institution.

In essence, adoption of the United States proposal would involve 
the danger that it would open up to any party interested in carrying 
on espionage and intelligence work in the territory of other States 
legal opportunities under the guise of control to collect the most val
uable and secret information on the armed forces, defence systems and 
defence industry of those States and, indeed, in any part of their ter
ritories, since it would always be possible to say that it was necessary 
to verify in any particular area whether there was any hidden pro
duction or secret testing of missiles, aircraft or any of. their 
components.

The Soviet Union, as we are constantly stressing, is not at all 
against control. We stand for strict and effective control over dis
armament measures. But the establisliment of foreign control and 
the disclosure, in that way, of the most important elements of the 
defence system in conditions where not only has the problem of 
general and complete disarmament not been solved, but also no meas
ures of actual disarmament are being implemented at all, could only 
serve the purposes of intelligence and espionage, the purposes of the 
preparation of aggression.

No State that is concerned about ensuring its defence can give its 
consent to the implementation of such control. No State that does 
not harbour any aggressive designs in regard to other States would 
press for control without disarmament, for control over the existing 
armaments of the other side. Adoption of the United States proposal 
would mean that a potential aggressor, having obtained a complete 
and thorough idea of the defence systems of the peace-loving States 
which he has marked down as his victims, and having obtained in
formation regarding the targets which he intends to hit, could try 
to utilize the information thus obtained in order to launch a surprise 
attack and unleash a nuclear war.

Tlius implementation of the United States proposal would not lead 
to halting the arms race; it would not decrease by a single nuclear 
bomb or a single missile the tremendous arsenal of destruction ac
cumulated in the ŵ orld today. This proposal would merely conduce 
to intensifying mistrust and suspicion in the relations between States.
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This United States proposal would result in reducing to nought the 
successes in the matter of relaxing international tension which were 
achieved as a result of the efforts of all the peace-loving States, and 
which were expressed in such luiiversally-known acts as the coJiclu- 
sion of the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear tests/ and the reaching 
df agreement to refrain from placing in orbit any objects carrying 
nuclear weapons.^

It is impossible not to see that the United States proposal for a 
“freeze” on strategic means of delivery is a direct replacement of 
disarmament by measures of control over existing armaments, in the 
first place over those which form the basis of the defensive power of 
the Soviet Union. This proposal could merely open up a way for the 
widespread activities of foreign intelligence services in the territory 
of the Soviet Union, which would be solely to the advantage of the 
XATO military bloc. This fact reflects very clearly, among other 
things, the striving of the United States by means of its “freeze” pro
posal to secure for itself unilateral advantages, unilateral militai^ 
advantages.

The United States representatives in the disarmament negotiations 
are fond of talking about the necessity, in implenitoting disarmaiilitit 
or any nieasure facilitating disaimament, of strictly respecting and 
mauitaiiiuig the balance of forces now existing between States. Does 
the United States follow tliis principle in putting forward its new 
proposal for a “freeze” ? Certainly not. In proposing to freeze and 
place under international control the most powerful means of defence 
which the Soviet Union possesses, namely strategic missiles, the United 
States leaves its hands free for the unlimited production and improve
ment of other nuclear weapon delivery vehicles not belongiQg to this 
category, including those which could be launched in the direction of 
the Soviet Union and other socialist States from United States mili
tary bases located around the Soviet Union and other socialist coun
tries. The United States proposal for a “freeze” on strategic means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons passes over this aspect of the matter 
in complete silence; it does not deal with it at all. How, then, is the 
balance of forces respected here? That is the question we may well 
ask the authors of this proposal.

If we really want to put an end to the arms race and to avert the 
dangeî  of a thermonuclear war, we must exert the utmost efforts to 
solve the problem of general and complete disarmament. This alone 
can put an end once and for all to the danger of devastating wars, 
and ensure lading peace for the nations. In this connexion it should

 ̂tiocumeMs on Disarmament, 196-i, pi). 291-298. 
“ lMd„ p. 538.
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be recalled that the Soviet proposal for general and complete dis
armament provides for the destruction of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons in tlie very first stage of disarmament.  ̂ In other 
words, the danger of a thermonuclear war would be eliminated in the 
shortest period possible. This is the main objective and the character
istic feature of the Soviet proposal, which radically distinguish it from 
the United States proposal for a “freeze” on strategic means of de
livery of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet proposals contained in the Soviet Government’s memo
randum which has been submitted to the Committee for consideration 
are also aimed at lessening the danger of war and halting the arms 
race.̂  We are already discussing here a proposal for the reduction of 
military budgets which, as has been stressed by a number of delega
tions in the Committee, is a reliable way toAvards turning back the 
arms race and helping to bring about the conditions for general and 
complete disarmament. The Soviet Grovemment’s memorandum also 
contains a proposal for reducing the numbers of the armed forces of 
States, the implementation of which would lead to a reduction of mili
tary potentials, and thereby to a lessening of the danger of war and to 
an improvement of the international atmosphere, as well as other well- 
known proposals directed towards the same objective.

The Soviet proposal for the elimination of bomber aircraft even 
before the accomplisliment of general and complete disarmament has 
a most direct bearing on the effective limitation of the arms and 
the lessening of the danger of war. As the Soviet memorandum points 
out:

Bomber aircraft, though obsolete, still remain one of the powerful means of 
carrying on a war of aggression, used to deliver nuclear weapons many thou
sands of kilometres from their bases in order to inflict massive blows in the 
teiTitories of other States.

The elimination of this type of weapon would be a serious contribu
tion towards physical disarmament, in contrast to the essentially fic
titious measures proposed by the United States. The elimination of 
bomber aircraft would to a considerable extent limit the possibility 
of unleashing a nuclear war and would lead to a relaxation of interna
tional tension and to bringing about more favourable conditions for 
the implementation of general and complete disarmament.

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, a measure such as the 
elimination of bomber aircraft could easily be carried out in a sliort 
period of time—for instance, in one year. If a decision to eliminate 
bomber aircraft were adopted, the Soviet Government would be will-

 ̂Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938. 
 ̂See ante, pp. 12-17.
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ing to reach agreement on mutiially-acceptable forms of control over 
their elimination. In this case it really would be control over a seri
ous disarmament measure, unlike the control over armaments sug
gested by the United States and provided for in the United States 
proposal for a “freeze”.

Thus, if we want to bring about a relaxation of international tension, 
a slowing-down of the arms race and the elimination of the danger of 
nuclear war, we must consider and adopt a decision on measures that 
would really lead to this goal. Such measures are contained in the 
Soviet Government’s memorandum of 28 January, not to mention the 
measures which are provided for in the Soviet Union’s draft treaty 
on general and complete disarmament. The United States proposal 
for a “freeze”, however, would merely result in intensifying mistrust 
in relations between States and in increasing the danger of war.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Reduction of Delivery Vehicles, March 17,
1964 ^

For the past two months we have been discussing the positions of 
each side on nuclear weapons and their means of delivery. Both sides 
have proposed solutions to the problems posed by these amendments. 
This morning I want to comment on the proposals of each side. I 
should like to do so in the light of the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles.^

We work towards general disarmament in the knowledge that a 
rough balance of destructive capability has been reached on both 
sides. Unfortunate as it may be, the peace today is a result of this 
rough balance, and it is the tremendous power of the destructive 
armaments lying behind this rough balance which impels us to 
search for better ways to keep the peace. Much as we are concerned 
with the existence of these armaments, however, our efforts here will 
be successful only when we recognize that we can reduce them only in 
a way which does not disturb the balance which we know exists.

We have agreed to preserve the balance in principle 5 of the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles, which states that during the dis
armament process no State or group of States should gain military

" ENDC/PV.175, pp. 5-10.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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advantage and that security should be ensured for all. Our primary 
efforts should be to safeguard the balance of security as disarmament 
proceeds.

The United States proposals" take the present situation in the 
world, where a rough balance exists, and in accordance with principle 
5 provide for balanced reductions. We propose to accomplish these 
reductions in much the same way as a balloon filled with air is re
duced, changing its size without changing its shape.

We have proposed two methods to accomplish the task of balanced 
reductions.

The first is the cutting of major armaments across the board. This 
has to do with the spread of armaments which are to be cut. The 
principle of across-the-board cuts of major armaments ensures that 
no important weapon or weapon system is left out of the reduction 
process. Every State involved in the reductions knows that each 
of the other parties will be subject to reductions in similar weapon 
systems. Across-the-board cuts also avoid the major problem of 
liow to weigh or measure different arms against one another.

The second is uniform percentage cuts of armaments. This 
has to do with the depth of the cuts. Reductions by percentages have 
a number of advantages. Provided the percentage cuts are uniform, 
tlie proportion which each side cuts is even.

In the field of collateral measures, in contrast with general dis
armament, we are attempting to find selected areas of the arms race 
in which action can be taken prior to reaching agreement on compre
hensive reductions. It is important to realize that the question of 
balance is germane also to collateral measures, such as the United 
States proposals for a freeze and the destruction of certain bombers,̂  
as well as to comprehensive reductions.

This discussion of the way in which our proposals maintain bal
anced reductions leads me to my second point.

The recent Soviet proposal on nuclear delivery vehicles  ̂ has been 
called a step forward in certain respects. At the same time, if we 
understand it correctly, it has several important disadvantages.

The first of those disadvantages is the imbalance which would re
sult if it were put into effect.

First, the Gromyko proposal, as we now understand it, means that 
the Soviet plan has several criteria for reductions. Under it, we are 
told, some armaments are to be eliminated altogether in the first 
stage. We have been told that under that plan all nuclear delivery

 ̂ IT)id., 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 8,17-21.
 ̂Ante, pp. 23-32.
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vehicles are to be eliminated except for a few land-based intercon
tinental ballistic missiles, anti-missile missiles, and surface-to-air mis
siles, which could be retained by the United States and the Soviet 
Union. But we do not yet know, two years after the initial proposal 
was made and almost six months after the latest modification, ex
actly what categories of nuclear delivery vehicles are included in that 
Soviet proposal. Moreover, we do not yet Imow what quantities of 
such delivery vehicles will be retained.

We have an additional category. This category includes the con
ventional armaments which will be reduced by percentages—̂ 30 per 
cent in the first stage and 35 per cent in each of the following stages.

This system of reductions, of course, would result in radical shifts 
in the present balance, without any apparent concern about what the 
results of the shifts would be. Further, the Soviet Union plan, as 
I understand it, does not provide a concrete basis for redactions. 
Those of us not on the Soviet side of this negotiating table are not 
able to gain a clear idea of what the final balance would look like. 
We are told in effect that we must agree in principle to a proposal 
which will involve imbalances in order to see how grave those im
balances might be. We should like to know the exact position of the 
Soviet Union on these questions. But of course we are not ready to 
agree in principle to an unknown proposal in order to find out just 
what the proposal involves.

A second weakness in the Gromyko proposal is the manner in which 
it deals with verification. The Soviet Union made a small forward 
step when it accepted some control over declared retained missiles.  ̂
This control is apparently to commence only at the beginning of st̂ ige 
II. It is apparently to include the launching pads only for those 
missiles which the Soviet Union tells us it is retaining. However, the 
most recent changes in the Soviet draft treaty do not appear to reflect 
that offer.

Furthermore, it seems that verification of even declared retained ve
hicles will not take place in stage I. That will mean that, as disar
mament proceeds in stage I, presumably only the vehicles being de
stroyed will be verified. It will mean that for stage I there will be 
apparently no declarations of exactly what each side retains as the 
eighteen-month period suggested by the Soviet Union progresses.

Obviously serious imbalances could result from such a process. 
Neither side would have the means of knowing that the other was in 
fact destroying its entire store of delivery vehicles—other than those 
permitted—during the process. Nor would there even be the control

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 126
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at the launching pMs which the Soviet Union is apparently willing to 
provide at the beginning of stage II.

In addition, even if there were control at the launching pads in the 
first and following stages, there still exists the problem of land-based 

missiles. It is apparent that a small number of land-based 
mobile missiles could be transported long distances in â very short 
period of time. They do not require fixed launching pads. In an 
area where verification was restricted to the launching pads, such mis
siles might never become known. Their mobility wotild petmit large 
numbets to be retained without fear of discovery. Their mobility 
would also permit rapid strategic deployment to the disadvantage of 
the other side.

In this area of prime importance to national security, no responsible 
official can accept the unverified word of another on such questions as 
the reductions of nuclear delivery vehicles. Mr. Burns has pointed 
out how the retention of a small number of missiles under such circum
stances would become more and more critical the fewer the retained 
niissiles permitted on each side. But I cannot find in the Soviet pro
posal any attempt to provide assurances on this score.

To sum up: we know very little about what the Soviet Union pro
poses to provide in the way of verification. This is true with respect 
to missiles which are declared to be in existence in stage I, to unde
clared missiles in every stage, and particularly to mobile missiles whose 
launching sites are not fixed.

Third, there are a number of very acute problems which exist in 
respect to measures with which the Gromyko propô sal is linked: the 
withdrawal of foreign troops, and the abandonment of overseas bases.

A number of past statements from our side have shown that the
,   ̂ ji

Western system of alliances grew out of the challenges presented by 
the Coinmunist bloc in the years following the Second World War. 
Under its own proposals on troops and bases, the Soviet Union, because 
of its size and location, its interior lines of communication, and its large 
store of conventional armaments, would be in a very advantageous 
military position in western Europe.

The Soviet proposals would work basic clianges in the alliance 
without at the same time changing the military factors which caused 
that alliance to be joined. The imbalances thus caused are another 
factor in our strong questioning of the realism of such an approach and 
of the practicality of the Soviet proposals.

Fourth, there is the problem of peace-keeping machinery. The So
viet representative reaffirmed on 26 February his Government’s posi
tion; first opposing the creation of international peace-keeping forces 
outside the framework of a treaty on general and complete disarma
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ment; and second, declaring that any peace-keeping forces created 
within the framework of general and complete disarmament should 
be subject to a double veto: that is, the veto of the Security Council in 
the first instance, and in addition the veto implicit in a troika com
mand of the f orce.̂  In vieAv of the Soviet opposition to the creation of 
a truly effective international peace force mider the United Nations be
fore, during or after disarmament, we may ask precisely how the “nu
clear umbrella” simplifies the problem of peace-keeping as our Soviet 
colleague claimed on 4 February.  ̂ We might ask, with all respect: 
“Does the ‘nuclear umbrella’ in reality simplify or aggravate the diffi
culties ? ”

As the third stage nears an end, under the Soviet proposals all States 
with the exception of the United States and the Soviet Union would 
be approachmg complete disarmament. Bub what happens to the 
security of the rest of the world ?

On the one hand, the non-nuclear Powers might feel that the “nu
clear umbrella” could be turned into an instrument of nuclear black
mail. With no conventional forces, no system of alliances, and no 
effective international institutions for maintaining the peace, the nu
clear threat would appear to us to loom larger over the non-nuclear 
States than it does even today.

On the other hand, clashes of interest between smaller nations are 
bound to occur, even under the Sov iet proposals. As all nations ap
proach complete conventional disarmament, how does retention of the 
“nuclear umbrella” by the United States and the Soviet Union simplify 
the problem of brmging about the peaceful settlement of disputes 
among lesser Powers ? How is aggression by a middle Power against a 
smaller neighbour to be deterred? Neither the Gromyko proposal, 
nor the Soviet proposal for national contingents under a Security 
Council veto and troika command, provides a satisfactory answer to 
those problems. In short, these proposals, it appears to us, might 
increase the opportunities for both tyranny and anarchy in the 
international community.

Finally, there is the problem of the philosophy which the Soviet 
Union has claimed underlies its proposal. This question is important 
because it appears to be a major factor by which the Soviet Union 
distinguishes its proposal from ours.

The Soviet representative has claimed many times in this Conference 
that the Soviet proposal eliminates, or ends, the possibility of nuclear 
war in the first stage. He has called this the keystone of the Soviet 
approach.

" EXDC/PV.169, 1). 2C. 
’ Ante, pp. 24-2(5.
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When the Western side pointed out that there was always a possi
bility of retaining clandestine missiles under the original Soviet plan, 
the Soviet Union offered the “additional guarantees” which it says are 
contained in its proposal. These guarantees involve the threat of nu
clear retaliation to offset the clandestine retention of any missiles.

But retaining the threat of nuclear war to deter such a war means 
that, in effect, the possibility of such a war would remain. In fact, 
under the Soviet plan the threat of such a war could exist through 
the third stage and beyond. I say “beyond stage III” because there is 
still no clear indication in the Soviet proposal that missiles clandes
tinely retained might not remain after the end of the disarmament 
process. It is also clear that the threat will remain through stage III 
because, as the Soviet Union it^lf has pointed out, the deterrent nature 
of the missiles to be retained clearly involves the threat of nuclear war. 

The point here—and this is also said with the greatest respect—is 
that the Soviet Union cannot at once proclaim the superiority oif its 
plan because it eliminates early the threat of nuclear war and at the 
same time argue that verification and peace-keeping are unnecessary 
because of the United States-Soviet “nuclear umbrella”. The “um
brella” itself depends on the threat of nuclear war. The Soviet 
Union—if I may use an American aphorism—“cannot have its cake 
and eat it too” regarding this proposal.

In conclusion, the Soviet proposal as it now stands seems to ignore 
many of the most important strictures of the Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles. We hope that in future discussions with the Soviet 
representative he will show that he has taken into account this aspect 
of the present world.

I have made these observations, not in any spirit of contention, but 
in the hope that by thoughtful discussion we can further the progress 
we have already made in this Conference.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Destruction of Bombers, March 19, 1964 ^

In our search for measures, of common interest the United States has 
presented to this Conference a series of proposals which would in the 
first instance prevent the acceleration or extension of the arms race 
and would result eventually in a reversal of its course.̂  Proposals such

" ENDO/PV.176, pp. 5-8.
■ Ante, pp. 7-9.
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as those for a freeze of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear 
vehicles, and for a cut-off of the production of fissionable materials for 
use in nuclear weapons, embody tliis approach.

Today I should like to present to the Committee a proposal for the 
physical destruction of armaments. The arms we propose to destroy 
are of real significance. They are bomber aircraft which can carry 
weapons of immense destructive capability. Agreement on and im
plementation of this measure would present a graphic example of ar
mament reduction to the entire world.

The United States proposes destruction by the United States and 
the Soviet Union of an equal number of and TU-16 bombers. 
We propose that this destruction be carried out at the rate of twenty 
per month on each side, the bombers to be taken from the operational 
inventory. We are prepared to continue destruction of these bombers 
at this rate for a period of two years. In addition, we are prepared to 
increase the total number destroyed by adding to the monthly quota an 
additional agreed number to be taken from bombers stored and pre
served for emergency mobilization.

We are prepared to negotiate the manner in which this destruction 
will be verified. The verification should be relatively simple. It 
should include no more than the observation of the destruction of the 
monthly quota of agreed bombers from each country at designated 
depots.

The B-47 bomber which we are ready to destroy as our part of this 
agreement is a truly formidable weapon. The B-47 is a six-engine 
jet bomber which can fly over 4,000 miles without refuelling. With 
in-flight refuelling, it is an intercontinental bomber, It can caryy a 
multi-megaton bomb load. We can gather some measure of the danger 
of our times by notmg that the explosive yield from the bomb load of 
one B-47 is greater than that from all bombs dropped by all bombers 
in the Second World War.

As long as such bombers remain in existence in the hands of the 
nuclear Powers—whether actually flying or stored so that they can 
easily be rendered flyable—they remain a substantial factor of military 
power. In-the hands of non-nuclear Powers—and used without nu
clear weapons-^these planes are no less a factor of military power. 
The B-4T is superior in many respects to any other bomber outside the 
forces of the United States and the Soviet Union. The representative 
of the Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkin, summed it up last Thursday when 
he said that bomber aircraft “still remain one of the powerful means 
of carrying on a war of aggression. .

The United States and the Soviet Union are the possessors of the
________________________________________________________________________________  " t

 ̂Ante, pp. 16, 9j.
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world’s greatest military arsenals. That is particularly true with 
regard to nuclear delivery vehicles.

The B-4T and TU-16 bombers are logical armaments with which to 
start the process of physical destruction of arms. The United States 
and the Soviet Union possess roughly comparable numbers of those 
aircraft. The two types of aircraft have been assigned generally 
similar strategic roles. Thus the balance in the over-all force struc
ture of the two sides would be maintained at the reduced levels re
sulting from their destruction. This, of course, is in keeping with 
the fifth principle in the Joint 'Statement of Agreed Principles<: that 
measures of this kind should be balanced so that no State or group of 
States should gain a military advantage and that security should be 
ensured equally for all.̂

The verification required would be simple. It would not involve 
areas of great sensitivity.

Some may argue that the destruction of B-4T and TU-16 bombers 
makes no real difference because the United States plans to phase-out 
the B-4T. The United States does have plans to phase B-47s out of 
its battle-ready forces. I assume that the Soviet Union also has 
phase-out plans for the TU-16. But the phasing-out of aircraft does 
not mean destruction. Bombers in storage can be flying agaiii in

Wliat the United States is now prdposing is to negotiate a rate of 
destruction which, if immediately implemented, would be signifi
cantly faster than its planned phase-out rate. Moreover, phase-out 
plans are subject to reconsideration in the light of changing interna
tional circumstances. That has happened in the past; it could hap
pen again. The United States is now proposing the actual physical 
destruction of an equal number of bombers on each side. Once actual 
physical destruction has been accomplished, the aircraft can no longer

status.
I have already explained that the B-47 bomber is a truly formida

ble weapon. It makes a great deal of difference whether these bombers 
and the TU-16s are physically destroyed,̂  as the United States pro
poses, or are retained in active forces, preserved for emergency mo
bilization, or transferred to third countries.

The United -States in the proposal which we are discussing today, 
and the Soviet Union in its proposal of 28 Januaryhave both dealt 
with the destruction of bomber aircraft.; We should therefore be able 
to follow the directions given us by the eighth principle of the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles and work out the widest possible 
area of agreement between us at the earliest possible date.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
" For the Soviet proposal, see ante, pp. 12-17.
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From the position which the Soviet Union has thus far put forward 
at this Conference we are not yet able to determine the extent and 
nature of the destruction of bombers it envisages; but that should be 
no obstacle to agreement on the United States proposal. Agreement 
on our proposal can be reached now without involving us in the liighly 
difficult issues raised by an all-encompassing plan.

An agreement for the destruction of all bomber aircraft would raise 
a series of complex questions. For example, there is the question of 
the participating nations, not all of which might be able to agree to 
eliminate their bombers in the absence of alternative means of pro-

m

tecting themselves. Again, there is the matter of coverage: what 
would constitute a bomber for the purposes of such an agreement? 
There are many types of aircraft, both civil and military, which might 
be capable of carrying bombs although we should not consider them 
as bombers and could not reasonably be expected to agree to their 
destruction. Perhaps the most serious question is the imbalance which 
w-ould result from such a proposal. There are great differences 
among nations in the size, mission and strategic role of the bomber 
fleet of each, and consequently great differences in the effects which 
the elimination of all bombers would have on national security.

The‘ proposal of the United States makes it possible to get on 
promptly with the objective of the Soviet proposal— t̂he physical 
destruction of bombers—without having to deal with those vexatious 
problems. The aircraft we propose to destroy would be included 
within any possible interpretation of the Soviet plan. Therefore the 
nations have everything to gain and nothing to lose by agreeing 
promptly to our proposal and by promptly putting the agreement 
into effect.

The proposal to destroy an equal number of B-47s and TU-16s, if 
acted upon, could be of real significance to this Conference:

First, it would provide a tangible reduction in one important cate
gory of the world’s inventory of weapons. The advantages of that 
can be seen in relation to such broad measures as a freeze of strategic 
nuclear vehicles, where a reduction in bombers would mean freezing 
at an eveii lower level than would otherwise be possible.

Second, it would ensure that the bombers destroyed could not be 
transferred to the armament inventories of other nations. That 
would impose an important restraint on the proliferation of highly- 
sophisticated weapon systems. It would ensure that the resources of 
other nations should not be diverted from the task of national develop
ment to maintaining and operating these costly weapons.

To summarize briefly what I have said, we propose that the United 
States and the Soviet Union agree to destroy an equal number of
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B-47 and TU-16 bombers on a one-for-one basis, at an agreed rate, 
with simple verification.

This proposal is only a step towards solving the problem of dis
armament; but by taking it we can begin to reduce the destructive 
capability present in the world and lessen the dangers of its prolifera
tion. We can take one more step towards reducing the nuclear threat 
which hangs over all mankind.

For those reasons we should surely carry on with this proposal, and 
do SO right away.

World Health Organi2ation Resolution 17.45: Use of 
Resources Released by Reductions in Military Budgets, 
March 19, 1964'

The Se\ enteenth World Health Assembly,

 ̂ENDC/135, July 1, 1964. The resolution was approved at the IGth meeting 
of the Committee on Program and Budget on Mar. 19, 1964, by a vote of 52 to 
16, with 22 abstentions, ilt was adopted at the 12th plenary meeting on the 
same day. The Committee vote was as follows:

In favor: Albania, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, 
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Poland, Portugal, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, U.S.S.R., U.A.R., 
Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zanzibar.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, France, Federal Republic of 
Germany, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Republic of Korea, Luxembourg, the Nether
lands, New Zealand, Thailand, U.K., U.S.

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, Finland, 
Greece, Japan, Malaysia, Nepal, Norway, Pakistan, the Philippines, South Africa, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Venezuela, Republic 
of Viet-Nam.

Absent: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bolivia, Burma, Congo (Leopoldville), Costa 
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, 
Israel, Kenya, Madagascar, Mexico, Monaco, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Rwanda, Tanganyika, Uganda.

In the plenary meeting, the United States Representative explained the U.S. 
l)Osition as follows:

“. . . The real issues preventing progress towards the goals of disarmament—
issues which my Government is wrestling with every day here and now in
Geneva—are nowhere hinted at in this document. It is as though armaments
or diseases could somehow be banished simply by passing resolutions. For

Footnote continued on following page
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Recalling General Assembly resolution 1931 (XVIII and Eco
nomic and Social Council resolution 982 (XXXVI) ̂  on conversion 
to peaceful uses of resources released by disarmament;

Convinced that economic development will open sound perspectives 
for the solution of the fundamental problems which beset universal 
conscience today providing all the peoples of the world with the effec
tive possibility of access to adequate levels of health; and 

Aware of the fact that the solution of such problems must be envis
aged from a global point of view which takes into account the inti
mate relationship existing between development and international 
peace and security,

1. T a k e s  n o t e  with deep appreciation of the reductions in the mili
tary budgets already officially declared by the two main armed 
powers— t̂he Union of Soviet Socialist Republics® and the United 
States of America —̂and of the proposals put forth before the Con
ference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament with a 
view to effecting even more substantial cuts in the years to come; ®

2. R e q u e s t s  the United Nations to urge the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament to give close and speedy 
consideration to the proposals submitted to it recommending the ap
plication of the resources released by way of reductions in military 
budgets in projects leading to the conversion of an economy of war 
into an economy of peace and in projects aimed at developing econom
ically and socially all countries and all regions and areas markedly 
affected by poverty and by under-development, thus enabling them to 
attain a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being;

3. R e q u e s t s  the Director-General to consider the studies recom-
Footnote continued

example, the real issue blocking progress towards disarmament today is the 
issue of verification, the willingness of all parties to future agreements to 
allow international inspection of the commitments made. As medical men 
you can appreciate that in any technical endeavor verification is absolutely 
essential before a conclusion can be considered to be a fact. So it is with 
disarmament.

“But of course these technical matters should not be before this Assembly at 
all. My only purpose in making this explanation is to illustrate that this 
resolution is not an innocent document. In fact it can be interpreted as a 
partisan document, since the proposals which the resolution notes with deep 
appreciation, and which we would urge upon the Disarmament Committee, 
are based on a plan of one side strongly opposed by the other” (WHO Official 
Records No. 186: Seventeenth World Health AssemMy, part II, p. 193).

' See Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 638-640.
' m d., pp. 279-281. 
im . ,  pp. 652-653.

‘ Ibid., p. 593.
® Ante, pp. 42-44,49-52.
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mended in the resolutions and to report to the Executive Board his 
recommendation for any action he may deem it suitable for WHO to 
undertake; and

4 . R e q u e s t s  the Director-General to tr a n sm it  th is  resolution to  the 
Secretary-General of the United Kations.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Trivedi) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, March 24,
1964'

With your permission, I should like now to make a statement on 
behalf of the delegation of India.

As our Prime Minister has stated on many occasions, disarmament 
is the most urgent and vital problem facing humanity today. In the 
uncertain and unstable conditions of the present—political, economic, 
military and social—disarmament is concerned with the question of 
the sundval of our civilization, and it is essential that the international 
community should pursue its efforts vigorously towards achieving a 
speedy solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament 
and of the security of mankind.

To be sure, disatoament is not an end in itself but a means to an 
ena. In the context of the present-day piling-up of armaments, the 
multiple saturation of nuclear weapons, and the continuing quest for 
more lethal and more effective instruments of warfare, the objective 
of a peaceful, progressive and just world is impossible of realization 
unless the world is first disarmed. The goal we seek is that of peace 
and equality, of justice and economic progress, of security and de
velopment. That is the end to which disarmament is an inescapable 
means.

As we all know, the Secretary-General of the United Nations yes
terday inaugurated in this building one of the epoch-making gather
ings of our time. Trade and development also form an important 
means to the ultimate human objective of peace and plenty, of justice 
and security. The economic development of developing nations is 
closely linked with the issues which we discuss in our Committee. Our' 
colleague from Brazil, Mr. de Castro, has spoken eloquently of the 
direct interrelation between the two.̂  Again this morning the For
eign Minister of Brazil, Mr. de Araujo Castro, referred to that issue

 ̂ENDC/PV.177, pp. 26-31. 
" BNBO/PV.166, pp. 5 ff.
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in his cogent and constructive statement. In fact, viewing the prob
lem from the angle stressed hj  the Foreign IMinister of Brazil, the 
interrelation between those two aspects of international endeavour is 
very profound and far-reaching. The menace posed by poverty, ig
norance and disease is no less threatening than the nucelar menace that 
we face today. We have been talking in our Committee of the multi
megaton bombs, but the biggest and most dangerous bomb of them 
all is poverty and inequality.

We in the Disarmament Committee are thus negotiating the im
plementation of a very impoî tant means to the ultimate objective of 
mankind, and it is necessary to view our efforts from that criterion. 
It is in that context, therefore, that the Indian delegation view’s the 
significant proposal made by Mr. Gromyko for a reduction and even
tual elimination of the nuclear menace.̂  We are all agreed that real 
and lasting security can be provided by general and complete dis
armament, by elimination of poverty from every corner of the globe, 
by establishment of a just and egalitarian society, and by the rule of 
law. At the same time, every proposal wliich courageously and con
structively deals with the problem of disarming the world merits our 
full and sympathetic consideration. At the eighteenth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly Mrs. Pandit, the leader of the 
Indian delegation, spoke of the significance of the ‘‘nuclear umbrella” 
proposal in the context of disarmament.- In our own Committee, 
speaking on 31 January, Mr. Nehru similarly described that proposal 
as an important contribution.  ̂ Other delegations, including those of 
the Western Powers, have welcomed the positive aspects of the ad
vance made by the Soviet Union in the new plan.

The Gromyko proposal envisages a substantial reduction of the 
existing nuclear arms potential in the world in the initial stage of 
the actual process of disarmament, and the maintenance of a balance 
of nuclear security with the retention under control by the United 
States and the Soviet Union of a strictly limited number of agreed 
types of missiles until the end of disarmament.

I believe all of us accept that disarmament will lead to interna
tional security and that, in consonance with that proposition, the 
menace of nuclear arms has to be eliminated on a priority basis. ' The 
Gromyko plan is postulated on that premise. Some delegations have 
raised several pertinent questions on the details of the plan and on 
the need to satisfy certain basic considerations if the plan is to be 
acceptable. The Committee has been having an exhaustive debate on

 ̂Ante, pp. 22 ft*.
" A/PV.1239 (prov.), p. 46. 
" ENDC/PV.162, p. 13.
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those issues during this session, and that has led to additional clarifi
cations. At this stage, therefore, it appears to me that our work could 
be speeded up significantly and without affecting the position of any
one if we could say that in principle we viewed the “nuclear um
brella” proposal favourably. We could then all go on to a detailed 
examination of the plan. The Indian delegation realizes, of course, 
that all delegations will need to be satisfied with the details before final 
agreement can be reached.

During the last few meetings the Soviet delegation and other so
cialist delegations have been elaborating the basic features of the Gro
myko plan, and the Western delegations have been specifying the 
problems which they consider to be the disadvantages of the plan. In 
that context I think it might be useful, from the point of view of the 
two sides as well as that of the non-aligned delegations, if the “nuclear 
umbrella” principle were accepted. Such acceptance could well break 
the circumscribing circle in which we find ourselves today.

I hope I shall be forgiven at this stage if I quote a relevant para
graph from the final communique of the 12th Pugwash Conference. 
The Pugwash scientists said:

The concept of a nuclear umbrella or minimum deterrent force, which we 
have been discussing in our conferences since 1960, to be maintained by the 
two great nuclear Powers during the process of general and complete dis
armament, is of major importance in providing the necessary guarantee 
against aggression by hidden weapons. We welcome the proposal of the 
USSR to extend it to the end of the disarmament process. We regard the 
possibility of agreement on the principles of a nuclear umbrella or mini
mum deterrent force to offer one of the most hopeful avenues to reach agree
ment on comprehensive disarmament under effective controls.^

This does not mean, of course, that our debate would not proceed 
more or less on the lines on which it has proceeded so far. It does 
mean, however, that we could now have more meaningful and more 
detailed discussions. In his able and penetrating analysis at our meet
ing on 17 March, Mr. Burns said that as yet the Committee had not 
received an indication of what was meant in exact figures by the 
phrases a “strictly limited” number, or a “definite, limited number” 
or a “minimum quantity”.- Such a definition, we presume, would be 
forthcoming once the principle were accepted.

The Western delegations have raised other pertinent points. Mr. 
Cavalletti said that there were three series of problems: balance, con
trol and peace organization.® At one of our recent meetings Sir Paul 
Mason said that there were four problems still to be resolved: agree-

 ̂Pugwash ’Newsletter, Apr. 1964 (vol. 1, no. 4), p. 62. 
BNDO/PV.175, p. 21.

* p. 37.
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ment on the size of the deterrent, agreement on the nature of the de
terrent, differences on the rate and phasing of the reductiQns, and 
peace-keeping arrangements.̂  At our meeting last Tuesday Mr. 
Fisher listed five disadvantages of the Gromyko plan: those relating 
to imbalance, verification, linking of proposals, peace-keeping ma
chinery and the philosophy of the threat of war.̂  Some of those 
problems are of a fundamental nature and will need to be debated 
further, but in so far as they relate to the question of detail, I think 
we should be taking a useful and constructive step if we proceeded on 
the basis of the “nuclear lunbrella” thesis.

What is even more important is that, once we proceed on that basis, 
it is possible that we may come to some agreed elaborations on the 
plan. That, in fact, is the purpose of all negotiation. If, for example, 
a hypothetical number of ten, or a similar figure, as the agreed num
ber of missiles, is found to be inadequate because of considerations of 
international security, a higher figure could be suggested, negotiated 
and finally agreed upon. Again, Mr. Tsarapkin explained to us last 
Tuesday that, under the Gromyko plan as formulated, hidden mis
siles hardly presented a problem,̂  On the other hand, the Western 
delegations are greatly concerned with such a risk. Once the “nuclear 
umbrella” thesis is accepted, however, and once we go into details, I 
think that the greater understanding of the Gromyko plan which will 
inevitably ensue may lead to a narrowing of the gap between the two 
sides on this question.

The Indian delegation is particularly interested in the question of 
security. As I said earlier in my statement, we view the issue of dis
armament in the framework of international security. The Gromyko 
proposal for the “nuclear umbrella” has also to be viewed in the same 
context. Mr. Tsarapkin has emphasized on several occasions that the 
Gromyko proposal provides security for peace while at the same time 
it reduces the menace of a nuclear war.

The representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, pointed out last Tues
day that it was also necessary to consider in this context the impor
tance of avoiding the possibility of a conventional war.̂  It is true that 
a nuclear war means universal amiihilation, and we must do all we 
can to make it possible to eliminate this danger as quickly as possible.

. At the same time, we must also bear in mind the consideration that 
our efforts should not in any way give wrong notions to military ad
venturists in the world to commit aggression against their neighbours 
by conventional forces. The answer to this problem is, of course, not

 ̂ENDC/PV.171, pp. 8-10.
® Ante, pp. 96-101.
* ENDO/PV.175, p. 2T.
 ̂lUd., p. 17.
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to discard the “nuclear umbrella” thesis but to ensure in our discus
sions and our negotiations that the plan which we finally agree upon 
maintains international security.

As I said earlier, the queries raised by various delegations are being 
debated in our Committee. The particular issue of security and dan
ger of aggression by conventional arms will also be covered in the 
debate. I should like to repeat, however, that this particular problem 
need raise no obstacle in considering the Gromyko plan in greater de
tail. It could well be met, for example, by stipulating that all nations, 
and in particular all militarily-significant nations, should adhere 
to the treaty on general and complete disarmament and implement its 
provisions right from the commencement of the process of disarma
ment. Then, again, it will be necessary to ensure the simultaneous 
compliance by all States with agreed limits of conventional man
power. At the same time, there should be agreement on non-prolifer
ation of nuclear weapons, as suggested by me at our meeting on 12 
March.̂  In fact, such an agreement should be arrived at now.

It is not my intention at this stage to go into the merits of the various 
queries and their answers. We shall have occasion to deal with them 
in detail as our debate proceeds further. The purpose of my inter
vention today is to state that the delegation of India views with favour 
the principle contained in the Gromyko proposal for a “nuclear um
brella” and to suggest that the Committee’s discussions will proceed 
more fruitfully if this thesis is accepted by us all. This need not 
mean the abandonment for ever of any other thesis, which may be 
revived, if necessary, at a later stage.

At the beginning of our proceedings this morning, while welcom
ing the Foreign Miiiister of Brazil, I said that we were looking for
ward to another of his outstanding interventions in our Committee. 
The cogent and forceful statement he made this morning has fully 
satisfied our hope. It appears to me that the suggestion I have made 
in respect of our work in the future is along the genial lines put for
ward by Mr. de Arau j o Castro. He said:

We must tackle concrete items in concrete discussions. We should have
»

more details and fewer generalities.^

" BND0/PV.174, p. 20.
* ENDC/PV.1-77, p. 9.
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Statement by the British Representative (Thomas) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Observation 
Posts {Extract}, March 26, 1964 ^

• •  • • # • •

I should now like to turn to that other cardinal point in j\Ir. Butler's 
list- to which I referred earlier: an agreement on observation posts. 
This was, as the Committee will recall, the first point on the list, and it 
is one to which my Government attaches considerable significance.

The basic idea is not, of course, a new one. It can be found in gen
eral terms both in President Johnson’s message to this Committee of 
21 January  ̂ and in the Soviet memorandum of 28 January.  ̂ It has 
been a recurrent subject of debate since 3955. Novelty, however, is 
not a primary virtue in our work here, where we are looking in par
ticular for ways of developing possible areas of agreement. It has 
long seemed to my Government not only that the proposal to estab
lish such an observation-post system offers an opportunity for agree
ment on a collateral measure of intrinsic value and mutual interest, but 
also that the proposal is one on which such agreement should not be 
impossibly difficult to achieve. As Mr. Butler said we believe that 
such a system would be of value because it could give each side a re
assurance about the capabilities and designs of the others.® It is a 
measure which could be put into effect without upsetting the delicate 
balance upon which security depends; and it would be an important 
step towards other measures of true disarmament.

The arguments wh}', in advance of general and complete disarma
ment, a system of observation posts could prove of real value in help
ing to avoid war are familiar to the Committee. In the last resort, 
such security as we now enjoy is based on mutual nuclear deterrence: 
that is, on both sides knowing that, if they were to start hostilities, 
they could not evade the possibility of the conflict’s leading to a 
nuclear riposte. Because of the likelihood of escalation, even limited 
hostilities carry such a risk. No one will pretend that this is an ideal 
situation, but in the present armed world it helps to keep the peace be
tween the nuclear Powers.

This situation can be impro '̂ed— b̂y mutual consent—in three ways. 
The first is by diminishing the risk that an accident might mistakenly 
be taken £ts heralding an all-out attack. The second is by diminishing

' EXDCyPV.178, pp. 0-13.
“ Ante, p. 56.
® Ante, pp. 7-9.
 ̂Ante, pp. 12-17.
 ̂Ante, p. 57.
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the risk of war being started by miscalculation, because one side has 
made a wrong appreciation of the other side’s interests involved or the 
other side’s resolve and ability to defend them. Thirdly, the situation 
can be improved by diminishing the risk that one side will believe that 
it can secure initial or limited advantage by launching a surprise at
tack which the other might then be unwilling or unable to repulse.

Now, the characteristic of the first of those risks is that an accident 
is likely to be isolated. It is most unlikely to happen all along the 
line. To avoid its leading to a chain reaction the most important 
thing is, therefore, that it should be recognised for what it is and very 
quickly. It seems clear enough that a system of observation posts 
could well be devised that would provide evidence that a particular 
incident was the result of an accident and was not associated with 
preparations for war.

In the same way, during periods of heightened tension the reports of 
observation posts could, as has frequently been pointed out, improve 
both sides’ knowledge of the extent to which the other was or was not 
making overt military preparations. This would have a clear value 
in avoiding war by miscalculation.

As regards the risk of surprise attack, it seems to us that the exist
ence of observation posts could well be of value in reducing the amount 
of secret reinforcement and preparation that could be undertaken 
without detection; and this would inevitably help by making an ag
gressive military move proportionately more hazardous for the 
aggressor.

It would, of course, be going altogether too far to suggest that even 
the most far-reaching system of observation posts could of itself 
prevent war if anyone were so mad as deliberately to embark upon 
it. The most that could be expected is that the observers’ reports 
would provide that margin of warning which would enable the victim 
to alert its defences and permit diplomatic and political action—such 
as the use of the “hot line”—and to avert the outbreak of a war that 
neither side desired. Such an achievement, however, would make a 
very important contribution to the reassurance, the relaxation and 
the building-up of mutual confidence, with which progress towards 
general and complete disarmament is so intimately allied. The root 
of many of our problems is distrust. This is understandable when 
the risks are so many and so grave. If one could remove or even miti
gate any of this distrust, it seems to us that it would be worth going 
a long way to do so.

That is, one might say, the frima facie case for believing that the 
establishment of a system of observation posts could be a useful collat
eral measure. But it is of course necessary to put flesh—as I have said 
on a previous occasion, “solid healthy flesh”—on these bones. We

774- 812̂ — 65— ^ 9
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need agreement not only on a general principle but specifically on 
the precise purposes any system proposed should fulfil. Only on that 
basis could we judge all the interrelated factors which could affect 
our decision on the merits of one kind of observation system or 
another—such questions as the following. Do we need a rapid knowl
edge of even very minor movements, or will something more modest 
suffice ? What kinds of movements need to be observed, and how can 
this be done most economically and with the minimum intrusion? 
What is the size and shape the system should take if it is best to fulfill 
the purpose agreed ? How should the posts be organized and manned 
and supervised? What facilities would they need, and how could 
abuse of those facilities be avoided ? There are of course many more 
questions of the same kind.

All those are matters on which there could be quite a wide variety 
of views, but any decision actually to set up a system would require 
agreement and imderstanding on each of them. To achieve that will 
take time and thought and labour. We have had calls from all sides 
of the Committee to get down to business, and as a contribution 
towards this end my delegation has asked the Secretariat to circulate 
a United Kingdom paper which sets out in general terms the matters 
on which it seems to us agreement will be necessary for an efficient 
and effective, but not unnecessarily obstrusive, observation-post sys
tem to be established.  ̂ As will be seen, in that paper we have ad
vanced certain views. They are not necessarily final views, and we 
do not ask that there should be immediate agreement to them in prin
ciple. They are put forward as a basis for discussion, whether in 
this Committee in plenary session or in more informal discussions. 
We hope that this paper may help towards a crystallization of views 
and thereby towards the possibility of a substantive agreement, 
whether concluded here or elsewhere.

*

this connexion it will be seen that for the most part our paper 
is drafted in general terms which could apply to the establishment 
of an observation-post system in any part of the world where the risks 
of war by accident, miscalculation or surprise attack might arise. 
We have borne in mind, however, the generally-accepted view that 
the outstandiQg need at the present time is to reduce the risks of war 
arising in these ways between the Soviet Union and its allies on the 
one hand and the members of NATO on the other. The areas of the 
world covered by the two sides are, of course, immense; and, as you 
will see from paragraph 13 of the paper, our view is that the ^stem 
should be similarly wide. At tlie same time, however, we also recog-

 ̂Infra,
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nize that tke nunibers of posts should be based on considerations of 
balance and mutual interest.

I hope that both those thoughts will be recognized as corresponding 
to realism. They imply, of course, negotiation elsewhere as well 
here. If, as I hope, we find that we can make some progress here 
through this United Kingdom paper we are circulating, my Govern
ment—and I am sure the Governments of other NATO members

}

represented here—̂ wilj wish to maintain close contact on the subject
' > ■

with our other NATO allies. I am sure that, in the same way, the 
Soviet Goverpnent will wish to proceed in close contact with its allies.

That is really all I have to say. The world we live in has been 
described as a powder magazine, and so it is. The risks we run from 
an accidental spark are of appalling and almost inconceivable propor
tions. Our primary task here is to find and agree on ways of empty- 
iQg the powder kegs. We must pursue the t̂ ask with despatch, biit 
it cannot be done with too much haste; it requires considerable care 
and patience. While we are engaged on this task it is not only wise 
but imperative that we overlook no opportunity of preventing thje kegs 
from exploding by accident or mistake. The cost to traditional con
cepts that we should be prepared to accept if need be should bear some 
relation to the risks we now run if we cling to these concepts at the 
expense of greater security. To have a system of ob^i^ation posts 
spread across the globe to mitigate the risk of war by accident, mis
calculation or surprise attack would have been regarded by our grand
fathers as beyond the realm of fantasy. For us, I submit, it may 
well be no less than common prudence. I hope the Gcanmittee will 
agree that the time has come for us to give serious consideration to 
this proposal.

British Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Disarma
ment Committee: Observation Posts, March 26,1964 ^

The possibility of establishing observation posts as a way of increas
ing the likelihood of detecting possible preparation for aggression has 
formed a subject for study since 1955. In the following paper sug
gestions as a basis for further discussion are put forward outlining 
a system of observation posts, which in our view would contribute to 
peace and stability and thus by the consequent increase of confidence 
lead to progress on further measures of disaî piament.

 ̂ENDG/130, Mar. 26,1964.
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Gircvmstcmoes in wMch wa/r could occwr
2. The circumstances in which observation posts could assist are: 

war by accident; war by miscalculation; and surprise attack.

(a) “War by adcident” is defined as 'an unpremeditated incident 
which does not of itself amount to deliberate aggression but which 
is of sufficient significance to create a risk of rapid escalation to war. 
Observation posts would be useful if they provided any evidence which 
suggested that a particular incident was the result of an accident and 
was not associated with preparation for war;

(b) “War by miscalculation” could arise from a misappreciation 
by one side of the extent of the other side’s interests involved; or of the 
other side’s resolve and ability to defend them. If observation posts 
could improve, during periods of heightened tension, both sides’ knowl
edge of the extent to which the other was or was not making overt 
military preparations, they could serve a useful purpose;

(c) “Surprise attack” is considered as aggression on any scale 
without overt warning. Observation posts would be of value in re
ducing the amount of covert reinforcement and preparation that could 
be undertaken without detection and thus make an aggressive military 
move more hazardous.

The ejfeotiveness and location of an observation posts system
3. The choice of one particular system as opposed to another will 

involve a number of factors which are inter-related: the coverage of 
the system; the degree of mobility accorded to the observers; the 
probability of detecting certain movements or preparations; the mili
tary importance of the movements or preparations to be observed. 
In assessing the merits of any system of observation posts it is f i^  
necessary to define the system, for different systems will give dif
ferent results. The probability of detecting a given pattern of move
ment will vary, and so will the size of movement detectable with a 
given degree of certainty. If, for instance, a rapid knowledge of 
even minor movements is sought, a very large system of posts will 
be needed. On the other hand, if it is intended that they should detect 
preparations for a land attack, then a more modest network will 
suffice.

4. The posts would need to cover a variety of movements. For in
stance, they should be sited to observe movements on the railway 
system, since railways remain the quickest and most efficient way of 
moving armour. For this, posts would best be located at, for example, 
main railway junctions.

5. In addition, observation posts will need to watch road networks. 
Static posts on roads are by themselves of relatively little value as 
they are easily by-passed. Posts with some agreed limited area of
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action, covering, for example, a local road network, will have less 
chance of being by-passed and hence an increased chance of detecting 
abnormal patterns of movement.

6. It may be desirable to provide for the observation of air activity. 
In that case posts would best be sited on a selection of those airfields 
likely to be employed in some way in preparing for air action in sup
port of land operations.

7. For the observation of maritime activity posts should be estab
lished at main ports in order to detect, for example, maritime rein
forcement and support of ground forces.

Organization and operation of an observation posts system
- 1

8. A system of observation posts will have little military value 
unless the individual posts can carry out their essential observations 
efficiently and conmiunicate their results with certainty and speed. 
Any agreement should include workable arrangements for supervision 
and manning, method of operation and communications. Each side 
should be enabled to set up quick and efficient arrangements for col
lating information from posts in various regions so that the reports 
of different posts can be compared and checked. Collation might be 
necessary at two levels: in the first instance, by collating reports from 
observation posts on a regional and functional basis, and secondly, 
on a centralized basis to examine the full range of military activity.

4

Supervision a/nd manning
9. There will have to be an organization on which the participants 

from both sides are represented to supervise the general operation of 
the observation posts agreement and to ensure that the observation 
posts are gathering the information they are designed to gather and 
are not being impeded in transmitting it back. Each side should be 
invited to notify this organization in advance of any significant mili
tary movements since this could guard against misinterpretation and 
facilitate the achievement of the objectives of an observation posts 
agreement.

10. Initially manning should be organized on an adversary basis. It 
is not intended, however, to exclude the participation of international 
observers as progress towards wider measures of disarmament 
develops.

Method of observation
11. There would have to be agreement on the area of action of ob

servation posts, on the freedom of movement and the access of observ
ers to facilities within the agreed, area, on other suitable mobile means 
for carrying out permitted observation, and on the use of appropriate 
detection devices. These rules must of course be strictly defined in
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the agreement and strictly adhered to by both sides in a spirit of 
reciprocity.

C ommunications
12. It is essential that adequate communications for the exclusive 

use of the observation posts system should be provided. The agree
ment should also provide that messages would be transmitted in an 
agreed code by which the host nation would be able to understand the 
messages. Any interference, delays or amendments of transmissions 
would be regarded as a direct breach of the agreement. It would also 
be necessary to arrange some system of authentication in ordei' to 
ensure that transmission was not being interfered with.

Statement by the Canadian External Aflfairs Secretary 
(Martin) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee [Extract], March 26, 1964 ^

This morning I should like to limit myself to the discussion of a 
number of issues on which my Government believes that real progress 
towards agreement is possible in the near future. Of course, Canada 
continues to regard the negotiation of a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament as the main task of the Eighteen-Nation Disarma
ment Committee. But I believe that the Committee’s detailed exam
ination of the disarmament problem has convinced all members that 
the way to general disarmament must be prepared by agreement on 
what are called collateral measures.

The crucial problem of how to reduce, and finally eliminate, nuclear 
weapon vehicles from the arsenals of the nations has been long and 
vigorously debated. Unfortunately, no agreement has been reached 
so far; but it would be wrong, I tliink, to say that the discussion has 
not yielded some results. The work the Committee has done on that 
central problem has given us all a better understanding of the basic 
difficulties involved; and it has led one of the major military Powers— 
the Soviet Union— t̂o make significant amendments to its original 
proposals.  ̂ Canada hopes that further negotiations here will serve to 
increase the area of common ground on this issue.

However, there still remain great differences in the views of the 
two ades on how nuclear weapon vehicles should be reduced in number

‘ BNDO/FV'.178, pp. 15-23.
* Ante, pp. 12-17. 4f
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and finally abolished. In the absence of agreement, the great military 
Powers are adding continually to their stocks of such armaments. We 
cannot fail to observe this, and in my view it shows us very clearly 
that we must explore the possibility of checking the arms race in this 
particular field by adopting certain collateral measures that are before 
the Committee.

My Government believes that the Conference should select from 
among the following collateral measures those which, taken either 
singly or in combination, are most likely to lead to early agreement, 
and should concentrate its attention upon them during the next period 
of its work;

First, the freeze of strategic nuclear weapon vehicles proposed by 
the President of the United States; ^

Second, the destruction of a number of long-range nuclear bombing 
aircraft proposed in different forms by the Soviet Union and the 
United States; *

Third, the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons;
Fourth, the cessation of production of fissile material for nuclear 

weapons, and diversion of existing stocks to peaceful uses;
Fifth, the establishment of a system of observation posts to prevent 

surprise iattack;
Sixth, a comprehensive test ban; and
Seventh, the strengthening of the United Nations capacity to keep 

the peace.

First, I should like to devote special attention to the proposal which 
President Johnson submitted to the Conference in his m^^age at the 
beginning of this year: that there should be a verified freeze of the 
numbers and characteristics of strategic nuclear weapon vehicles. The 
adoption of that proposal would, my Government believes, greatly 
facilitate the subsequent reduction of these, the most costly and poten
tially dangerous of all armaments. Let us agree to halt the present 
upward spiral in the numbers of strategic missiles and bombers: let 
us agree to stop where we are now. That would help us to find an 
agreed method to reverse the process, to begin disarmament in this 
field. Canada firmly believes that the Committee should devote the 
most careful attention to this proposal for a freeze of these means of 
delivering the weapons which both sides now hold in such devastating 
quantities. ,

We are all aware of a proposal which, while it is not formally before 
this Conference, the Government of Poland has recently circulated for 
another kind of “freeze”—of nuclear bombs and warheads in a certain

 ̂Ante, p. 8.
* See ante, pp. 16,101-105.
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area of central Europe.̂  My Government will be replying in the near 
future to the memorandum it has received on this suibj ect. I shall say 
no more now than that we welcome every sincere effort by any nation, 
and especially by any nation represented at this table, to find {solutions 
to the problems of how to begin disarmament. We recognize the con
structive part often played by the representatives of Poland in dis
armament discussions. We do find objections to the Polish “freeze” 
proposal, of which we shall be informing the Polish Government in 
our reply. However, I should like to say that some elements of that 
proposal are worthy of further study in this Committee with a view 
to finding a combination of measures preliminary to disarmament 
which would be acceptable to both sides as mutually advantageous.

There are other proposals submitted by the Soviet Union and the 
United States which, if adopted, could have an immediate effect in 
reducing the dangers created by the enormous aggregations of nuclear- 
bombing aircraft and nuclear-headed rockets. Last week the repre
sentative of the United States presented in some detail, as the Com
mittee knows, the proposal of his country for beginning the destruc
tion of certain types of bomlbing aircraft now.̂  There is also before 
the Conference a counter-proposal by the Soviet Union for the destruc
tion of all bombers. My Government warmly welcomes that offer 
by both those countries to begin the disarmament process with the 
actual physical destruction of some major armaments. One of the 
best features of that approach is that it would involve only the simplest 
sort of verification. An early agreement to send to the scrapheap some 
of the major means which the great Powers now have of delivering 
nuclear weapons to their targets would reassure a sometimes sceptical 
world that the great Powers were really serious about disarmament 
It would also ensure that those aircraft—obsolescent by super-Powei 
standards—would not be sold to lesser Powers, in whose hands they 
might threaten neighbouring countries.

it  would be an outstanding achievement if the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee could report to the coming session of the 
General Assembly that the Powers had agreed on the destruction of 
a large number of bombers. In my view, this Committee should try 
to reach an arrangement which would cover as many bombers as is 
feasible at the moment; but it should not invite delay or even failure 
by trying to extend it too far. Once the process of actual physical 
destruction has been set in motion, we could consider the possibility 
of broadening the scope of this measure to include other types of 
nuclear weapon carriers, including some missiles, as I note was 
suggested by Mr. Thomas. We therefore hope that the Eighteen-

 ̂Ante, pp. 53-55.
“ Ante, pp. 101-105.
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Nation Disarmament Committee will pursue vigorously the prospects 
for early action which those proposals offer.

While neither side has been prepared up to the present time to accept 
in their present form any of the collateral measures proposed by the 
other, I believe that a number of the proposals could be related in a 
way which would assist in the reconciliation of views. For example, 
if the Soviet Union has misgivings that a freeze of strategic nuclear 
weapon vehicles would not ensure halting the over-all arms race, it 
might be convinced if an agreement on the freeze were combined with 
an agreement to undertake simultaneously the physical destruction of 
certain types of bombers on the lines of the United States proposal.

Then, the Soviet Union has urged that there be an early agreement 
on a reduction of military budgets. I think that all nations would wel
come a reduction of military expenditures, and the unilateral moves 
which have been made in this respect by the United States and the 
Soviet Union have received world-wide commendation. In passing, I 
may say that my own country has made a reduction in its defence spend
ing this year. I think that all countries represented here would cer̂  
tainly be anxious, given the proper conditions, to see a reduction every
where of military expenditure. In this connexion I have noted that, in 
the view of the Soviet Union, while the stopping of production of stra
tegic nuclear weapon carriers would immediately produce significant 
savings in one sector of the military expenditures of the greater Powers, 
there is a danger that the resources so liberated might be used to in
crease the nunibers of short-range missiles and conventional weapons.̂  
Perhaps this could be prevented by introducing a verified system of 
budgetary limitation.

My country welcomes the importance which this Oonmiittee is giving 
to the vital matter of preventiag the wider dissemination of nuclear 
weapons: that is to say, preventing an increase in the number of States 
with an independent capacity for waging nuclear war. We are glad 
that both the Soviet Union and the United States have included this 
item in their lists of collateral measures. The partial test ban is a 
first step to check an increase in the number of nuclear Powers, and 
this Oommittee has been enjoined by a resolution of the eighteenth 
session of the United l^ations General Assembly to continue its 
search for a comprehensive test ban.̂  We must now, therefore, seek 
to agree on further guarantees against the grave dangers which the 
spreading of nuclear weapons would present both to the prc^pects for 
disarmament and to the peace of the world.

The basic position of my country in this respect is governed by the

 ̂BNDO/PV.170, p. 42.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 627.
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terms of the Irish resolution adopted imanimously by the General 
Assembly in 1961. We continue to support the terms of that resolu
tion, which call for the conclusion of an agreement which would con
tain certain provisions—

. . . under wMch tiie nudear States would undertake to refrain from re- 
linquisMng control of nuclear weapons and from transmitting tiie Information 
necessary for their manufacture to States not possessing sucli weapons, and 
provisions under wMch States not possessing nuclear weapons would undertake 
not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control of such weaiK)ns/

At the same time we recognize that, even without such a universal 
agreement as is called for in that resolution, there are important steps 
which can and should now be taken to help to prevent wider dissemina
tion, The United States has among its proposals a number of specific 
suggestions for early action. The most far-reaching of those pro
posals involves the cessation of production of fissionable material for 
weapon purposes and the transfer of agreed quantities of such ma
terials to peaceful uses. Not only, of course, is that measure directly 
relevant to the solution of the non-dissemination problem, but its im
plementation would mean that the first all-important step had been 
taken towards actual nuclear disarmament.

a

My country  ̂ as one of the States with a highly-developed atomic 
industry, is particularly interested in another of President Johnson’s 
proposals related to non-dissemiuation, and that is the application of 
appropriate safeguards over transfers for peaceful uses of fissile ma
terials and related equipment-. This is a question of special concem_to 
us, since we have been actively associated recently in a number of im
portant projects to assist other countries in the development of the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Therefore we warmly welcome the 
progressive development of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
safeguard system, and have been greatly heartened by the growing co
operation which has taken place in the extension of an effective safe
guard system. In this context we believe that the recent proposals of 
the United States Government, involving as they do the progressive 
acceptance by the developed nuclear Powers of safeguards, are a great 
step forward.  ̂ The application of safeguards would yield experience 
highly relevant to the problems of controlling nuclear disarmament. 
Therefore it is a matter of concern to this Committee and deserves its 
close attention.

I  listened with great interest this morning, as I am sure we all did, 
to what Mr. Thomas said on the subject of observation posts;  ̂and we

‘ lUd,, 1961, p. 694.
* Ante, pp. 79-82.
* Ante, pp. 112-115.
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shall look upon the paper  ̂which is an annex to his int^feting state
ment as a j^sitive contribution on this particular subject. We wel
come the presentation of the working paper because we think it will 
assist the Committee in focussing its discussion both on how a system 
of observation posts could lessen the danger of surprise attack, and on 
the practical problems involyed in the establishment of such a system. 
The representative of Nigeria pointed out recently that measures to 
prevent the risk of war— âlthough both sides have made^proposals in 
this area— ĥave not yet received the attention which he thoiight they 
deserved at this session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.̂  With the 
submission of the United Kingdom paper, the Canadpn delegation 
looks forward to the opening now of constructive discussion on this 
subject, both at the c6-Chairmen’s meetings and in ^ e Conference.

Since both the Soviet Union and the W ^em  Powers have made
ft

suggestions with respect to observation posts in the context of meas
ures to reduce the danger of war, this subject seems to us a promising 
collateral measure for discussion at this time; and, as so many dî e- 
gations observed at the last session of the General Assembly, we 
hoped—and I continue to hope— t̂hat we shall reach agreement on this 
subject before too much time has expired. A ^stem of observation 
posts, by providing assurance against surprise attack, would in the 
Canadian view result in a significant decrease in East-West tension. 
Canada believes that the establishment of an appropriate system of 
such posts would lead to progress in disarmament negotiations and, 
indeed, perhaps to progress on the main political problems dividing 
East and West.

There is one other subject that I should like to mention. It is the 
development of adequate peace-keeping machinery. I do not think I 
need to remind the members of this Committee of the importance 
which my country attaches to this subject. Canada, as is known, has 
recently been intimately associated with the problems of United Na
tions peace-keeping, as a result of the tragic happenings in Cyprus. I 
am sure that my colleagues here will understand when I say that 
Canada takes pride in the role it has assumed over the years in a series 
of Situations where the United Nations has been called upon to fulfil 
its Charter responsibilities tp preserve the peace. In the Suez crisis, 
in the Congo, in the Yemen and, most recently, in Cyprus, Canada has 
met what it regards as an obligation to contribute to the, efforts of the 
United Nations to preserve international peace and security. Outside 
the context of the United Nations, Canada has participated, together 
with India and Poland, for nearly ten years now in the International

 ̂Supra.
’ END0/PV.1T6, p. 19.
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Supervisory Commission in Viet-Nam, Laos and Cambodia. My Gov
ernment places a high value on the efforts of those bodies to preserve 
peace and stability in South-East Asia. As a result of those expe
riences, we have become convinced that better organization of United 
Nations peace-keeping forces is a most important objective.

At the last session of the General Assembly my Prime Minister made 
specific suggestions on what States could do to enable the United 
Nations to respond more effectively and promptly when a force was 
required to assist in the re-establishment of peaceful conditions.  ̂ As 
recently as 21 March Mr. Pearson said on this matter:

For years now at the United Nations Canada has taken a lead in advocating 
a permanent intematioiial force which will be organized and equipped and 
available to move in swiftly to keep the peace in these danger spots. How 
long are we going to have to improvise, to rely on a few members of the United 
Nations to carry the burden and do the job which should be done by the United 
Nations as a whole?

He was, of course, influenced in making that observation by the hap
hazard Unprepared arrangements that attended the situation which led 
to the establishment of the international force in Cypms. He con
tinued :

I still hope to see the day when we will have an organized, equipped and 
genuine international force under the national control of the Members but 
available for use at a moment’s notice.

The Canadian Government believes wholeheartedly in the peace-keep
ing role of the United Nations, and we will support all moves to in
crease its ability to perform that role with increasing effectiveness.

I mention this question now because the development and strength
ening of peace-keeping machinery and methods for the peaceful set
tlement of disputes have a direct relation to the negotiations on 
disarmament in this Cominittee. The longer-term relevance of peace
keeping to disarmament is demonstrated by the fact that the disarma
ment plans of both the United States and the Soviet Union include 
provisions for the development of peace-keeping methods.̂  As na
tions in the course of disarmament give up the means which they now 
have to preserve their national security, it is essential that alternative 
methods of preserving that security should be progressively estab
lished. It is clear, therefore, that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament has a responsibility to discuss the development of ade
quate peace-keeping machinery in the context of disarmament.

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Eighteenth Session, 1208th Plenary Meet- 
ing, pp. 9-10.

 ̂For the U.S. plan, see Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp, 351-382, 
and vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730. The Soviet plan may be found ibid., pp. 913-938, 
and ante, p. 22.
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But, besides the long-term problem— ĥow to solve international dis
putes and keep the peace in a disarmed world—we have the problems 
of peace-keeping of yesterday and of today, that is, before the process 
of disarmament has begun. We must be prepared to cope with the 
same kind of problems until that process begins. The lessons of recent 
experience should guide us in planning for the long-term goal; and 
in planning peace-keeping methods and machinery for the nearer fu
ture we should have that long-term goal in mind. I believe that study 
of these long-term problems in this Committee can usefully comple
ment the continuing efforts in the broader forum of the United Na
tions to lay firmer foundations for the Organization’s peace-keeping 
function.

Finally, I should like to reaffirm my faith and that of my Govern
ment in the work of this Committee as a negotiating body which can 
ma,ke real progress in the months ahead towards the solution of dis
armament problems. We attach great importance to the institution 
of the co-Chairmen. That arrangement encourages informal bi
lateral discussions, in which we have always had strong belief. The 
Moscow-Washington “hot line” arrangement^ was a by-product 
of those discussions, and I hope that there will be further achieve
ments and agreements as a result of these bilateral discussions. May 
I say that the presence on this Committee of the uncommitted na
tions has, in our judgment, strengthened these discussions? World 
opinion is practically fully represented on this Committee as a result 
of the present composition of the Committee as a whole. The pro
posals which have been submitted, particularly m the field of col
lateral measures, provide ample material for constructive negotiation 
at this time. I have pointed out some of the proposals wliich, taken 
either singly or in some combination, do, I believe, hold out good 
prospects for agreement in the near future.

There has been much discussion in the past few months about 
whether a detente in East-West relations exists. While there is an 
improvement in our relations, we note that the major political prob
lems continue to be unresolved. However, we feel that there is very 
strong evidence of a real improvement in East-West relations; and 
undoubtedly that has been made possible by the measure of limited 
agreement which began last August, in particular, with the initialling 
by the three great Powers of a test-ban agreement  ̂ and the subse
quent action of over one hundred other countries which joined in sup
port of that agreement. Therefore, some limited agreement by this

" IMd., 1963, pp. 236-238. 
■ im . ,  pp. 291-298.
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Committee within the foreseeable future would have a tremendous 
effect in keeping up the momentum that began last August.

It is my earnest hope that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament will concentrate its efforts wherever it seems most likely 
that an advance can be made, and that, having done so, the Committee 
will be able to report to the next session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations that we have moved closer to our goal of a dis
armed and peaceful world.

Statement by the Burmese Representative (Barrington) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, March
26, 1964^

First of all, while Mr. Paul Martin is still here, I should like to asso
ciate my delegation with the welcome which you, Mr. Chairman, 
and the other members of the Committee who have spoken before me 
have extended to him. For me the pleasure is a very special one, 
partly because I have had the privilege of knowing and admiring Mr. 
Martin for more than ten years, and partly because my current re
sponsibilities include the honour of representing my country in 
Ottawa.

Like all those seated around this table, I listened to Mr. Martin’s 
thoughtful address with the greatest interest; it reflected Mr. Martin’s 
long and abiding interest in the problems of disarmament, and will 
receive the close and careful study of the Burmese delegation. I was 
particularly interested in Mr. Martin’s idea of combining considera
tion of some of the collateral measures. As my statement will show, 
our thoughts too have been turning in that direction.

I should also like to extend an equally warm welcome to our es
teemed former colleague who now holds with distinction the high post 
of Foreign Minister of Brazil. His inspiring speech last Tuesday 
and his presence here today reflects anew his deep interest in the work 
of the Conmiittee. My delegation is also happy to have in our midst 
once again the leader of the United Kingdom delegation, ]\lr. Thomas.

On studying the records of the Thursday meetings over the past 
two months, we cannot help coming to the conclusion that both the 
Soviet Union and the United States have developed an uncanny ability 
to pick out and put forward for discussion collateral or initial 
measures which prove unacceptable to the other side, even for discus

‘ ENDC/PV.178, pp. 31-36.
* ENDC/PV.177, pp. 5 f£.
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sion, at any rate in the form in which, they are presented. This has 
been true even where the collateral measure concerned appears in both 
the United States and the Soviet Union lists.

We subscribe to the view that this situation does not call for undue 
despondency—far less despair. On the other hand, we do not think it 
is an entirely healthy or happy situation. It seems to us that one 
explanation for this rather remarkable state of affairs is that to some 
extent the measures proposed by the two sides are complementary. 
They are complete only when they are considered together or in com
bination. When they are separated, their incompleteness makes them 
acceptable to one side but unacceptable to the other, and 'oice versa. 
Pursuing that thought, we have tried to consider which of the col
lateral or initial measures which have so far been put forward, and 
which in their present form are unacceptable to one side or the other, 
might become more acceptable if they could be considered in 
combination.

As my delegation sees it, a possible and perhaps the most 
obvious combination is President Johnson’s proposal for a frerae 
of the numbers and characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive and 
defensive missiles,  ̂ the Soviet Union’s proposal for agreed reduc
tions in military budgets, and the Soviet Union’s proposal—apparently 
partially inspired and now accepted in part by the United States— 
for the destruction of air-force bombers.̂  Let me now deal with each 
of those three components and explain how in our view they com
plement each other.

In its statement of 20 February my delegation set out its preliminary 
views with regard to the first two of those three components.̂  Since 
then we have given study to the arguments which have been levelled 
against them, and I now propose to consider them in detail.

I should also like to recall at this stage that the Burmese delega
tion has always recognized the need for containing the disarmament 
problem while we continue to search for a disarmament agreement. 
In the very first statement made in this Committee by my delega
tion, on 21 March 1962, the Foreign Minister of Burma said:

As my delegation sees it, the search for disarmament consists not only in 
looking for agreed ways and means of reducing and finally eliminating exist
ing armed forces and armaments: we must also ensure that our task does 
not grow while we are busily engaged in looking for a solution/

It is because of that belief that my delegation welcomed the partial 
test ban treaty and the agreement not to station nuclear weapons in

 ̂Ante, pp. 7-9.
“ Ante, p. 16.
» ENDO/PV.168, pp. 5 ff.
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outer space. It is possible to argue that those do not constitute meas
ures of disarmament; but who can deny that the disarmament prob
lem has‘been prevented from getting worse and more intractable 
because of these agreements ?

We feel the same way about the principle underlying the United 
States proposal for a verified freeze of strategic nuclear offensive and 
defensive missiles. As we tried to bring out in our statement of 20 
February, we believe that the time has come to put a stop to all 
armament production and development, beginning with the more 
dangerous and sensitive weapons and proceeding all the way down 
to the simplest conventional weapons of today. That may not be 
disarmament in the strict sense of the word, but it would be a big 
step in that direction and would make agreement on disarmament 
so much easier to reach and to implement.

At the same time, we cannot but be attentive to the concerns of the 
Soviet Union with regard to this proposal, which, as we understand 
it, fall under three main headings. They are, first, that the acceptance 
of the proposal would not put an end to the arms race, since the parties 
to the agreement would be free to continue to develop and manu
facture weapons not covered by the agreement; second, that such an 
agreement would not eliminate. the threat of nuclear annihilation 
hanging over mankind; third, that this would simply be control over 
armaments and therefore unacceptable. I should now like to deal 
with each of those three headings.

As for the first, we feel that it must be admitted that the acceptance 
of the freeze proposal is not by itself going to put n̂ end to the 
arms race. That could happen only if there were a complete cessation 
of production of armaments in all its forms. But it seems to my 
delegation that a freeze of the development and production of stra
tegic nuclear missiles, provided that by “strate^c” is meant a good 
deal more than intercontinental ballistic missiles and intercontinental 
bombers, would in fact be a sizeable step towards halting the arms 
race. Therefore we hope that the United States delegation will prove 
flexible and realistic in its interpretation of the term “strategic”.

Further, in order to meet the legitimate concern of the Soviet 
Union that the savings resultmg from the adoption of a freeze agree
ment, as interpreted in the manner to which I have referred, may not 
be diverted to the production of other armaments, we would suggest 
that such an agreement should be complemented by a parallel agree
ment amongst the major armed Powers to reduce their military budg
ets by 10 to 15 per cent as proposed by the Soviet Union.

At this point I should like to make a few brief observations on the 
question of the reduction of military budgets. We have listened with 
the greatest attention to the objections raised by our Western col
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leagues with regard to this matter, but I regret to say that we have 
not been convinced by those arguments. When the amounts proposed 
for reduction are so great, it seems to us ahnost defeatist to suggest 
that ways and means cannot be devised to ensure that the reductions 
proposed are actually being effected by the participants to an agree
ment. We cannot but be impressed by the fact that both the United 
States and the Soviet Union apparently had no difficulty in accepting 
at face value each other’s unilateral annoimcements of modest cuts in 
their budgets for 1964. Why, then, should it be so difficult to verify 
the proposed reductions of substantially great magnitude?

No one, not even the Soviet Union, has suggested that the implemen
tation of any such agreement to reduce military budgets should be 
left to trust. Given good will it should not, we believe, be too difficult, 
certainly not beyond human ingenuity,, to devise verification machinery 
which would give reasonable assurance that the agreement to reduce 
budgets by such substantial percentages was actually being faithfully 
implemented.

The second main objection of the Soviet Union to the United States 
freeze proposal is that it would not eliminate the threat of nuclear an
nihilation hanging over mankind. That, unfortunately, is true. In 
fact, that terrible threat will remain with us until general and com
plete disarmament, which remain§ the o'bjeotive of all of us, is finally 
achieved. It might even be argued that the over-kill capacity pos
sessed by both sides is already so great that any further increase of that 
capacity would be academic. But, even if we accept this as a grotesque 
fact of contemporary life, we have still to reckon with the fact that 
disarmament remains our final and ultimate objective, and that the 
more we pile up these terrible weapons the more difficult it will become 
to reach an agreement to destroy them. As we have had occasion to 
say previously, if we continue this piling-up process long enough we 
may well reach the point where disarmament becomes a practical 
impossibility.

The third main objection of the Soviet Union is that the proposed 
verified freeze would become, in effect, not a disarmament measure but 
merely a control over armament. Until we have had further clarifica
tion from the United States delegation of the verification aspects of 
that proposal, we cannot make any final pronouncement on such a 
characterization. But it had been our impression that the verifica
tion proposal would apply only to the production and developmental 
centres in regard to the weapons covered by the agreement, and that 
control would not extend to the numbers and locations of the strategic 
delivery weapons already existing on the date when the agreement 
came into force. If that is the case, it would be our hope that it should

774-8112^65------10
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not be too difficult to reach agreement on verification arrangements 
which would adequately meet the limited objectives I have just 
mentioned.

If these two complementary agreements were to be completed by a 
third agreement, a truly meaningful agreement on the physical de
struction of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, we should in 
fact have embarked on the process of disarmament, though not pre
cisely in the manner envisaged in the plans of either the Soviet Union 
or the United States. By “truly meaningful” in this context I mean 
an agreement repr^enting a realistic and significant disarmament 
measure. In the view of my delegation, that would have to go fur
ther than the proposal submitted recently by the United States for the 
destruction of an equal number of B-47 and TU-16 bombers over a 
two-year period.̂  With all due respect to the United States delega
tion, we consider that to be an inadequate measure—inadequate as 
regards types, quantities and rate ol destruction—whose aim, as a mat
ter of fact, would be the laudable one of ensuring that these boinbers 
do not get into the hands of third nations, but which would otherwise, 
unless tied in with a freeze, as suggested earlier, do nothing to prevent 
the two super-Powers from increasing their destructive capability 
further by replacing these obsolete bombers with more modem means 
of delivery.

The bolder and more ambitious Soviet proposal for the destruction 
of all bombers is in our view an improvement in this respect; but we 
are constrained to say that it has the built-in difficulty that apparently 
it envisages the destruction of bomber fleets by all States not all of 
which regard them as obsolete. Here again, unless linked with a 
freeze of the further production and development of strategic means 
of nuclear delivery, such an agreement would also result eventually in 
the replacement of the bomber fleets of the super-Powers by even more 
efficient and deadly means of delivery.

We hope, therefore, that it will be possible to couple this proposal to 
destroy bombers with a freeze of strategic missiles and also with the 
proposed reduction of military budgets, and that the agreement to 
destroy bombers will cover not only the most obsolete types, in super- 
Power terms, but also some of the later models. In addition, we should 
like to reiterate our proposal that some missiles might also be thrown 
in for good measure, as an earnest that the super-Powers really mean 
business.̂  The super-Powers have so many missiles now that such a 
gesture would cost them nothing and would do much good to the cause 
of disarmament.

 ̂Ante, pp. 101-105.
* ENDC/PV.161, pp. 7-8.
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Those are the thoughts which I wished to share with the Committee 
today. Even if they may seem at first sight to be far-fetched, I believe 
that some reflection will show that they may have some merit.

Pefore concluding my statement I should like to make a brief refer
ence to a matter which was touched upon by the Foreign Minister of 
Brazil in his speech on 24 March: that is, .the cessation of underground 
nuclear tests. As Mr. de Araujo Castro reminded us  ̂we have a spe
cial mandate from the General Assembly to consider this question with 
a sense of urgency.̂  We are now in the third month of our delibera
tions in 1964, and, although this item appears on the lists of collateral 
measures of both the Soviet Union and the United States, nothing has 
been done so far with regard to it.

Consequently my delegation wonders whether the time has not ar
rived for us to consider reactivating the Sub-Coromittee on the Dis- 
continuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, which, as in the past, might 
report to the main Committee from time to time on the progress of 
its deliberations. As a starting point the Sub-Committee might con- 
dder the constructive suggestion made by the Foreign Minister of 
Brazil that underground tests above a certain range, which both sides 
agree can be identified through the existing monitoring system, might 
be added to the interdiction area of the Moscow Treaty.® Such an 
approach would not require either side to give up its basic position, 
and therefore has much to commend it. We hope that these ideas will 
receive the careful consideration of the*̂ Committee, and particularly of 
the co-Chairmen.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Obser
vation Posts [Extract}, March 26, 1964 *

The conclusion of the Moscow Treaty on the cessation of tests® 
raised hopes throughout the world of a favourable solution to other 
problems. Our' task—the task of the members of this Committee—

 ̂ENDC/PV.177, p. 9.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 627.
* For the Brazilian suggestion,»see ibid., pp. 507-508. The treaty appears ibid., 

pp. 291-293.
" ENDO/PV.178, pp. 5a-54.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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consists in assisting the development of events in the direction indi
cated by the signing of this important agreement.

In conclusion, I should like to say a few words about the proposal 
made today by Mr. Thomas regarding the establishment of observa
tion posts.̂  The first thing which strikes one about this proposal is 
the complete absence of any new ideas, of any new thoughts. It essen
tially amounts to control without disarmament, control over arma
ments. The United Kingdom delegation continues to divorce the 
establishment of observation posts from effective steps which would 
lessen the danger of war.

Since this point has been raised, I would remind the Committee 
that the Soviet Government has always been and still is in favour 
of taking real and effective measures to prevent a sudden attack. It is 
well known that the Soviet Union has to this end submitted a proposal 
for the establishment of a network of observation posts on the terri
tories of the countries belonging to the two opposing groups of States, 
in conjimction with certain measures for lessening international ten
sion such as a reduction in the numbers of foreign troops in the terri
tories of European countries, and an undertaking not to station 
nuclear weapons in the German Democratic Republic or the Federal 
Republic of Germany.̂

The Soviet Government considers that if the establishment of ob
servation posts is carried out in isolation from these concrete meas
ures for the easing of international tension and the limitation of 
annaments, it cannot achieve the desired objective— t̂he growth of 
confidence among States and the lessening of the risk of war. On 
the contrary, it might even lead to an increase in tension on both sides 
and to the aggravation of international relations.

The establishment of a system of observation posts can prove useful 
only in conjunction with concrete measures for lessening the threat 
of war. Practical steps for a real lessening of the possibility of an 
outbreak of military conflict in Europe and the establishment of 
observation posts would in that case be two complementary aspects 
of a single process—the lessening of tension in the danger zones where 
the armed forces of the opposing groups face each other.

The proposal submitted today for the consideration of the Com
mittee by the United Kingdom representative, if we understood Mr. 
Thomas correctly, relates to a measure which, as I have already 
explained, is completely divorced from measures for reducing inter
national tension. I would again stress that the adoption of such a 
proposal can only foster baseless illusions and do harm, not good.

 ̂Ante, pp. 112-115.
® Ante, p. 16.
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to the cause of disarmament; it can only strengthen suspicion and 
mistrust between States.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Reduction oif Delivery Vehicles, March 31,
1964"

* * ’ 'V W
•r

Before beginning my statement I should like to thank the repre
sentative of Poland for his warm and generous expression of sympathy 
concerning the natural disaster which occurred in the State of Alaska. 
I express these thanks not only on behalf of my Government; I am 
confident that in expressing thanks for that manifestation of sympathy 
I do so also on behalf of the State of Alaska itself and of those who 
were injured and the families of those killed.

A number of delegations at recent meetmgs have urged upon this 
Comikittee different ways of proceeding in our work on general 
disarmament.

The Soviet representative, his allies and certain other delegations 
have suggested that it might be useful to reach certain agreements in 
principle. Specifically, it has been suggested that we should all agree 
to work on the basis of the suggestions which Foreign Minister 
Gromyko has made on behalf of the Soviet Union.® It has been urged 
that, if we were to agree in principle on the elements of that proposal, 
it would make it easier for us to find ways of reaching agreement on 
the reduction and elimination of armaments.

As I understand it, the proposal that it is suggested we should accept 
“in principle” is a proposal involving the destruction of from 99 to 97 
per cent of all nuclear delivery vehicles in the first stage of disarma
ment. Nuclear delivery vehicles, under the Soviet proposal, presuma
bly include all vehicles capable of delivering nuclear weapons. The 
percentages I have mentioned are illustrative, but they are the only 
figures that have been given to us. Under that proposal, the remain
ing 1 to 3 per cent—or a comparable figure—would be retained by the 
United States and the Soviet Union through the third stage but limited 
to their own territories. The prop<ml does not provide for the reten
tion of Polaris submarines, or similar missile-launching submarines 
being developed by the Soviet Union, presumably because the nature

" ENDO/PV. 179, pp. 12-16.
‘ Ante, pp. 23-32.
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of the system of control included in the proposal is not adequate to 
permit their retention.

As I understand that proposal, the reduction of from 99 to 97 per 
cent in nuclear delivery vehicles is to take place at the same time as a 
30 per cent reduction in the conventional field. As I understand the 
proposal, that reduction is not to be accompanied, until the end of the 
third stage, by any verification procedure to deal with the problem of 
undeclared, clandestine nuclear delivery vehicles. It is not to be 
accompanied by any substantial further development of peace-keeping 
institutions.

The United States is of course interested in any proposal which the 
Soviet Union makes in the most important field of general disarma
ment. That is why we will continue to seek information about that 
proposal and are prepared to discuss it on its merits. The United 
States, however, cannot agree to the suggestion which has been made 
that we accept that proposal in principle as a means of getting on 
mth our work.

This Conference already has an agreement in principle to guide us 
in our efforts to achieve general and complete disarmament in a peace
ful world. We have the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for 
Disarmament Negotiations— t̂he charter document for our efforts.̂  
That document, which was endorsed in a resolution of the General 
Assembly,  ̂ sets forth in a straightforward manner the guidelines for 
our work.

The Joiut Statement of Agreed Principles reflects an understanding 
on where we stand now—a situation in which there is a rough balance 
of destructive capability. It sets forth an agreement on where we 
wish to go—a> situation in which we shall have achieved the eliminar 
tion from national arsenals of armaments and weapons except those 
necessary for keeping the peace in a disarmed world and those neces
sary for maintaining internal order.

What, then, are our difficulties ? These lie in the area of how we 
bridge the gap between where we now stand and where we wish to 
go— t̂he way in which we disarm. It is to that question that the 
Soviet suggestion is related. It is related, however, in a way which 
appears to us to be quite inconsistent with the Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles.

To support this assertion, let me now examine the relevant princi
ples and compare them with the Soviet suggestions. Principle 5 of 
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles provides:

All measures of general and complete disarmament sHould be balanced so

' Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
• lUA., pp. 741-742.
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tihat at no stage . . . could any State or group of States gain military ad
vantage and that security, is ensured equally for all.

The Soviet proposal seems to have abandoned that principle ia favour 
of the most rapid imaginable reductions of nuclear delivery vehicles 
together with, varying and different rates of reduction in other arms. 
The present balance would, as a result, be replaced by a rapid and 
radical alteration in the structure of forces on each side. Some arma
ments on which a State relied might be completely eliminated. Other 
arms would be retaiaed m small quantities, with no real regard for 
the place of those armaments in. the defence system of a State. Other 
armaments would be brought down on a less rapid and less hurried 
basis. All of tliis seems to us to op^  the way to early, large imbal
ances and to radical shifts in the present make-up of forces in many 
States, the end result being that States would be likely to find them
selves in a very short time in radically different relationships with 
their neighbours.

Let me assure the Committee that the interpretation I have just 
placed on principle 5, and my indication of the way in, which the 
Soviet approach is inconsistent with that principle, are given, not in 
any spirit of self-righteousness, but really in what I hope is a spirit 
of humility and in a search for truth. Our view of thp balance to 
be maintained is not a simplified mathematical formula; it rests upon 
present military realities, upon the rough balance with which we live; 
and that balance, we submit, is not maintained in the approach by 
the Soviet Union.

Principle 6 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles states that 
all measures should be implemented from beginning to end under 
such strict and effective international control as would provide firm 
assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations. The nature 
and extent of the control should depend upon the requirements for 
verification of the disarmament measures being carried out in each 
stage. To implement the control an international disarmament orga
nization should be formed within the framework of the United Na
tions, and its inspectors should have unrestricted access without veto 
to all places as necessary for the purpose of effective verification.

The Soviet plan proposes the elimination, with the limited excep
tions to which we have referred, of all nuclear delivery vehicles in the 
first stage. The Soviet proposals do not contain any provisions to 
verify or ensure that the vehicles have in fact all been destroyed. No 
means have been suggested to ensure that clandestine vehicles are not 
retained.

We are told that the inclusion in the Soviet proposal of the retention 
of a limited number of nuclear delivery vehicles until the end of the 
third stage will make up for that deficiency in the verification system.
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But we have pointed out a number of times that under the conditions 
envisaged in the Soviet proposal, with no provisions for verification, 
the proposal would not provide a reasonable guarantee against clan
destine retention of arms. Without effective verification there is 
bound to be a fear that a side might be actually encouraged to keep 
more vehicles than it was supposed to have. That is particularly true 
if the number of weapons to be legally retained on each side is very 
small, as Mr. Bums pointed out on 18 February.̂  In other words— 
and this is stated with the greatest respect—the Soviet proposal ap
pears to ignore the fact that the lower the number of retained arma
ments the more critical would be the existence of a clandestine stockpile 
of weapons. It is essential, in the view of the United States, that a 
verification procedure be established which will provide assurance that 
no such stockpile exists.

Principle 7 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles states that 
progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to 
strengthen international institutions for maintaining peace and the 
settlement of international disputes by peaceful means. The Soviet 
proposal appears to be wholly deficient in that regard. We are told, 
however, that the threat of nuclear retaliation embodied in the Soviet 
proposal will take care of that problem and will make up for the peace
keeping inadequacies of the Soviet plan. We have shown, however, 
that without adequate peace-keeping machinery the disputes which 
may arise after substantial disarmament may result in either the re
sort to raw force or lawlessness. Surely disarmament to the depth 
of a 99 to 97 per cent reduction in nuclear delivery vehicles requires 
some comparable development of peace-keeping institutions. It is no 
answer to cite the mere fact that 1 to 3 per cent of the vehicles are 
retained as a deterrent.

Before closing I should like to remind the Committee that tne 
United States has put forward a comprehensive plan for disarma- 
ment.2 The reduction and elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles 
from national arsenals is an integral part of that plan. That pl-an was 
formulated in full knowledge of the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles. It was designed to take us from our presient situation of 
rough balance to our goal of the elimination of national armaments 
in a regular, ordered and balanced manner. We have sought to 
preserve the balance throughout disarmament by reducing arms in 
an equitable manner, spreading reductions over three stages, with 
adequate verification at each step of the way and a proportionate 
build-up of peace-keeping. We believe these proposals are in accord

" ENDC/PV.167, pp. 6-7.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730; 

196S, p. 327.
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with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles and with the realities 
of today’s world.

The Committee should avoid shutting doors on any of the proposals 
before us. We hope, however, that at future meetings the Soviet 
representative will be able to clarify further the proposals of the 
Soviet Union and thus make more fruitful our discussion of this 
agenda item.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Destruc
tion of Bombers {Extract}, April 2, 1964 ^

• • • • • • •
4

As the discussion in the Committee proceeds,, the drawbacks of the 
United States proposal for the destruction of some obsolete bombers  ̂
is becoming increasingly evident to the members of the Committee. 
In fact the purpose of this United States proposal is essentially to 
pass off the modernization of armed forces, the building up of their 
fighting Arength, as a disarmament measure, and to cloak this modern
ization with the authority of the Committee, the authority of an 
international agreement on disarmament. Obsolete bombers, as Mr. 
Barrington, the representative of Burma, correctly pointed out, would 
be replaced by more modern means of delivery.®

In contrast to this T'fnited States proposal there is the Soviet proposal 
for the elimination of all bomber aircraft."* The purpose, significance 
and value of this proposal consist in the fact that it completely re
moves one of the basic means of delivering nuclear weapons. It is 
obvious that the implementation of our proposal would help to 
strengAen peace. If bomber aircraft, one of the principal m^ns of 
delivering nuclear weapons, were eliminated before a solution of 
the problem of general and complete disarmament was reached, the 
possibility of the outbreak of a nuclear war could be substantially 
curtailed even before the conclusion of an agreement on general and 
complete disarmament. This proposal by the Soviet Union is an 
effective measure of actual disarmament. Agreement on this measure 
would greatly reduce international tension and create more favour
able conditions for solving the main problem—that of general and 
complete disarmament.

 ̂ENDO/PV.180, pp. 26-29*
 ̂Ante, pp. 101-105.
® Ante, p. 130.
Ante, p. 16.
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The objections voiced by tlie Western representatives, in particular 
by Mr. Fisher, are surprisingly inconsistent. Mr. Fisher told us here 
that he sees a difficult problem in distinguishing between bombers and 
transport aircraft.  ̂ We consider this argument to be artificial and 
far-fetched. No such difficulties would in fact arise in implementing 
the Soviet proposal; specialists and even non-specialists find no par
ticular difficulty in distinguishing between sheep and goats. In gen
eral, the United States approach to the choice of disarmament 
measures and the United States concept of balance involve a double 
standard.

Any Soviet proposal aimed at reducing the threat of a new war, at 
lessening international tension, at a speedy and just agreement on 
general and complete disarmament, is rejected by the Western Powers 
on the ground that it allegedly upsets the balance between the forces 
of East and West. Nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles cannot be 
reduced, so they say, because the remaining conventional armaments 
would be unbalanced. On the other hand, there can be no reduction 
in the strength of armed forces because this would upset the structure 
of the armed forces. Military bases cannot be destroyed because this 
would disturb the correlation of forces between East and West; aiid, 
for the same so-called reason, foreign troops cannot be withdrawn 
from the territories of other countries, et cetera  ̂et cetera. They sub
stitute for all this measures which, as is evident from the statements 
made by the Western representatives themselves, would in fact dis
turb the correlation of forces, but to the advantage of the West. It 
is obvious that such an approach to the maintenance of balance is in
compatible with disarmament, whatever metaphors about “balloons” 
or “motor-cars” may be used to reinforce it. This is not disarma
ment, but juggling with the word “disarmament”.

I should like to return to the United States proposal for the destruc
tion of B-47 bombers. A question arises in connexion with this pro
posal : why the representative of the United States is trying to insti
tute a discussion on the subj ect. It is after all common knowledge that 
the United States B-47 bomber is an obsolete type, no longer cor
responding to present needs, and that the United States Government 
long ago took the decision to withdraw it from service. In fact, as is 
clear from an announcement made by the Defense Department of the 
United States on 8 November 1963,  ̂the United States has been grad
ually withdrawing this aircraft from service since 1959, and only half 
the original number now remain.

All this is natural and understandable. The B-47 has had many

 ̂Ante  ̂p. 104.
^New York Times, Nov. 9,1963, p. C31.
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predecessors, and all of them, as and when they have become obsolete, 
have been withdrawn, destroyed and replaced by new and better air
craft without arousing special interest, as a matter of routine action 
by the Pentagon. But for some reason the United States attitude to 
the remaining half of the B-4T bombers has changed. A special pref
erence is being accorded to these remaining B-47 aircraft, a preference 
which, in our opinion, is completely unwarranted.

It is obvious to everyone that the United States side has made its 
proposal for the destruction of the obsolete B-17 aircraft, not for the 
purpose of disarmament, but for the purpose of accelerating the re
equipment of its air force by introducing technically-superior ma
chines and intensifying the armaments race still further. Three 
months ago General Le May, the Chief of Staff of the United States 
Air Force, said in Los Angeles on 17 December 1963 that aero^cosmic 
machines should be and are effective weapons of national policy over 
the whole spectrum of hostile activities from cold war to total nuclear 
war.̂  At one end of the spectrum these machines may simply be 
transport machines, but at the other end of the spectrum aero-cosmic 
systems of weapons are a means of waging nuclear war.

As you see, the range of use and development of so-called aero- 
cosmic equipment in the United States is very wide. We know that 
the United States has developed and is bringing into service new types 
of aircraft— t̂he A-11, the F -llla  bomber and the prototype TFX. 
There is a ten-year programme called “Forecast” and a programme 
called “Project Lamp”. The most advanced aircraft are being de
veloped, including both those flying at high speeds and low altitudes 
and those flying at low speeds but with a very long range, as well as 
many other aircraft and complete systems which leave far behind not 
only such an “antique” as the B-AT, but many other types as well.

In the course of the discussion some representatives pointed out that 
it would be difficult for countries which do not possess a wide range 
of military equipment to agree to destroy their bomber aircraft at 
once, without further delay. We consider that our proposal for the 
elimination of bomber aircraft naturally applies to all States. It is 
possible, however, to find a flexible formula under which we might 
agree, for instance, that the Great Powers, which possess the most 
powerful armed forces and armaments, should be the first to proceed 
to the implementation of the proposal for the elimination of bomber 
aircraft. We believe that this difficulty can be overcome in this way.

 ̂Washington Evening 8tar, Dec. 18,1963, p. 18.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk on 
the Nondissemination of Nuclear Weapons [Extract), 
April 3, 1964'

• • • • • • •

Q. Mr. Secretary^ in Geneva there now has heen 'public confirma
tion that there hâ s h<een a series of U.8.Soviet talks on nondissemina- 
tion of nuclear weapons. Does it appear to y\ou that that has come 
to a dead end at this pointy or is there some further course of progress 
that you anticipate f

A. I would hope that it is not at a dead end, and as a matter of fact 
I don’t really believe that it is, because this is a subject on which all 
of the nuclear powers necessarily have an interest. It is true that we 
have from time to time discussed this matter with the Soviets. I was 
a little surprised to have it appear that this was something new. I 
would suppose that everyone had assumed that we have been talking 
about this with the Soviets. I have had some talks with Mr. Gro
myko about it, there have been talks with the Ambassador, there have
been talks in Geneva.

Now, it is not going to be easy to bring this question of nondissemi
nation of nuclear weapons to a formal agreement. On their side the 
Soviets have raised objections about our proposals for a multilateral 
force. Now, we know ourselves that the midtilateral force will not 
involve the dissemination of nuclear weapons to other national nu
clear capability or to other national armed forces, and from that point 
of view it is some protection against the further spread of nuclear 
weapons on a national basis. But I think that one would have to be 
fair and say that, imtil we have completed our discussions of the multi
lateral force and make those arrangements or prospective arrange
ments public, the Soviets themselves can’t know that. They can hear 
me say it. They can hear our announced policy on the matter. But 
they won’t be able to make their own assessment until the arrangements 
of the multilateral force* can be completed and made public.

I would hope that at that time they would themselves understand 
that the multilateral force has nothing to do with the dissemination 
of nuclear weapons to additional national nuclear forces.

Now, on our side we have a very substantial interest in the nondis
semination idea as it applies to Peiping, but there is no evidence 
whatever that Peiping would engage in the kind of agreement that 
we have been talking with other governments about, and so at least

' Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 20,1964, pp. 011-612.
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some of our sense of urgency diminishes if it is clear that Peiping will 
not take part.

But I would like to add this further note. The fact that it might 
be difficult to bring this question to a formal agreement is not the 
whole story. It is my impression that Moscow, Paris, Londonj Wash- 
ington have a certain coincidence of policy on this matter, that no one 
of these four, governments is now in the process of distributing nuclear 
weapons to national forces— t̂o additional national forces—and that 
this coincidence of policy is at least a part of the problem, and that 
if these four governments adhere to that policy, then at least some 
of the problem is resolved without agreement on the basis of the nature 
of nuclear weapons and the nature of the interests which any nuclear 
power has in not having these weapons distributed indefinitely around 
the earth.

Q, But'mould you say—

A. Excuse me. Go ahead.
Q. Would you say then̂  sir̂  in your view you helieve that there is at 

preseht a de Jaxitô  a tacit understanding not to disseminate nuclear 
weapons?

A. No. I specifically said that thereas no agreement and there is 
no understanding. This is not in the picture. There is nothing— n̂o 
one has, that I know of, has said among these four governments that 
we now agree that, or we now imderstand that. I am simply referring 
to our estimate with respect to a coincidence of policy. I do not have 
the impression, for example, to be very specific about it, that the 
Soviet Government is furnishing assistance to the Chinese in the 
development of nuclear weapons, and it is my impression that the 
other three nuclear powers are following the same policy with respect 
to other national nuclear forces.

. i.-

But. this is a question that is not now in motion. That is, we are not 
making much headway on it, but I would hope that this is a question 
which is not closed, because we may come to a point at a somewhat 
later date when we can find a more formal agreement on this matter.
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Statement by the U.A.R. Representative (Hassan) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, April 9, 
1964"

• -  ■ i

On 25 Febraary my delegation expressed the wish that the Foreign 
Ministers of all Member States represented in this Committee could 
be present here for the purpose of speeding up our work.̂  There
fore we welcome the fact that recently a number of distinguished 
statesmen have been able to attend our meetings and address the Con
ference. Their presence is another proof of the importance of our 
Committee as a useful forum for tackling and solving the vital prob
lem of general and complete disarmament.

Owing to the lack of an agreed agenda on collateral measures—a 
fact which we have regretted and still regret—our debate has been 
characterized mainly by its general nature. Each of the major pa.rties 
has indulged in a unilateral exposition and reiteration of its point of 
view. Such a state of affairs could not produce the fruitful and mu-

• r JL

tual exchange of views on specific issues which is indispensable for 
the progress of our work. Such an exchange of views could un
doubtedly have created a more propitious opportunity for making 
efforts to smooth differences and remove obstacles.

We should like to believe that we are entering a new phase in our 
deliberations on collateral measures, a phase where both parties have

j  * ' ’

terminated the exposition of all relevant aspects of their proposals, 
so that the Conference might concentrate on engaging in a thorough 
exchange of views on some of the collateral measures which offer large 
possibilities for agreement, so that we might be able to report positive 
and concrete agreement to the next session of the General Assembly.

Allow me now to deal with a question which, in our view, requires 
an urgent solution: the question of non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons. We have listened with great attention to what has been 
stated in the Committee in connexion with that problem. We feel 
that it would be appropriate for the Committee to concentrate on that 
item in order to reach an early agreement in that respect.

In 1962, when the Soviet Union and the United States submitted 
their draft treaties for general and complete disarmament} it was 
clear that there was a great deal of similarity in their desire to pre
vent the further spread of nuclear weapons. Article 16 of the Soviet 
draft treaty stated in part as follows:

The States parties to the Treaty which possess nuclear weapons undertake

‘ BNDO/PV.182, pp. 5-16.
* BNDO/PV.169, p. 30.
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to refrain from transferring control over nuclear weapons and from trans
mitting information necessary for their production to States not possessing 
such weapons.^

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

further national nuclear forces. To this end the Parties would agree that:

a. Any Party to the Treaty which had manufactured, or which at any time 
manufactures, a nuclear weapon would:

(1) Not transfer control over any nuclear weapons to a state which had 
not manufactured a nuclear weapon before an agreed date;

(2) Not assist any such state in manufacturing any nuclear weapons.*

More recently, both President Johnson’s message to the Confer
ence and the Soviet Union memorandum have pointed out the im
portance of reaching an agreement on the prevention of proliferation 
of such weapons. The Soviet Union memorandum stated:
A widening of the circle of States possessing nuclear weapons would increase 

many times over the danger of the outbreak of a thermonuclear war. At the 
same time a widening of the circle of nuclear States would also make it much 
more difficult to solve the problem of disarmament.

The Soviet Union memorandum went on to say:
In order to shut ofC all possibilities for the spread of nuclear weapons, the 
Soviet Government proposes that an agreement on this question should con
tain, besides the prohibition to transfer such weapons or to give informa
tion on their manufacture to any particular government, also provisions to 
guarantee that such a transfer of nuclear weapons or access to them shall 
not take place indirectly, through military blocs, for example, through the 
so-called multilateral nuclear force of NATO.*

Our Western colleagues have expressed equal concern not only in 
the Committee but at the highest level as well. In the message of 
President Johnson to the Conference he said:

. . .  to stop the spread of nuclear weapons to nations not now controlling 
them, let us agree:

(A) That nuclear weapons not be transferred into the national control of 
States which do not now control them . , , *

Mr. Fisher stated on 5 March:
At present only a few countries can produce nuclear weapons. It is in the 

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

Our Indian colleague quoted on 12 March the final com/immiqtie 
issued by the last Pugwash Conference, held in India recently, in which

* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 923.
* IMd, vol. I, p. 359.
* Ante, pp. 15-16.
* Ante, p. 8.
* Ante, p. 79.
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that distinguished group of scientists reminded us of the danger ex
isting in the delaying of such an agreement.̂

In the meantime, most of the delegations around this table have 
made the point that a non-dissemination agreement would be the next 
logical step after the successful conclusion of the Moscow test ban 
treaty.̂  Furthermore, as the Committee is aware, the problem of 
preventing a wider dissemination of nuclear weapons has been the 
centre of concern at previous sessions of the General Assembly. Sev
eral resolutions have been passed to that effect. We have before us 
resolutions 1380 (XIV) 1576 (XV) 1664 (XVI)  ̂ and 1665 
( X V I ) W e  in the United Arab Republic delegation support whole
heartedly the Irish resolution (A/RES/1665 (X V I)), which was 
adopted unanimously at the sixteenth session of the General Assembly. 
Moreover, we think that that resolution can stand as a starting-point 
for achieving an agreement on the prevention of a wider dissemina
tion of nuclear weapons.

Apart from the benefits which could result from reaching an agree
ment on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, which I have no 
intention of enumerating here, it would be a high tribute to our Com
mittee if we could work out such an agreement. The problem of 
‘‘agreement in principle”, which retards our deliberations on certain 
problems in this Committee, has no existence here, as the Irish reso
lution in itself stands for such an agreement; moreover, in its firet 
operative paragraph it calls upon all States, and in particular upon 
States possessing at present nuclear weapons—

. . .  to use their best endeavours to secure the conclusion of an international 
agreement containing provisions under which the nuclear States would un
dertake to refrain from relinquishing control of nuclear weapons and from 
transmitting the information necessary for their manufacture to States not 
possessing such weapons, and provisions under which StaJtes not possessing 
nuclear weapons wOuld undertake not to manufacture or otherwise acquire 
control of such weapons.

I am sorry to have had to quote such a long paragraph, but we think 
that it is appropriate to indicate the terms included in that resolu
tion, which represents a useful starting-point for achieving such an 
agreement.

At our meeting on 10 June 19631 stated:
. . .  it is self-evident that the freezing of the armaments race is closely tied 

up with and bears a direct relation to an agreement to prevent the prolifera-

" ENDC/PV.174, p. 16.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293..

® Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1547.
" Ibid., 1960, p. 373.
® IbU., 1961, p. 693.
«Ibid., p. 694.
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tion of miclear weapons as well as information relative to their manufacture 
or uses directly or indirectly, bilater^ly or multilaterally, to other States 
which at present do not posses them.̂

It is obvious, from reviewing both sides’ arguments on this sub
ject during the past three months, that the main stumbling-block 
which we are facing is the objection of our Eastern colleagues to the 
creation of the multilateral force within the NATO Alliance. Our 
colleagues from the socialist countries have continued to state on vari
ous occasions in this Committee their dissatisfaction with regard to 
this policy; while on the other;hand our Western colleagues do not 
envisage such a policy as being one of dissemination of nuclear weap
ons. It would be a matter of polemics to go through such arguments 
and try to prove that the multilateral force is or is not a kind of dis
semination of nuclear weapons; but whatever could be the reasons, 
whether political or strategic, we feel that the best way to ensure peace 
and security in our world is to prevent any accessibility to nuclear 
î eapons and therefore avoid complicating further the already com
plex task of reaching any agreement on disarmament.

The concept of non-dissemination in itself, as we imderstand it, is 
a kind of freeze of the deployment of nuclear weapons by other States. 
On the other hand, if we have correctly imderst(k)d the United States 
proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles,̂  as explained by 
Mr. Foster on 31 January, it includes a freeze of their deployment.® 

We wonder whether it would be possible for the domain of such a 
proposed fre^e to cover the creation of the multilateral force. In 
other words, would it be feasible for the United States plan for a 
verified freeze of strategic nuclear weapons to be applied to the crea
tion of the multilateral force? On such an assumption, would it be 
acceptable, on the other hand, to our Eastern colleagues to embark 
on reaching independent agreements on both the non-dissemination 
issue and the question of freezing strategic weapons under control

-T» *

measures acceptable to both sides?
We bear in mind that our Eastern colleagues do not object to> the 

idea of the freeze in itself. Mr. Zemla spoke to this effect at our 
meeting on 26 March:

. . .  I should like to emphasize that, as regards the freeze proposals in gen
eral, we do not oppose them a priori; we do not take a negative position on 
them per se in principle.

Mr. Zemla went on to say:
' f

The freeze would, no doubt, be of importance in a number of spheres. It 
might play a positive role in building a barrier, for example, against the unde

 ̂ENDC/PV. 142, p. 15.
 ̂Ante, p. 8.
Awte, pp. 1T~21.



146 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

sirable dissemination of nuclear weapons to some new spheres where they have 
not penetrated so far.̂

Therefore we are convinced that it would not be beyond the resource- 
fnlnesa and reaUsm of the nuclear Powers to find satisfactory solu- 
tions to those subjects in the near future, in any form or at any level 
acceptable to both sides.

The next item with which I should like to deal is the question of 
halting production of fissionable materials for weapon use, and the 
question of the inspection and control involved. We have welcomed 
the unilateral cut-back in production announced by President John
son,̂  and have listened with great attention to what the United States 
delegation had to say on that question.® We believe that the use of 
nuclear energy for the production of nuclear weapons should be halted 
at once, with the additional transfer of all stockpiles to peaceful uses. 
We also agree that appropriate and effective verification should be 
applied to prevent the use of fissionable materials in weapons.

The representative of India, Mr. Trivedi, was quite right when he 
said on 12 March:

. . .  it is not intended that checks should be placed on the peaceful utiliza
tion of nuclear energy.

He went on to say at the same meeting.
Moreover, we believe that extension of the system of safeguards of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, as at present established, to equipment 
and devices which serve a peaceful purpose would widen the gap between the 
developed countrli^ and the under-developed countries . . . /

♦

We agree with that conclusion drawn by Mr. Trivedi. In the mean
time, we welcome the United Stat^ decision to open one of its reactors 
to International Atomic Energy Agency inspection as a first step 
towards an adequate system of safeguards.®

I should now like to deal with a subject which has re iv ed  renewed 
interest in our Committee: the physical destruction of some arma
ments, recently symbolized in the proposals concerning the destruction 
of bomber aircraft. The memorandum submitted by the Government 
of the Soviet Union contains a proposal for the elimination of bomber 
aircraft.® A counter-proposal was presented in detail to this Com
mittee by the representative of the United States on 19 March, when

 ̂BNDC/PV.178, p. 26. 
p. 4.

* Ante, pp. 52-53.
* END0/PV.174, pp. 18-19.
* See ante, pp. 81-82.
* Ante, p. 16.
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he proposed the destruction by the United States and the Soviet Union 
of an equal number of B-47 and TU-16 bomber aircraft.^

As a small non-aligned country, we are in favour of the destruc
tion of the major means which the great Powers now have for de
livering nuclear weapons to their targets; that is why we welcome 
the underlying idea of the two proposals. After studying the Soviet 
Union and the United States proposals for the destruction of bombers, 
it seems to us that, behind their apparent dissimilarity, they have a 
built-in logic which in the last analysis reveals a close correlation.

Nevertheless the Soviet proposal appears to be more attractive, as 
it tends to dispose of an important means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons on a larger scale than its United Stat^ counterpart. How
ever, the implementation of the Soviet Union proposal for the de
struction of all bombers would perforce take some time; so, in order 
to be rbeaningful  ̂ it must logically be accompanied by a cessation of 
the production of bombers to be agreed upon concurrently. It would 
be senseless to destroy all bombers while producing new ones.

If we now turn to the United States proposal in this regard we find 
that, while it presents some tempting advantages on account of its 
practicability and feasibility, it nevertheless falls short of expecta
tions as an effective meaisure in the field of disarmament, for two 
reasoDgi, First, the two kinds of bombers proposed to be destroyed 
might be considered powerful weapons by small countries; but, as 
far as relations between the great Powto are concerned, it is safe to 
assume that they can be considered obsolete. Secondly, the proposal 
for the destruction of those two kinds, as it stands, will not prevent 
the production of new and powerful types of bombers. That is why 
the implementation of the United States proposal, in order to be 
really meaningful, must not be viewed as an isolated proposal but 
should be considered as an instalment in an agreed and phased pro
gramme for the destruction of all bombers.

Therefore a close analysis of both the United States and the Soviet 
Union proposals, in the light of the responsibility entrusted to us to 
facilitate general and complete disarmament and to achieve long- 
awaited tangible results in that field, seems to lead us to the three 
following interrelated conclusions, which could be discussed, co
ordinated and embodied in a single agreement with a carefully- 
phased programme for their implementation.

These conclusions are: (1) the cessation of production of all 
bombers; (2) the destruction of all bombers; and (3) the establish
ment of a carefully-phased programme for the destruction of all 
bombers, which would start with the United States proposal for the

 ̂Ante, pp. 101-105.
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destruction of B-47, TU-16 and other bombers. Those are some 
thoughts I should like to put before the Committee for its considera
tion.

The preceding analysis reveals that the United States and Soviet 
Union proposals for the destruction of bombers are not quite ordinary 
collateral measures; they diiffer in their contents and scope from any 
collateral measures on which agreement has been reached so far. 
Indeed, those latter measures were more passive in character, requir
ing no control or verification, and did not involve physical disarma
ment.

Here we are faced with a kind of collateral measure proposed by 
both sides which includes more than one aspect familiar to general 
and complete disarmament. The two proposals include, indeed, some 
elements of cessation of production, physical destruction, and a kind 
of control and verification. It is a hopeful sign that the Conference 
is now turning its attention to more meaningful and vigorous collateral 
measures in the field of disarmament. We welcome such a develop
ment and should encoura;ge it as long as it facilitates general and com
plete disarmament while safeguarding the security of States. The 
destruction of bombers, which constitute an important means of de
livery of nuclear weapons, would relieve the burden of the first stage 
of disarmament and would be valuable experience for the disarmament 
process and eloquent proof that the great Powers were sincere in their 
desire to start on the road of general and complete disarmament.

There is another question which I should like to touch upon briefly, 
and that is the question of the establishment of observation posts to 
prevent war by accident, miscalculation or surprise attack—a matter 
which has recently emerged again at the surface of our deliberations.̂  
We think that the work done and the efforts exerted in the past, either 
in this Committee or before its establishment, in addition to the con
structive working papers presented to this Committee, could serve a 
useful purpose in filling in the background which will help both sides 
to overcome the remaining difficulties in this respect. It would be 
another tribute to this Committee if we could in the near future 
reach further agreements in the field of the prevention of surprise 
attack, following the successful conclusion of an agreement on the 
direct communication link between Washington and Moscow.̂

I should like to say a few words with regard to another subject 
which seems to my delegation to be of particular importance: the 
question of underground nuclear tests. It is a matter of regret to my 
delegation that this problem, even though mentioned in the list of

 ̂See ante, pp. 112-118.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238.
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collateral measures presented by both sides, has not received any at
tention whatsoever from the nuclear Powers during the past three 
months. Moreover, as the Committee is aware, we have been requested 
by the United Nations General Assembly in its resolution 1910 
(XVIII) to consider this problem with a sense of urgency and to re
port to the General Assembly at the earliest possible date.̂  On the 
other hand, we also regret that underground nuclear tests have been 
carried out. We had hoped that, despite the absence of a compre
hensive test ban treaty, the nuclear Powers would refrain from con
ducting such tests. In our view the fact that the Moscow Treaty  ̂left 
out underground tests does not in any way legalize the carrying out 
of such tests.

'Meanwhile, as the question of verification continues to be the 
stumbling-block in the way of reaching agreement on the cessation of 
all tests—a matter which does not appear to us to be an insoluble diffi
culty— t̂he United Arab Republic delegation at the eighteenth session 
of the General Assembly, fully aware of the remaining differences, 
made the following statement:

It is self-evident that the more imiprovements are brought about in the detec
tion techniques of all concerned, the easier it will be to reach agreement on 
underground tests.

%

As the chief issue on inspection is the adequacy and efficiency of the manner 
in wliich the desired results are assessed, my delegation is convinced that 
scientific progress will enable us to reduce the number of on-site inspections 
and that more future progress will eventually lead even to its becoming 
omnecessary.

t

W e went on to say that improvement in the—
. . . techniques of detection and identifioafcion, uniilaterally, bilaterally and 

multilaterally, by exchanging scientific information . . .

would lead to that goal.®
The Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Sir Alec Douglas- 

Home, was of the same opinion when he said on 12 December 1963 
that he was “anxious’̂  to get talks going among Soviet, United States 
and United Kingdom scientists in order to w’ork out a method of 
detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions which 
would make it possible to extend the Moscow Treaty to all fields.̂  

Nearly five months have passed since that idea was proposed, during 
which we have heard no objection from either side. In view of recent 
scientific developments in the field of detection and identification, 
would it be possible for the nuclear Powers to consider a kind of co-

» •

‘ Ibid., p. 627.
* nidr., pp. 291-293.
»A/0.1/PV.1310, pp. 28-^0.
* See Hansard, Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons Official Report, 5th 

ser., vol. 686, sess. 1963-64, cols, 564-565.
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operation in this scientific field, perhaps in conjunction with, some 
advisory scientific organ, or within the sphere of our test ban Sub- 
Committee, or in any acceptable form ? On 26 March Mr. Barrington 
suggested the idea of reactivating the Sub-Committee on Nuclear 
Weapon Tests. He said:

Oonsequeuitiy my delegation wonders whether the time has not arrived for 
us to consider reactivating the Sub-Committee on the Dis<K)ntinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Teslts which, as in the past, mighit report to the main Committee from 
time to time on the progress of its deliberations.*

We believe that the consideration of these ideas would prove to be an 
effective means of obtaining speedier concrete results—a matter that 
would put the comprehensive test ban treaty within our reach.

Meanwhile I should like to refer to the constructive proposal put 
forward on 24 March by Mr. de Araujo Castro of Brazil during his 
short stay with us, when he said that underground tests above a cer
tain range which both sides agreed could be identified within their der 
veloping systems might be added to the interdiction area of the Moscow 
partial test-ban agreement.̂  In view of the fact that both sides in 1960 
included in their negotiations the idea of banning all tests, including 
underground tests above seismic magnitude 4.75, we believe—in view of 
the recent development in the detection and identification systems— 
that the Committee should call upon the nuclear Powers to enlarge the 
partial test-ban treaty in order to cover the banning of underground 
tests, at least of the above-mentioned seismic magnitude.

In this connexion, we were very interested to read in The New York 
Times of 4 April that the underground Soviet test in Central Asia in> 
February 1962, and the underground French test in Algeria in May
1962, were detected with unexpected clarity by seismic stations in the 
cen;tral United States up to 6,000 miles away. While the two under
ground tests were described as large ones, it was reported that the 
strength with which seismic signals were received was “surprising” 
and that promising new possibilities were being opened for monitoring 
a ban on imderground tests. We think that scientific co-operation 
imder the formiila we suggested before could help to improve the capa
bilities of detecting and identifying smaller underground tests, and 
the threshold could be progressively lowered to match such improve- 
mentSi This could be on the whole another step forward towards 
banning all tests for all time.

I should like to touch upon another subject which has received close 
attention in our Committee. It concerns the proposal to curb the arms 
race and to pave the way to disarmament through reduction of the 
military budgets of the big Powers. A great deal has been said about

 ̂Ante, p. 131.
* BNDO/PV.177, pp. 9-10.
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the usefulness of such a measure; different approaches and various 
suggestions have been put forward as regards its implementation; 
many of its aspects have been dwelt upon, including the problem of 
verification.

While discussion on the reduction of military budgets continues in 
our Committee, and pending the conclusion of a formal agreement on 
this reduction, my delegation sincerely believes that there is a concrete 
measure which our Committee can call upon both parties to take right 
now. If one party finds it difficult to reduce its military budget 
through a binding agreement now, nothing prevents it from carrying 
on further reductions in accordance with a policy of mutual example. 
Both parties can use our Committee as a sort of clearing-house for pro
claiming their intention to reduce their military budgets in the future, 

. with a declaration of the amount they want to reduce each year. At 
the same time, it will be very useful if they inform the Committee of 
the items where the cuts have been made.

Such a course of action would keep the momentum gained by the 
early reductions made by both the Soviet Union and the United States; 
and it is of the utmost importance that such a momentum should be 
maintained and developed until a concrete and definite agreement on 
the reduction of military budgets can be reached. Moreover, whether 
they are able to reach such an agreement or not, the continuous reduc
tions made under the policy of mutual example will make it easy, when 
the first ^age of the disarmament process starts, for the parties con
cerned to adjust their military budgets smoothly and avoid sudden and 
drastic changes which might be detrimental to the economy.

As to the field where reductions should be made first, my delegation 
thi-nlrg that we should begin with the resources earmarked for the nu
clear weapons which are the most destructive ones and of which both 
sides have more than they need. In any case, my delegation feels that 
our Committee could make a useful contribution to our work if it were 
to appeal to all the major Powers, whether represented in our Com
mittee or not, and not merely to the United States 'and the Soviet 
Union, unilaterally to reduce or to continue to reduce their military 
budgets in the future on the basis of mutual example. We feel cer
tain that such an appeal will not go unheeded.

In conclusion, we hope that very soon we shall have exhausted the 
presentation and discussion of the various aspects of the collateral 
measures before our Committee. As I remarked at the beginning of 
this statement, there seems to have been a tendency during our recent 
meetings for the parties to engage in imilateral expositions and reit
erations of their respective points of view. There also seems to have 
been a tendency for each of the major parties to engage more in debat
ing the general merits of its own position than in exploring in depth
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the other side’s position in order to ascertain and enlarge the points 
and areas of agreement. In these circumstances we are constrained 
to wonder whether a continuation of this method of work might not 
tend to harden the differences between the parties rather than to dis
solve them.

In this connexion, we cannot help speculating whether progress 
might not be more quickly achieved if the negotiations could proceed 
on the basis of a detailed exploration of the problems involved in each 
specific measure, rather than making such negotiations subject to 
various conditions or to progress on other measures. The experience 
of the year 1963, which witnessed the first three agreements in the 
field of disarmament, would seem to indicate that progress and 
agreements are more easily and quickly attained if they are restricted 
to limited practical first-step measures that lead towards more com
prehensive ones. In any case, we wonder whether the time for such 
reflections on the future course of our work has not already arrived, 
or will not very soon be reached.

In terminating, we should like to leave these thoughts with our 
co-Chairmen, who, I am sure, with their usual wisdom, will find the 
most practical way of putting them into effect.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Reduction of Military Budgets, April 9, 1964 ^

The United States has already noted the fact that the year 1964 
has witnessed Soviet and United States announcements of reductions 
in military budgets. Those reductions were the result of independent 
assessments by each of the two Governments of its security needs.' 
We hope that the disarmament agreements negotiated at this Con
ference will make additional reductions possible. The signing of 
agreements for the verified reduction of arms is the surest way to 
reduce expenditure for military purposes.

As President Johnson indicated in his State of the Union Message, 
the United States has taken new steps—and has advanced new pro
posals at this Conference—looking towards agreement on the control 
and the eventual abolition of arms. But President Johnson also 
stated:

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

 ̂ENDO/PV. 182, pp. 27-32.
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I or seek an excess of military power that could be provocative as well as 
wasteful.^

We hope that other States will find it possible to reduce their military 
expenditures as far as their spe©i*al security problems and their peace
keeping responsibilities to the United Nations will permit.

The representative of the Soviet Union has put forward on behalf 
of his Government a proposal dealing with military budgets, which 
I should like to discuss today. Point 3 of the Soviet memorandum of 
28 January 1964 says:

Tlie Soviet Government proposes that agreement be reached to reduce the 
military budgets of States by 10 to 15 per cent.̂

This is the Soviet proposal; this is all of it. This appears to be a 
simple proposal. Indeed, on its surface the subject of budgetary 
limitations appears to be simple; but this is a deceptive simplicity. 
Actually the subject of budgetary limitations is one of the most com
plex matters with which this Conference could deal. By 'apparently 
overlooking the real complexity of the subject, the Soviet proposal 
raises a myriad of questions.

Since, we have before us a Soviet proposal dealing with military 
budgets, it is natural to look at the Soviet military budget to see if 
there is anything in it which will throw light on the Soviet proposal. 
There is not very much. Tliis year, for example, the Soviet military 
budget which was published and made available to the rest of the 
world consisted of sixteen words and one sum. Let me read to the 
Conference an unoflŜ cial English translation of that budget:

To establish in the State budget of the Soviet Union for 1964 an allocation 
for national defence of 13,289,000,000 roulbles.®

What I have read is the published military budget of the Soviet 
Union—all of it, or at least all that is available to us. And, so far as 
we can ascertain, what is now proposed is that other States, which 
make their budgetary decisions in front of all the world, should reduce 
their military budgets by 10 to 15 percent. In return, so far as we 
can ascertain, they will be able to read more or less the same sixteen 
words in future Soviet budgets, and to make a simple mathematical 
calculation based on the one sum that is made public. Clearly that 
proposal raises many questions.

Now, some of those questions relate to the actual nature of the pro
posal itself. It is not clear, for example, whether the proposal is for 
one reduction of military budgets by 10 to 15 per cent, or for a continu
ous process of reductions year after year. If the latter were the case,

 ̂Ante, p. 4.
 ̂Ante, p. 14.

® Pravda, Dec. 20,1963.



154 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

of course, then military budgets would ultimately be reduced to next 
to zero and the proposal would be one for general and complete dis
armament, not for a collateral measure. But it would be general dis
armament without control, without peace-keeping machinery, with no 
assurance of balance or verification—indeed, without any compliance 
with the principles already jointly agreed to govern disarmament 
negotiations.^

One might ask the question: is this proposal intended to apply 'at 
once to all States ? The armament efforts of most States are deter
mined in relationship to those of others. What of the States which 
may not accede to this proposed agreement ? Are we to suppose that 
some hold back while others race ahead ?

It may be suggested that the proposal need not apply to new States 
which have not yet developed the military establishment necessary 
for their security. Yet we know of States with developed military 
institutions which feel that, in the face of aggression or the threat of 
aggression, they must increase their military budgets however much 
they would prefer to reduce thenl. We have heard the suggestion to
day that the major Powers should agree and that others might follow 
later; but the issues posed by this proposal affect all countries.

The most serious questions— t̂o which we have been given no an
swers as yet—deal with the relationship of military budgets to over
all arms efforts and total military capabilities. Let me give this 
Committee one illustration of why this is a serious issue.

We all know, and note with regret, that the arms race has involved 
ever-increasing costs in a dizzying upward spiral which became par
ticularly steep by the mid-1950s with the onset of large-scalis develop
ment and deployment of missiles and other nuclear weapons. The 
Warsaw Pact was signed in 1955. In 1957 the Soviet Union announced 
its first successful intercontinental ballistic missile?. During the late 
1950s the Soviet Union also produced and deployed hundreds of me
dium and intermediate range missiles against Europe. During the 
same period the Soviet Union developed, tested and produced nuclear 
warheads on a massive scale.

Did the published Soviet military budget reflect that accelerating 
arms race ? It did not. On the contrary, it declined. In 1955 it was 
10,700 million roubles; in 1960 it was 1,500 million roubles less; and 
in the intervening years it ranged from 1,000 million to almost 2,000 
million roubles below the 1955 figure. It was not until 1961 that the 
published Soviet military budget surpassed its 1955 level.

Now, let us suppose that the reduction from 1955 to 1960 had been 
by agreement, on our innocent assumption that it would result in some

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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comparable measure of disarmament, or that the threat from Soviet 
weapons would be reduced. How wrong we should have been proved 
five years later I This leads one to ask what relationship the Soviet 
military budget has to Soviet military capability. What assurances 
have we been given by the proponents of the proposal that what hap
pened between 1955 and 1960 would not happen again; that, while 
the published Soviet military budget would decline, its arms level 
would skyrocket ?

Indeed, we might a-sk what exactly would be reduced under the
 ̂ .t

Soviet proposal. The terms “military budgets” and “military ex
penditures” have been used interchangeably by the advocates of the 
proposal; so we do not know which is meant. Yet from nation to 
nation there are differences between military budgets and expendi
tures which may in some cases be so vast as to destroy any prospect 
of agreed balanced reductions, if one speaks of budgets alone, as does 
the text of the Soviet memorandum.

Just what is included in, and excluded from the sixteen words and 
one sum which make up the published Soviet military budget ? Spe
cifically, we are entitled to ask; are there other items in the Soyiet 
nation budget, but not included in the military budget, which con
tribute to Soviet military strength ? Let me mention a few 
possibilities.

Do we know whether military research and development— t̂he devel
opment, testing and evaluation of weapon systems—is covered in the 
Soviet military budget? Or could all or part of it be covered under 
the budget for science ?

Do we know whether all construction and maintenance expenditures 
for base facilities, missile sites and airfields are covered under the 
Soviet military budget ? Or could some of them appear under com
munications or public works ?

Do we know whether the cost of running military training establish
ments is covered in the Soviet military budget ? Or could all or part 
of it be covered in the educational budget?

Do we know whether the stockpiling of strategic defence materials 
is covered under the Soviet military budget ?

Finally, do we know whether the financing of industry for military 
purposes is included under the Soviet military budget ? Or could all 
or part of it be financed under the item dealing with the national 
economy ?

Moreover, there are important sources of funds for possible military 
use outside the Soviet national budget; this is true of other countries 
also. Soviet publications often explain that a significant source of 
funds within the economy is the profit of individual plants, factories 
and other enterprises. These funds are available outside the national



156 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

budget. In an economy where prices, profits and industry itself are 
controlled by the government, we are entitled to ask: what contribution 
to military expenditures do these funds make? Could this contribu
tion result in an increase in military activity not reflected in the mili
tary budget?

In addition to all those problems relating to the items which are 
inside—and those which may be outside— t̂he military budgets, we 
have the question of prices. Prices necessarily affect the size of mili
tary budgets and their relationship to total military strength. An 
increase in a military budget resulting from a price or a pay increase 
has quite a different significance from an increase resulting, say, from 
a rise in operational and maintenance costs or from a rise in procure
ment. By the same token, a decrease in a budget resulting from, or 
achieved through, a decline in prices is probably not what a disarma- 
meat conference expects to produce by a reduction of military budgets 
or expenditures. This problem is particularly critical when one deals 
with a controlled economy, where prices can be set at will.

And so we arrive at the question of verification. Here we are told 
by the representative of the Soviet Union that we should agree to the 
proposal now and concern ourselves with verification later. It has 
been suggested that we can look at the military budget of States, and 
that this is all that is required. We are told that this is so because we 
should not distrust the statements of responsible officials speaking on 
behalf of their governments on fiscal matters.

The Government of the Soviet Union, like all responsible govern
ments, does not rely solely on trust of its officials to ensure compliance 
with regulations in fiscal matters. It has its own audit procedures to 
give it assurance that fiscal regulations are being complied with. 
Surely other States, to which the Soviet Union has proposed mutual 
reductions of military budgets, are entitled to similar assurance. 
Surely they are entitled to something more than merely reading the 
sixteen words and the one sum which are available in the published 
Soviet military budget.

In concluding, I should like to make one point clear. In raising 
the questions to which I have referred, the United States is not making 
any accusations. We are not questioning the internal fiscal policies or 
the economic system of the Soviet Union, or those of any other govern
ment. We do not ask the Soviet Union to justify its economic or 
budgetary system to us; that is its own affair. But we do submit that, 
if we are being asked to agree to a reduction of military budgets, we 
are entitled to know what is being proposed for reduction and what is 
not, what impact these reductions will have on military strength, and 
what assurances we shall have that they will be carried out.
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In fairness, it must be said that many of these questions apply to the 
budgetary systems of all nations. The Soviet Union may well havie 
similar questions about the military budget of the United States, for 
example, published in detail though it is. But the questions I have 
raised are not idle. They are designed to come to grips with the 
Soviet proposal, not to avoid it. Without the answer to these ques
tions, the proposal to reduce military budgets is more show than 
substance.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Freeze on Strategic Delivery Vehicles, April 16,
1964^

During the past few years this Conference has been living within 
the lengthening shadow of an arms race. Our task has been to shed 
the light which will wipe out this shadow. During that time this 
Conference has been working in the face of a paradox— t̂he paradox 
of increasing armaments on both sides, paid for in spiralling costs, 
resulting in increased danger to both sides rather than increased 
security.

The President of the United States, in his message to the Conference 
of 21 January of this year, offered a programme to stop what would 
otherwise become an inexorable build-up of more and more weapons 
of greater and greater destructive power. In putting this programme 
forward the President emphasized:

. . . we must first endeavor to halt further increases in strategic armaments
now.*

Because it could halt further increases in strategic armaments now, 
the most significant and potentially far-reaching measure which the 
President of the United States put before this Conference is that 
dealing with a verified freeze of the number and characteristics of 
strategic offensive and defensive nuclear veliicles. It is this measure 
which the United States would like to explore further in this 
Committee.

We have all heard the awesome figures dealing with the number of 
nuclear delivery veliicles now planned to be built during the next few 
years. Chairman Khrushchev has stated the intentions of the Soviet

 ̂ENDC/PV.184, pp. 13-19.
* Ante, p. 8.
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Union graphically; has talked of rockets being produced like sausages.̂  
The United States has recently indicated that its force now contains 
more than 750 operational long-range ballistic missiles. The United 
States has announced that that number will rise under present plans 
to more than 1,700 during the next few years.̂

During the period when this Conference has been going on—while 
we have been discussing at this table the means of reducing arms— 
strategic armaments have been increasing at a rapid rate. The figures 
that I will give are applicable to the United States; but it is clear 
that, in the absence of an agreement, the forces of the Soviet Union 
will also increase rapidly.

This Conference began in 1962. In 1963 the inventory of opera
tional strategic vehicles in the United States increased by approxi
mately 200 per cent over the 1962 level. In 1964 it is increasing by 
650 per cent. By 1965 it will have grown to an aggregate increase of 
750 per cent over the 1962 level. As I indicated a moment ago, we 
must assume that the Soviet Union is increasing its missiles at a 
similar rate.

I do not set forth those figures in order to engage in hindsight. It 
is useless for us to speculate upon what results this Conference might 
have achieved had we concentrated first on measures to hold constant 
the numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. It is useless to 
speculate whether we could have avoided a situation in which both 
sides substantially increased their strategic nuclear vehicles while 
arguing how best to reduce them. It is of no utility for this Con
ference to consider what might have been the effects of sometliing 
we did not do two years ago upon our situation today.

It is, however, of the greatest utility for this Conference to consider 
the effect of what we can do today upon our situation two, three and 
many more years from today. The freeze of the number of strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles will have a decisive impact on the programme 
to build more of these armaments—-programmes which will go forward 
if no agreement of this type is reached. If this measure were agreed 
upon and implemented, it would accomplish more practical results 
over the next several years—in terms of actual inventories of weapons 
of mass destruction— t̂han any collateral measure put before this 
Conference.

The freeze would keep many hundreds of the deadliest weapons ever 
devised by man out of the arsenals of the future, and would halt all 
progress on even more deadly ones:now being developed. Moreover, as 
President Johnson has stated, the measure we are now discussing, by

 ̂Documents on Disarmaftient, 1960, p. 293.
* im., ms, p. 586.
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preventing the further expansion of the deadly and costly arms race, 
can open the path to reductions in all types of forces from present lev
els. The freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles, particularly in conjunc
tion with the cut-off of production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons, would have a stabilizing effect on the military en
vironment. It would, as I have just pointed out, curb the nuclear arms 
race. Moreover, it would facilitate progress towards general disarma
ment, although it is, of course, not luiked with the conclusion of a 
treaty on general disarmament. It is our belief, therefore, that the 
freeze and the cut-off could usefully be explored in parallel as com
panion measures.

On the instructions of President Johnson, I should now like to 
present further details concerning the elements of the strategic nu
clear vehicle freeze. These details should answer a number of the 
questions which have been asked in the Committee about this measure. 
We also hope that they will serve as a stimulus for ftirther explotation 
of the freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles by the Conference.

Under the agreement which the United States proposes to explore, 
the numbers and characteristics of the following strategic nuclear ve
hicles would be frozen:

First, ground-based surface-to-surface missiles having a range of 
5,000 kilometres or greater, together with their associated launching 
facilities; and sea-based surface-to-surface missiles having a range of 
100 kilometres or greater, together with their associated launchers;

Second, strategic bombers having an empty weight of 40,000 kilo
grams or greater, together with any associated air-to-surf ace missiles 
having a range of 100 kilometres or greater;

Third, ground-based surface-to-surface missiles having a range of 
between 1,000 kilometres and 5,000 kilometres, together with their as
sociated launching facilities;

Fourth, strategic bombers having an empty weight of between 25,000 
kilograms and 40,000 kilograms, together with any associated air-to- 
surf ace missiles having a range of 100 kilometres or greater;

Fifth, strategic anti-missile systems, together with their associated 
launching facilities. In connexion with this type of armament, fur
ther technical discussions will be requited in order to formulate a 
workable and acceptable definition of “anti-missile missile systeiiis”.

Let me turn now to the limitations on production and testing.
The production of new types of armaments that fall within the 

listing I have outlined would be prohibited. The production of all 
existing types of armaments within this listing, and of specified major 
sub-assemblies of these armaments, would be halted, except for pro
duction required to cover the maintenance of the vehicles, their acci-
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dental loss, and the expenditure of missiles within agreed annual 
quotas for confidence and training firings.

Replacement would be on a one-for-one basis of the same type. 
Production for authorized replacements would not be permitted to ex
ceed agreed annual numbers which would, in effect, amount to a small 
percentage of the inventories of armaments existing in the hands of 
the respective sides at the effective date of the freeze agreement. Veri
fication of inventories would not be involved. The agreed replace
ment numbers would be subject to periodic review.

With respect to replacement of armaments no longer in production, 
the parties would seek to agree upon acceptable substitutes from 
among weapons in production. In the absence of such an agreement 
on items out of production, the party concerned could reopen produc
tion lines for one f̂or-one replacement.

Control over the number of missile launchers is an essential ele
ment of the programme. Limitations would also be imposed on the 
construction and iiiiprovement of launchers and launching facilities, 
commensurate with the spirit of the production limitations.

Production of boosters for use in space programmes would be per
mitted even though such vehicles are equivalent to the boosters used 
for armaments, but would be limited to the quantity needed to meet 
the announced use of the boosters for such space programmes.

Limitations on testing would be applied under the programme. 
Certain types of tests and firings would, however, be permitted. 
Confidence and training firings of existing affected missiles would be 
limited to an agreed annual number for each type of missile, subject to 
periodic review, as I indicated earlier. Tests of new missiles and 
aircraft systems would be permitted to continue, subject to verifica
tion, as far as required for allowed space and civil air programmes and 
for development of non-strategic types of weapons not affected by the 
freeze. Limitation on research and development testing would be 
the subject of technical discussions.

How would the freeze be verified? As a point of departure, the 
parties to the agreement would have to make a complete declaration 
of all production and testing facilities relevant to the agreement. 
Declarations would be made after the conclusion but before the im
plementation of the agreement. Included would be facilities produc
ing—or recently utilized in producing—completed armaments and 
specified major sub-assemblies of armaments affected by the freeze. 
Facilities producing, or recently involved in the production of, vehicles 
for space or aeronautical programmes, and their major sub-assemblies, 
equivalent to the boosters used for affected armaments would also be 
included. All installations used for space launchings and sites to be
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used for all allowed missile firings would also be declared. Declara
tions would have to be kept up to date if new facilities were used.

The verification arrangements which we have in mind for the freeze 
would concentrate on monitoring critical production steps, replace
ments, and launchings. A verification system sufficient to provide 
adequate assurance of compliance would of course be required. Such 
a system could include the following:

(1) continuing inspection of declared facilities;
(2) a specified number of inspections per year to check undeclared 

locations for possible prohibited activities such as armament produc
tion or launching-site construction;

(3) the stationing of observers to verify all space launchings and 
all allowed missile firings in order that stated requirements for replace
ment missiles could be verified and the launching of prohibited types 
of missiles detected;

(4) observation of the destruction of—or, in the case of accidents, 
other confirmation of— v̂ehicles and launchers being replaced.

Further details of the verification system required will be developed 
on the basis of further study It is clear, however, that the verifica
tion system for the measure which we are now exploring would be 
less extensive than that required for general and complete disar
mament. It would not involve verification of the levels or the deploy
ment of existing armaments.

To formalize an agreement on the freeze, we would propose embody
ing it in a treaty which would enter into force within an agreed inter
val after signature and ratification by the United States, the Soviet 
Union and such other States as might be agreed. We believe that 
such a treaty should contain a withdrawal clause similar to that con
tained in the partial test ban treaty,̂  with which I know the Chairman 
is familiar. The freeze agreement should also contain a provision 
that a conference would be held, periodically or at the call of any 
party, to consider whether the treaty should be continued or modified. 
It should be further provided that after such a conference any party 
could consider whether, to exercise its right under the withdrawal 
clause on thfe basis of the results of the conference.

I have described the essential elements of the United States pro
posal to explore a verified freeze of nuclear delivery vehicles. We 
have put forward this concept for serious exploration by the Soviet 
Union, the United States and their respective allies. As a result of 
such continuing exploration the United States may wish, therefore, 
to review the outline of the elements of the freeze concept which I have 
just presented.

See post, pp. 367-373.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
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The freeze provides a practical means to halt the most costly and 
potentially destructive segment of the arms race. The suggestion 
for a freeze deals with the areas of the arms race which are of the 
greatest danger and with the arms which are most easily controlled. 
This suggestion is designed to affect those armaments which are the 
inost significant in halting the arms race and which are, at the same 
time, the simplest to verify in regard to limitations on production and 
testing.

Agreement on this measure, especially if coupled with its companion 
measure the cut-off of production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons, would provide an excellent point of departure for 
major arms reductions to follow. It would slow down what is now an 
ever-mounting spiral of armaments, and by so doing greatly facilitate 
progress towards disarmament.

We ask all members of this Conference to examine with care the 
measure we have set forth here this morning. We particularly ask the 
Soviet Union, as one of the States primarily affected by this measure, 
to give the details careful attention. This is a measure dealing with 
a complex problem. We hope and expect that governments will look 
at this measure carefully and thoughtfully before indicating their 
reaction.

We ask that this Committee explore the freeze in the spirit in which 
it is proposed. We hope that that will lead to a fruitful exploration 
of this important measure. With agreement on this measure, we shall 
have stopped on a plateau from which we could begin the descent from 
danger.

Letter From Secretary of Defense McNamara and AEC 
Chairman Seaborg to President Johnson: Implementa
tion of Test-Ban Treaty Safeguards, April 16, 1964 ^

D ear  ]\Ir . P r e s id e n t :

The Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission 
have reviewed the status of our joint progress on the implementation

 ̂White House press release, Apr. 20, 1964. The White House also made the 
following statement:

“In releasing this letter, the President reemphasized the statement he made 
today in a speech before the Associated Press [m/ro] that his administra
tion is committed to the policy first expressed in the four points in President 
Kennedy’s letter to Senators Mansfield and Dirksen on September 11, 1963

Footnote continued on folloioing page
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of the limited test ban treaty safeguards recommended by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and approved by President Kennedy.

The status of implementation of the safeguards is as follows:
Safeguard 1

The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive, and continuing underground nuclear 
test programs designed to add to our knowledge and improve our weapons 
in all areas of significance to our military posture for the future.

In the eight months since the signing of the limited test ban treaty, 
the United States has announced a total of 20 underground detona
tions. The test program has in fact been more extensive than this 
since it has been and will continue to be the policy that the AEG will 
not announce all detonations at the Nevada Test Site.

Important information has been obtained on new weapons designs 
and weapons effects. The highest yield nuclear device ever detonated 
in the continental United States was fired underground at the Nevada 
Test Site. Weapons effects tests have been carried out underground 
and others are being planned and prepared.
Safeguard 2

The maintenance of modem nuclear laboratoi^ facilities and programs in 
theoretical and exploratory nuclear technology which will attract, retain and 
insure the continued application of our human scientific resources to these pro
grams on which continued progress in nuclear technology dependŝ

During Fiscal Year 1964, the AEG and DoD will spend about $350 
million on weapons development and effects laboratory research. Dur
ing this period, over $25 million will be expended on improvements 
of AEG nuclear laboratory facilities. Technical programs are being 
maintained at a high level to meet military requirements and increased 
effort is being placed on research and development programs to gain 
more fundamental knowledge in nuclear weapons technology.

Program adjustments are underway in the Department of Defense 
weapons effects laboratories. These adjustments are designed to em
phasize development of improved laboratory simulation and analytical

Footnote continued
[Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 489-4901. These four points were 
restated in the McNamara-Seaborg letter released today.

“The President also pointed out that while an adequate underground testing 
program is, under present circumstances, essential to our national security, 
the United States continues to be alert to possibilities for the relaxation of 
tensions and the building of a permanent peace. Although we are testing 
nuclear weapons as now permitted by the limited test ban treaty [iMd., pp. 
291-293], we still support a complete cessation of all testing of nuclear weapons 
accompanied by ah adequate system of inspection to insure both sides against 
violations. The United States Government is ready at any time to negotiate 
a treaty providing for such a compriehensive test ban.”
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approaches to weapons effects problems, as well as full exploitation 
of underground testing.
Safeguard 3

The maintenance of the facilities and resources necessary to institute promptly 
nuclear tests in the atmosphere should they be deemed essential to our 
national security or should the treaty or any of its terms be abrogated by 
the Soviet Union.

The DoD and AEG are proceeding, on schedule, with the develop
ment of a capability “to institute promptly nuclear weapons tests in 
the atmosphere” on minimum reaction times. As of January 1,1965, 
the United States will have the capability to proceed with: (a) tests 
to verify designs of stockpile weapons within two months; (b) tests of 
entire nuclear weapons systems, including delivery vehicles, mis
sile and nuclear warhead proof tests within two months; (c) tests 
of experimental devices designed to explore new concepts of nuclear 
weapons technology within three months; and (d) tests relating to 
military effects of nuclear detonations within a period of six to nine 
months.
Safeguard ^

The improvement of our capability, within feasible and practical limits, 
to monitor the terms of the treaty, to detect violations, and to maintain our 
knowledge of Sino-Soviet nuclear activity, capabilities, and achievements.

The Atomic Energy Detection System is being augmented to im
prove our capability to monitor atmospheric tests by other countries 
and to improve our identification ability at higher altitudes. Studies 
are continiiing in ways and means to improve detection techniques 
and systems for both underground and space shots. The detonations 
at the Nevada Test Site are providing valuable information to im
prove techniques for detection of underground nuclear shots. A nu
clear experiment designed specifically to provide data for improve
ment of underground detection systems was executed on October 26,
1963, near Fallon, Nevada. Construction is proceeding for other ex
periments designed to investigate the phenomenology of underground 
detonations. In mid-October 1963 an Atlas Agena rocket successfully 
placed into orbit two instrumented satellites designed for the detec
tion of nuclear explosions in deep space. Work is continuing on ground 
based detectors of nuclear explosions in space.

We will be pleased to discuss any aspects of these programs at 
your convenience.

R-espectfully yours,
R obert S . M cN a m a r a ,

Secretary of Defense 
G l e n n  T. S eaborg ,

Ghmrman  ̂ Atomic Energy Commission
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Address by President Johnson Before the Associated Press: 
Reduction of Fissionable Materials Production (Ex
tract), April 20, 1964 ^

I

First is our relationship with the Soviet Union, the center of our 
Qoncem for peace. Communists, using force and intrigue, seek to bring 
about a Communist-dominated world. Our convictions, our inter
ests, our life as a nation, demand that we resolutely oppose, with all 
of our might, that effort to dominate the world. This activity, and 
this alone, is the cause of the cold war between us.

For the United States has nothing to fear from peaceful competi
tion. We welcome it, and we will win it. It is our system which 
flourishes and grows stronger in a world free from the threat of war. 
And in such a competition all people, everywhere, will be the gainers. 
Today there are new pressures, new realities, which make it permis
sible to hope that the pursuit of peace is in the interests of the Soviet 
Union as it is in ours.

And- our own restraint may be convincing the Soviet leaders of the 
reality that we, in America, seek neither war nor the destruction of 
the Soviet Union. Thus I am very hopeful that we can take impor
tant steps toward the day when in the words of the Old Testament, 
“nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they leam 
war any more.” ^

We must remember that peace will not come suddenly. It will not 
emerge dramatically from a single agreement or a single meeting. 
It will be advanced by concrete and limited accommodations, by the 
gradual growth of common interests,, by the increased awareness of 
shifting dangers and alinements, and by the development of trust 
in a good faith based on a reasoned view of the world.

Our own position is clear. We will discuss any problem, we will 
listen to any proposal, we will pursue any agreement, we will take 
any action which might lessen the chance of war without sacrificing 
the interests of our allies or our own ability to defend the alliance

•# * ’

against attack. In other words, our guard is up but our hand is out.
I am taking two actions today which reflect both our desire to re

duce tensions and our unwillingness to risk weakness. I have ordered 
a further substantial reduction in our production of enriched ura
nium, to be carried out over a 4-year period. When added to previous

__ -  t-

, 4 ‘
* Department of State Bulletin, May 11,1964, pp. 727-728.
“ Isaiah 2:4.
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reductions, this will mean an overall decrease in the production of 
plutonium by 20 percent, and of enriched uranium by 40 percent. 
By bringing production in line with need—and the chart shows now 
that our production is here, and our need is here, and our reduction 
today will bring it here— ŵe think we will reduce tension while we 
maintain all the necessary power.

We must not operate a WPA nuclear project, just to provide em
ployment, when our needs have been met. And in reaching these 
decisions, I have been in close consultation with Prime Minister 
Douglas-Home. Simultaneously with my announcement now. Chair
man Khrushchev is releasing a statement in Moscow, at 2 o’clock our 
time, in which he makes definite commitments to steps toward a more 
peaceful world. He agrees to discontinue the construction of two 
big new atomic reactors for the production of plutonium over the 
next several years, to reduce substantially the production of U-235 
for nuclear weapons, and to allocate more fissionable material for 
peaceful uses.̂

This is not disarmament. This is not a declaration of peace. But it 
is a hopeful sign, and it is a step forward which we welcome and 
which we can take in hope that the world may yet, one day, live with
out the fear of war. At the same time, I have reaffirmed all the safe
guards against weakening our nuclear strength which we adopted at 
the time of the test ban treaty.

Statement by Premier Khrushchev on Reduction of Fis
sionable Materials Production, April 20, 1964 ^

Recently as a result of the active and persistent efforts of all the 
peace-loving States and peoples some relaxation of international ten
sion has been achieved. One can say with complete certainty that a 
great role in this regard was played by the conclusion of a treaty ban
ning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water—the first agreement in history aimed at checking a further in
tensification of the nuclear arms race.®

The peoples also welcomed with great satisfaction the achievement 
of agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States of

‘ Infra.
*ENDC/131, Apr. 21, 1964.
■ Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
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America, corroborated by a resolution of the United Nations General 
Assembly, to refrain from placing in orbit any objects carrying nu
clear weapons.̂  The Soviet Union, the United States of America 
and a number of other States have taken steps to reduce to some extent 
their military budgets for 1964.

All this has contributed to a certain strengthening of confidence in 
the relations between States and to the creation of more favourable 
conditions for the adoption of further measures that would lead to the 
cessation of the arms race and to the solution of the main problem— 
the problem of disarmament.

In advocating the speediest possible solution of the disarmament 
problem and the implementation of effective measures to end the race 
for armaments, especially nuclear armaments, the Soviet Government 
is anxious to avail itself of any opportunity for achieving in inter
national affairs a mutual understanding with other States in regard 
to the necessity of avoiding a nuclear war.

On behalf of the Soviet Government I wish to state that an oppor
tunity for improving such a mutual understanding has now arisen in 
connexion with the question of the production of fissionable materials 
for nuclear weapons.

It is well known that plutonium and uranium-235 are the source 
materials for the fabrication of nuclear weapons. It is within their 
atoms that the chain reactions arise which bring about devastating 
nuclear explosions. Over a good many years the nuclear Powers have 
been incessantly increasing their stocks of plutonium and uranium- 
235, vying with one another as to which of them has the most of these 
materials for nuclear weapons, and incurring in doing so exceedingly 
great expenditures, since the production of plutonium and uranium- 
235 is carried out on the basis of complicated technical processes and 
requires costly equipment and great expenditures of energy.

The armaments race and the rivalry of the nuclear Powers in stock
piling fissionable materials were not started on the initiative of the 
Soviet Union. We were not the first to include in military arsenals 
this monstrous weapon of mass destruction. But we are bound to 
show care for safeguarding the security of our country and of all the 
socialist States and to do so on the scale which the situation requires.

Now the time has come when an opportunity has emerged to take 
steps to reduce the production of fissionable materials for military pur
poses. The Soviet Government has considered the question of to what 
extent in the present correlation of nuclear power in the world arena 
our country can go in this direction without in any way weakening 
the defence capacity of the Soviet Union and the solidity of the nuclear

‘ im ^  p. 538.
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missile shield which reliably safeguards the security of all the coun
tries of the socialist community.

Having carefully weighed up all the data relating to the nuclear 
potentials of the Soviet Union, on the one hand, and of the nuclear 
Powers—members of NATO, on the other, and having analysed all 
the circimistances of the matter, the Soviet Government has taken the 
following decision:

1. To stop straightaway the construction of two new large atomic 
reactors for the production of plutonium.

2. During the next few years to reduce substantially the production 
of uranium-235 for nuclear weapons.

3. To allocate accordingly more fissionable materials for peaceful 
uses—in atomic power stations, in industry, agriculture, medicine and 
in the implementation of major scientific-technical projects, including 
the distillation of sea water.

The President of the United States of America, Mr. L. Jolinson, 
and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Sir Alexander 
Douglas-Home, have informed me that they will make announcements 
on the practical measures in regard to reducing the production of fis
sionable materials for military purposes, which will be taken accord
ingly by the United States of America and the United Kingdom.^

We are confident that this new step, although it still does not rep
resent actual disarmament, will be appreciated by the peoples as a 
continuation of the policy adopted in concluding the treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests and that it will help towards further improv
ing the international situation. But it is necessai:y to go farther. It 
is the deep conviction of the Soviet Government that increased efforts 
must be made in searching for a solution of the main problems of 
disarmament and in adopting ever more effective measures for 
strengthening universal peace. This is called for by the vital interests 
of all States and of all peoples. The Soviet Government is prepared 
to take such futther steps in agreement with the other Powers.

 ̂President Jolinsoii’s statement appears supra. For Prime Minister Douglas* 
Home’s statement, see pos#, p. 171.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Fisher) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Reduction of Fissionable Materials Production 
[Extract}, April 21, 1964 ^

• • • • • • •

President Johnson, in the third point of his message to this Con
ference when it reconvened on 21 January of this year, mentioned not 
only n cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapon use 
but also a cut-back in the production of such materials, as a possible 
major contribution towards world peace.̂  These subjects—both a 
cut-off and a cut-back— ĥave been put before the Conference and have 
been discussed both at private meetings and in plenary session. There
fore, on behalf of the United States, I am happy to be able to point to 
concrete steps being taken to turn down the arms race in this area.

[Mr. Fisher tlieii read President Johnson’s statement of April 20, ante, pp.
165-166.]

This announcement by the United States that it intends to reduce 
its production of fissionable material by the percentages which Presi
dent Johnson has indicated, and the announcement by Chairman 
Khrushchev of measures which the Soviet Union is taking in the same 
direction,® are important in several ways.

First, they mark the beginning of what the United States hopes will 
be a process leading ultimately to a complete and verified cut-off in 
the production of fissionable materials for weapon purposes and to 
substantial transfers to peaceful uses.

Second, they demonstrate the validity of the view, which I know is 
generally held at this Conference, that with patience and persistence 
in our search for ways to halt and turn down the arms race it is pos
sible to take concrete steps to reach this goal. The idea of a cut-back 
as a preliminary step to a possible cut-off was mentioned to this Con
ference in President Johnson’s message of 21 January. It was dis
cussed in this Conference, both privately and in plenary session, 
during February. The announcements by President Jolmson and 
Chairman Khrushchev came on 20 April, thirteen weeks after the 
matter was first raised here.

Third, these steps prove again that work done by governments in 
connexion with the work of this Conference can be of the utmost 
importance in the search for peace.

" ENDC/PV. 185, pp. 14-15.
® Ante, p. 8.
* Supra.
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In assessing the work of this Conference we must bear in mind that 
peace, as President Johnson has pointed out, will not come suddenly. 
It will not emerge dramatically from a single agreement or a single 
meeting. It will be advanced by concrete and limited accommoda
tions; by the gradual growth of common interest; by increasing 
awareness of shifting dangers and alignments; and by the develop
ment of trust in a good faith securely based on a reasoned view of 
the world.

One step in the direction of peace was taken yesterday. The United 
States is hopeful that we can take further steps.

Communique of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Reduction of Fissionable Materials Production 
{Extract), April 21, 1964 ^

The delegation of the Soviet Union tabled a statement by the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, 
dated 20 April 1964.̂  The delegation of the United States tabled a 
declaration by the President of the United States of America, dated 
20 April 1964.®

The Committee heard statements by the representatives of the 
USSR and the United States concerning the announcements made on 
20 April by President Johnson and Chairman Khrushchev of steps 
which their Governments are taking to reduce fissionable materials 
production for weapons purposes. These statements were received 
with great satisfaction by the Committee. The Committee also took 
note of the statement by the representative of the United Kingdom 
that an announcement of the policy of the United Kingdom Govern
ment in this matter was to be made by Sir Alec Douglas-Home later 
today.̂

‘ ENDO/PV. 185, p. 30. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 166-168.
 ̂Ante, pp. 165-166.
* Infra.



DOUGLAS-HOME STATEMENT, APRIL 21 171

Statement by Prime Minister Douglas-Home to the House 
of Commons: Reduction of Fissionable Materials Pro- 
duction, April 21, 1964 ‘

Her Majesty’s G.bverni]|ent welcome the aiiiiouncements by Presi
dent Johnson and by Mr. Itlirushchev that their Governments are re
ducing their planned production of fissile materials for weapons pur
poses.̂  I  believe that the public announcement of these reductions will 
do much to foster that confidence which is essential if we are to build 
on the achievement of the Test Ban Treaty. T̂

Production of fissile material in the United, Kingdom has, of course, 
always been on a very much smaller scale than in the United States of 
America or the Union of Soviet ^cif^st Republics, For their part, 
as was, explained in the recently published White Paper on Defence,® 
Her Majesty’s Government have already adjusted their supplies of 
fissile material to the minimum necessary to maintain our independent 
nuclear deterrent and to meet all our defence requirements for the fore
seeable future.

Military plutonium production is being gradually terminated. The 
civil reactors which have been, and are being, brought into service in 
this country are part of the United Kingdom programme for electric 
power generation or for research and development of new techniques in 
the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. By the nature of their 
operations these reactors produce plutonium. Part of this will be 
used for civil purposes in the United Kingdom and part will be sent 
to the United States under an a^eement of which Parliament was 
informed on 19th November, 1962, whereby U-235 is supplied in ex
change by the United States Government.̂

Our plans do not envisage the use of any of the plutonium produced 
by our civil reactors in the United Kingdom weapons programme and 
I am informed by the United States Government that they have nO 
intention of using the plutonium received from us for weapons pur
poses.

Thus, by the policies which we have adopted and are continuing 
to pursue, the United Kingdom is contributing fully to the initiative 
that President Johnson and Mr. Khrushchev are now taking.

 ̂Hansard, Parliamentary. Debates, House of Commons Official Report, 5th ser., 
vol. 693, sess. 1963-^, cols. 1097-1098.

® Siee ante, pp. 165-168.
* U.K. Minister of Defense, Statement on Defence, 1964, Omnd. 2270 (London: 

Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1964), pp. 10-11.
 ̂9 UST 1028.
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Address by the Special Adviser to the Secretary of State 
(Smith) at the Naval Academy Foreign Afifairs Confer
ence: Proposed Multilateral Force, April 22, 1964 ^

Admiral Minter, distinguished guests, delegates, faculty, midship
men : I am honored to be here to join with you in opening the fourth 
Naval Academy Foreign Affairs Conference, attended by outstanding 
young men and women from all over the United States.

This year’s conference considers “Problems of United States For̂  
eign Policy in the European Cbmmimity.”

I would like to discuss with you tonight a project which is designed 
to meet one of the most pressing of these problems: How can the 
United States share strategic deterrent responsibilities with its NATO 
allies without promoting independent national nuclear forces?

The solution we propose to this problem has much to do with the sea; 
naval officers have contributed greatly to it. I speak of the MLF—the 
multilateral force— t̂he proposed missile fleet for NATO.
T h e  S e t t in g

First, let us look briefly at the problem to which this MLF project 
is addressed.

Since the war, we have been trying to create a working partnership 
between a uniting Western Europe and North America. That part
nership, though not yet fully realized, has been more successful than 
we once dared to hope.

The reconstniction of Europe under the Marshall Plan, the develop
ment of NATO, the creation of three European Communities—the Coal 
and Steel Community, the Common Market, and Euratom— ĥave all 
contributed to this success. They have helped European countries to 
draw closer— t̂o each other and to North America—and to progress fur
ther toward higher levels of economic and social well-being, more stable 
and promising relations with the countries of Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union, and a somewhat more durable peace.

Obstacles to continuing progress, of course, exist. The road ahead— 
the continuing movement toward European integration and Atlantic 
partner^ip—will not be smooth. The long-term prospect is favorable 
but the inevitaible only comes to pass, as Justice Holmes wisely oib- 
served, through human effort.

I am told tha;t a British Army manual used to advise that the best 
way to avoid mortar fire is by going forward. By the same token, the 
way for Europeans and Americans to avoid being sidetracked or

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, May 18,1964, pp. 783-790.
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ship is by going forward in new j oint programs

—For Europeans: in programs which follow the classiic pattern of 
European integration, affording every interested country an oppor
tunity to join on a basis of equality, without any suggestion of first- or 
second-class memlbership.

— F̂or Europeans and Americans: in programs which follow the 
classic pattern of Atlantic partnership—close association with the U.S. 
while lê aving open the opportunity for an ever-larger European role as 
Europe moves toward political unity.

Such newj’oint ventures are needed just as much in defense as in 
other fields. * Neither European integration nor Atlantic partnership 
will rest on a solid basis if they extend only to the economic area.

A reslapse into nationalism would be particularly disruptive in the 
field of nuclear weapons; If each industrially qualified ally ^ould 
build its own nuclear weapons, a harvest of division and allied friction 
would result, weakening the Atlantic alliance, ser'iously prejudicing 
the efficiency of the alliance nuclear deterrent, and adding complica
tions in the field of arms control. Alternatively, if the Europesi  ̂Com- 
mimity were to 'be divided into first- and second-clasB citizens, with 
some countries claiming special status by reason of national nuclear 
programs which, other countries lack, this would not be conducive to a 
cohesive community.

T h e  P roblem

Against this background, we now face the question of how best to 
respond to European nuclear conieems.

_4 ■

Over the past 7 years the Soviet Union has been deploying hundreds 
of rockets aimed at Western Europe. This array is still growing. 
Although programed U.S. forces would be aidequate to me0t the threat, 
there is a good case for replaciag some of these programed forces with 
medium-range missiles. On military grounds, two successive NATO 
Supreme Commanders, Generals Norstad and Lenmitzer, have urged 
deployment of such missiles to help cover Soviet forces directly threat
ening Europe.

Broader political and psychological considerations are also involved. 
The Soviet leaders have not hesitated to put their rockets to political 
usê  They have reminded European countries from time to time how 
easily the U.S.S.R. could destroy the Acropolis or the orange groves 
of Italy or, for that matter, all of England or France. Nuclear bl^k- 
mail addressed to Europe lay at the heart of Moscow’s pressure on 
Berlin over the period 1958-62.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Europeans living so near this
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Soviet nuclear power have been anxious to have a larger role in long- 
range strategic deterrence, to complement their existiag manning, 
ownership, and share ia control of shorter range missiles.

Criteria Governing an  E ffective R esponse

For years leaders of the alliance have been seeking to devise an effec
tive response to this European concern. There is a good measure of 
agri^ment on the criteria which any response should meet:

First: It should achieve its immediate political purpose. It ^ould 
respond to the concerns of our European friends.

Second: It should achieve its military purpose. It should be a cred- 
ible and substantial component of the alliance nuclear deterrent.

Third: It should be a stable and responsible form of*deployment. 
It should not add to the complex disarmament problem or make it 
more difficult to bring the arms race under international safeguarded 
restraints.

Fourth: It should be financially manageable. It sĥ ould not retard 
needed economic growth, social reform, or buildup of conventional 
military forces.

Fifth: It should strengthen the prospects for European unity and 
transatlantic partnership.

Alternative R esponses

Three possible responses to the European nuclear/MKBM problem 
have been considered:

1. Strategic nuclear weapons needed to cover the direct threat to 
NATO Europe could be provided by U.S. forces, with the Europeans 
having a larger consultative role about their use.

2. The U.S. could supply medium-range missiles to allied forces for 
national manning and ownership,

3. The U.S. and interested allies could jointly own, man, and control 
medium-range missiles deployed to the European theater.

The first course—^virtually exclusive U.S. coverage of the threat— 
does not seem likely to respond fully to European concerns. It would 
not provide medium-range missiles close at hand to offset Soviet rock
ets, unless such missiles were deployed to U.S. forces only. We would 
be hard put, in this case, to explain to our allies why we proposed 
tô  deny them any role in ownership, manning, and control of such 
missiles. This kind of discrimination could not fail to be 
divisive.

Some people believe that increased consultation between the U.S. 
and its allies about the use of U.S. strategic power would constitute 
an adequate response to this problem. Discussion and exchange of 
information about strategic forces is, indeed, now taking place within
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the NATO framework. This process has increased in pace within the 
last year, and we favor continuing efforts to extend such consultation. 
Improved arrangements for doing so were agreed upon at the Ottawa 
NATO meeting only last year.̂

If consultation about alliance strategic forces remains imperfect, it 
is not for lack of good will or machinery. Rather it is because the 
consultation is one-sided. So long as consultation means other coun
tries advising the U.S. about what to do with American strategic 
power, to which they have made little contribution, I have the feeling 
that it will, while useful, remain limited in effect. The effectiveness 
of consultation is apt to be in direct proportion to the degree of par
ticipation by the consulting nations in the operation they are consult
ing about.

Moreover, participation in nuclear matters within Europe is unequal. 
Some countries already have national nuclear weapons programs. The 
nonnuclear powers in Europe may not be prepared to accept indef
initely this inequality in participation. Improved nuclear consulta
tion will not cure that inequality.

For aU these reasons, European leaders are likely to find nuclear 
consultation with the United States an inadequate substitute for a role 
of active participation in operation of strategic weapons.

I turn now to the second course of action: deployment of medium- 
range missiles to allied national forces.

We followed this course in deploying first-generation IRBM’s to 
the maritime flank areas of NATO Europe: U.K., Italy, and Turkey. 
Under this system the missile was nationally owned and manned by 
the allied country in question. Any wartime decision to fire the mis
sile would have required the agreement of the U.S. and the owning 
country, under the so-called “two key” system. These first-generation 
missiles were highly vulnerable to attack and therefore have been 
phased out as obsolescent.

In deployiag new mediimi-range missiles it has seemed to us, as 
well as to some of our European partners, that this pattern of national 
deployment should not be extended to new strategic weapons. New 
nationally owned and manned strategic missile forces could be divisive 
within the alliance and unsettling in terms of East-West relations. 
We ought rather to be moving toward forms of ever-closer integration 
in the ownership, manning, and control of such weapons.

If the answer lies neither in a near monopoly of U.S. responsibility 
in the strategic field, even with improved consultation, nor in U.S. 
bilateral sharing with other national forces of the alliance, what is 
left?

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ June 10,1963, p. 8d5.
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The creative answer that has emerged, and is beginning to assume 
concrete form, is the MLF.#
MLF: T h e  P refekred  R e s p o n s e

Here is our present concept of the MLF. It is, of course, subject 
to refinement in the process of arriving at an international agreement. 
It would be a fleet of surface warships, armed with Polaris missiles, 
owned, controlled, and manned jointly by a number of NATO nations.

The force would be under the military command of an allied officer 
and under the general policy direction of a board of high officials of 
the participating nations. The force would be open to any NATO 
member willing to assume a fair share of the costs and responsibilities. 
No nation’s share could exceed 40 percent.

The force would be manned by a mix of officers and crews from 
participating nations. Each ship would 'be manned by nationals of at 
least three countries, with no nation providing more than 40 percent 
of the personnel in any ship.

Major participants— t̂hat is, those countries underwriting a signifi
cant percentage of the costs—would undoubtedly enjoy a position of 
special influence, not only on control but on such other matters as 
budgets, size, and future developments of the force.

Firing of the missiles in wartime would be by decision of an agreed 
number of participants, including the United States.

In the longer term, as President Johnson said at Brussels last No
vember, “Evolution . . . toward European control, as Europe marches 
toward unity, is by no means excluded.”  ̂ Any change in the control 
formula would, of course, require the approval of all the participants. 
It would hinge not only on European unity but also on sufficiently wide 
European participation so that no single country could play a dom
inant role. All this would not come about quickly. In the case of the 
United States, participation in the foitee as well as any change in the 
control formula would require congressional consent.

The concept of a multilateral force was first suggested by then Sec
retary of State Herter, with the approval of President Eisenhower, 
at the NATO Council meeting in December 1960.̂  It was reaffirmed 
by President Kennedy in a speech at Ottawa the following year.’ 
Since then it has generated increasing interest.

A working group representing the U.S., Italy, Germany, the U.K., 
Belgium, Holland, Greece, and Turkey has been meeting in Paris since 
October 1963. Its aim is to reach general understanding of what the 
MLF would involve and of its technical and political feasibility. En-

' lUd., Dec. 2,1963, p. 852.
’ IMd., Jan. 9,1961, p. 39.
* m a., June 5,1961, p. 839.
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couraging progress is being made. There seem to be no insuperable 
difficulties.

A naval demonstration of mixed manning is about to start on a 
United States guided missile destroyer,̂  U.S.S. Biddle, Personnel 
from the United States, Germany, Italy, the U.K., the Netherlands, 
Greece, and Turkey will take part. In about a month’s time Euro
pean officers and men will start to take over about half the ship’s billets. 
It is good to be able to report that the officers and men of the Biddle 
are deeply interested and confident of kiccess in working out this prom
ising possible prototype of future allied cooperation.

It long has been standard practice to have crews of many nationali
ties on merchant ships. Crews of a number of European allied nations 
manned some British ships in World War II. And mixed manning 
has been successfully carried out for prolonged periods in the turnover 
of U.S. naval vessels to foreign navies. Our Navy and all allied naval 
experts who have examined the problem have concluded that, with 
skillful training and good motivation, efficient and happy ships can be 
jointly manned by crews made up of men from allied navies.

E uropean iNTEaRESTs

Let us now look at the MLF against the criteria which, as I men
tioned earlier, must govern any response to the European missile 
problem.

To take the political criterion first: Would the MLF respond to Eu
ropean concerns ?

We believe that it would do so in several ways:

First: It would deploy medium-range missiles to the European area. 
European countries which agree with General Lemnitzer, the Supreme 
Allied Commander in Europe, in favoring such deployment would be 
encouraged. They would expect these missiles’ presence to help not 
only to deter aggression but also to frustrate attempts  ̂at ballistic 
blackmail.

Second: It would, as a high European defense official said recently, 
be “a clamp holding the U.S. and Europe together. . . Because 
the force would be jointly owned, it should further strengthen the 
profound U.S. commitment to the common defense of Europe sym
bolized and given substance by the presence of our forces in Berlin, in 
Germany,,and elsewhere in Europe.

Third: It would narrow the present gap between nuclear and non- 
nuclear powers in Europe. All members of the MLF would share in 
ownership, managing, and manning of the force.

Fourth: It would increase the effectiveness of consultation about 
use of alliance nuclear forces. MLF would afford its members the

774-812-^65— 13
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knowledge, sense of responsibility, and participation needed to make 
nuclear consultation effective. The mere existence of MLF and the 
need for decisions about its targeting, deployment, and future evolu
tion are bound to improve the depth and significance of such consulta
tion. Far from being an alternative to improved allied nuclear con
sultation, MX»F may well be an essential component to a more mean
ingful form of consultation.

Fifth: It would be a nuclear defense program in which Europe’s 
role and influence could grow as Europe moved toward unity. The 
eventual possibility of such a larger European role is an important 
element in making the MLF a viable alternative to national nuclear 
weapons programs.

Obviously, MLF does not offer what national nuclear programs 
purport to do; nationdL nuclear status. It is intended to move in 
exactly the opposite direction. It offers a collective approach to the 
nuclear weapons problem.

While the present appeal of MLF is thus largely to major non
nuclear European powers, we can hope that in the long run countries 
now having programs of their own may also come to see the merits of
aieMLF.

MnjTART Q uestions

I turn now to the second criterion against which any proposed re
sponse to the European missile problem must be tested: What about 
the military utility of MLF ?

The U.S. Navy, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Secretary of De
fense, after close study, have concluded that MLF would be militarily 
effective and a useful element of NATO’s strategic deterrent forces. 
General Lemnitzer has stated he would welcome MLF because it would 
help to meet his military requirement.

As presently planned, the MLF would have Polaris A-3 missiles of 
great penetration capacity. These missiles would be usable for all 
the purposes of deterrence and defense of Europe for which the weap
ons of U.S. Polaris submarines are capable. They would be effective 
against many missile sites, airfields, and other targets threatening 
European nations of the NATO alliance. These missiles would be 
assigned to NATO and placed under t he operational control of 
SACEUR. They would be targeted by SACEUR and be included in 
NATO strategic plans.

The U.S. Navy has studied the survivability of the MLF from the 
standpoint of possible surveillan êe and attack on MLF warships by 
submarines, surface vessels, aircraft, and missiles. It conducted this 
study under contingencies of cold war, limited war, and general war.
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It concluded that MLF’s survivability would be high— m̂ore than suffi
cient to insure its effectiveness as a deterrent, an operating force, and 
a reliable second-strike retaliatory ̂ stem.

MLF warships would be almost indistinguishable from thousands 
of other ships in the same area; they would, in peacetime, be lost in 3 
to 4 mlQion square miles of Atlantic and Mediterranean waters sur
rounding NATO territory; they would be able to outrun most trailing 
vessels and able to “toape off” shadowing submarines in friendly 
coastal waters too shallow for submarine operation; they would oper
ate behind the shield of the NATO land mass over which attacking 
planes could not fly imopposed; they would benefit from protection 
by NATO air and surface forces during hostilities; 'and they could 
exploit the blanketing effect of islands and restricted passages for 
protection from radar detection and tracking.

The fact that the United States is prepared to devote resources and 
manpower to MLF is the best evidence of our confidence in its invul
nerability and military effectivtoess.

A question may arise as to the relation of the MLF to the level of 
existing and programed U.S. forces.

Certainly, the United States now has strategic forces of immense 
power. But future increases in U.S. missile strength are being pro
gramed for two reasons:

First: Present U.S. strategic delivery systems rely to a large degree 
on manned bombers. As some of these bombers become obsolescent, 
they must be replaced.

Second: The Soviet rocket inventory is not static— ît continues to 
grow. If effective deterrence is to be maintained, NATO forces must 
keep pace until safeguarded international arms control arrangements 
are achieved.

As I indicated earlier, the increased Western missile strength that 
is needed could be made up either of wholly U.S. forces or a mix of 
U.S. and allied forces. If the latter course is followed, the MLF 
could substitute for some of the presently programed U.S. forces. At 
the December meeting of the North Atlantic Council, Secretary 
McNamara said:

If the members of the alliance should wish, we are prepared to join other 
interested Allies in substituting sea-based, medium-range missiles for some of 
the longer range systems now included in our program. In that event, we 
1>eliev© that this force should take the form of the multilateral surface ship 
force now under discussion. . . .

The MLF could thus not be a net addition to, but a substitution for, 
some of the increased strength the U.S. now plans to build.
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Would the MLF be a credible part of NATO’s deterrent to war?
As a strategic weapon system with a high degree of survivability, 

the MLF is likely to be fired by the participating governments, which 
would have to act at the highest level, only in one of two circum
stances :

First: In response to Soviet nonnuclear attack so strong that it 
could not be contained by nonnuclear forces. The NATO govern
ments have already agreed on guidelines for such circumstances.

Second: Under second-strike conditions, after a Soviet nuclear at
tack. In this event, the prior fact of Soviet nuclear attack should, in 
effect, make the decision. Nuclear war would already have begun.

Their decision would be facilitated by experience in working to
gether in the MLF. The process of continuous consultation and plan
ning which will be required for peacetime operation of the MLF 
should widen the area of agreement among MLF members about stra
tegic matters. It would thus permit them to decide more readily on 
the wartime conditions under which these missiles would be fired.

There is thus little doubt that Moscow will regard the MLF as a 
credible component of Western nuclear armament.

E ffect on E ast-W est R elations

I turn now to the third criterion: A strategic missile deployment to 
the European theater should not have a damaging effect on the chances 
for disarmament and for improving relations with the Soviet bloc.

A central and persisting security problem of the alliance is how to 
build and maintain an effective defense posture in such a way as to 
reinforce, rather than weaken, efforts to bring military power under 
safeguarded international control.

While prosecuting our defense programs, we must stay alert to any 
opportunities for realistic arms control arrangements. Especially 
when dealing with nuclear weapons systems of unimaginable destruc
tive potential, we must resist the natural mental callousness that tends 
to accumulate in those who have to deal for long periods with awful 
but necessary things.

I can assure you that these considerations weigh heavily on the 
planners who are putting together the program to carry out the MLF 
concept.

It is fair to say that the MLF would constitute the first weapons 
system in history especially designed with arms control considerations 
in mind. It is especially designed not to result in the national pro
liferation of nuclear weapons.

Recently Secretary Rusk pointed out that.
The detailed arrangements for tiie MLF will include mutually agreed strong
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and enduring safeguards againsit any one nation’s securing control of any of the
MLF weapons. We believe that when the Soviet Government understands thl3,
it will recognize that the MLF does not constitute a proliferation of national
nuclear systems but, on the contrary, is an alternative to it,̂

Let me be more specific:
The missiles in the MLF will be mamied, owned, and controlled 

multilaterally, rather than nationally as was the case with earlier 
model strategic missiles deployed in Europe. The MLF will thus not 
involve nuclear missiles in the hands of any individual state.

Any wartime decision to fire the missiles would be by multilateral 
agreement, rather than by bilateral a^eement as in the case of these 
earlier strategic missiles. The MLF will thus increase the number of 
states with a finger on the safety catch, rather than on the nuclear 
trigger.

There would be no increase of risk of compromise of weapons design 
data under MLF. Multilaterial custodial procedures would assure 
that individual countries had no greater access to information about 
how to design and manufacture weapons than at present under the 
NATO atomic stockpile. Stringent protection against espionage and 
sabotage will also be provided.

All of this is not to say that MLF will 'be welcomed by the U.S.S.R. 
It will do its best by propaganda and diplomacy to forestall MLF. 
This must be expected because MLF would not only constitute an offset 
to Soviet rockets opposing Europe, but would also evidence a new 
degree of Atlantic unity, which Soviet policy has long sought to 
prevent.

Nevertheless, it is clear that it is in the interest of the U.S. and-the 
U.S.S.R. not to pursue a policy of proliferation, whatever may or may 
not be recorded in formal agreements on this subject. And the MLF, 
by offering a viable alternative to national nuclear weapons programs, 
should improve the chances for limitation of national weapons-produc- 
ing centers.

Even though the MLF would not result in proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, a question is sometimes put as to whether it is sensible to con
tinue with a major new weapons system while negotiating about dis
armament. The answer is simple: The U.S.S.II. continues to 
strengthen its missile arsenal targeted on Western Europe. So long 
as these hundreds of Soviet rockets are arrayed against Europe, effec
tive European participation in strategic deterrence should not be 
precluded.

This participation need not, moreover, increase the presently 
planned level of Western missile strength. For, as I have already

‘ Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 27, 1964, p. 650; see also ante, p. 140.
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indicated, the MLF could substitute for some of the now programed 
U.S. weapons. This is one reason the U.S. Government has said 
publicly that the MX»F would be consistent with a missile freeze.̂

This European participation could, moreover, be helpful in efforts 
to bring nuclear armaments under international control. For the 
MLF would not only give its members, as coowners of significant nu
clear power, a good claim to participate in disarmament negotiations; 
it would also give them the strategic understanding required to play 
an effective role in such negotiations.

And now a special word about the relation of the MLF to recently 
announced fissionable material cutbacks.̂  These cutbacks are wel
come steps. But, as President Johnson and Premier Khrushchev 
have said, this is not disarmament. The U.S. cutback is designed to 
bring production in line with need and to reduce tension while main
taining necessary power. President Johnson has reaffirmed all the 
safeguards against weakening our nuclear strength which we adopted 
at the time of the test ban treaty.® The cutbacks do not ease the 
specific problem MLF is designed to meet.

Cost

Another important criterion is that the costs of a missile force 
should be economically manageable. It should not retard economic 
and social progress or the development of needed conventional forces.

During the first 5 years of construction of the force we estimate 
that the average annual costs to European nations becoming major 
participants in the MLF would be between 1 percent and 4 percent of 
their average annual defense expenditures. The cost to the smaller 
countries would be an even smaller percentage of their defense budgets. 
In later years the annual cost would be very much less for all these 
countries.

These are costs well below those of other major military programs 
being carried out by these NATO countries. They seem well within 
the margin of adjustment in the defense budgets and the national 
economies involved.

E uropean U nity  and A tlantic P artnership

The last of the criteria that I mentioned is that any approach to 
the European missile problem should contribute to our political goals: 
Atlantic partnership and European unity.

Political and military cooperation in NATO has been a good start 
toward the Atlantic partnership. Economic cooperation in OECD 
and increased trade opportimities now being sought in the Kennedy

 ̂Ante, pp. 9-11.
 ̂Ante, pp. 165-168.

*See ante, pp. 162^10S, footnote.



SMITH ADDRESS, APRIL 22 183

Round will, we trust, constitute a second functional base. MLF offers 
the nucleus of a transatlantic nuclear defense association which could 
be an additional political-military underpinning for a concrete 
Atlantic partnership.

The MLF would also contribute to European integration. It would 
do so in three major ways:

1. It should reduce the attraction and apparent rewards of national 
nuclear programs, thus diminishing the likelihood that such politically 
divisive programs will spread.

2. It would narrow the present gap between nuclear and nonnuclear 
powers in Europe, a gap which cannot fail to impede the European 
Community’s progress toward unity.

3. It would require joint European work and create a venture in 
which European countries would find it advantageous to concert com
mon positions.

European unity will thus be furthered by the need for the European 
nations to come together in order to achieve specific purposes. The 
common control of nuclear energy for deterrence, sought under the 
shadow of a threat peculiarly addressed to Europe, is such a purpose.

If MLF can reduce the obstacles to European integration and 
Atlantic partnership that nuclear weapons nationalism is causing, it 
would be well worth its costs many times over.

We must go forward toward European and Atlantic unity on a broad 
front if we are to achieve our goals. The MLF can be one part of this 
broad movement.

Moving I nto Changing T imes

These are the important reasons why President Johnson said in his 
speech at the Associated Press luncheon on April 20:

We realize that sharing the burden of leadership requires us to share the
responsibilities of power. As a step in this direction we support the establish
ment of a multilateral nuclear force composed of those nations which desire
to participate.’̂

y ' '

The MLF is a new concept. It is designed to meet a new need: closer 
integration within the alliance in the strategic nuclear field, accom
plished in a way that wiU not hinder progress toward arms control.

Because it is a new concept, a wrench to accustomed ways of think
ing will be needed to bring it about. But we are moving into changing 
times. Bold innovation is needed in these times. We must seize the 
opportunities open to us with vigor and courage.

* Department of State Bulletin, May 11,1964, p. 729.
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Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Obi) to the 
iEighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, April 28, 
1964 ^

Before I come to my prepared text, permit me to express to the 
Bulgarian delegation—and through it to the people of Bulgaria—the 
most sincere condolences of my delegation at the recent death of Mr. 
Dimitri Ganev, Chairman of the Presidium of the People’s Republic 
of Bulgaria.

My delegation intends to make a brief but sober appraisal of the 
work done by the Committee not only at this session but at the pre
ceding sessions as well. We are the more persuaded, that this 
approach is proper, and perhaps would be helpful, by the declared 
intentions of the delegations of the two parties primarily involv^ 
to utilize the period of the recess for sober reflection and, I trust, a 
real and helpful evaluation of their and others’ positions, taking into 
account the various views expressed by other delegations in this 
Committee. At any rate we feel that after two years of talks a dis- 
pa^ionate review is now due; and we trust that our conmients and 
criticism this morning will be taken m the proper spirit and will not 
be construed as unduly damaging to the position of either or both of 
the sides.

The Committee began its work over two years ago in an aura of 
muffled hopes and expectations. Those hopes were generated partly 
by the fact that the stockpiling of deadly armaments had reached 
such an unprecedentedly dangerous level that humanity had come to 
hope that the Powers primarily concerned had also come to the con
clusion— ŵhich others not so involved had arrived at much earlier-- 
that neither their security nor that of the world justified, or indeed 
could be well served by, the further intensification of the arins race. 
The world was further encouraged in this hope by the sober state
ments emanating from the capitals of the various countries, many of 
them made by the highest and most responsible leaders of the two 
sides. The addition of eight new members to this Committee also 
jrais^' hopes that perhaps for the first time a real and continuous 
dialogue betw^n the two sides would result.

There have been bursts of effort to achieve a rapport and sporadic 
attempts at a dialogue, but on the whole we cannot help feeling that 
the methods of the defunct Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee ^

' BNDO/PV.187, pp. 25-36.
* The Ten Nation Disarmament Committee, established by Four-Power agree

ment in 1959, comprised the following countries: Bulgaria, Canada, Gzechoslo-
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still haunt this Committee and stalk this chamber like the King’s 
ghost in Hamlet. Indeed, my delegation is in perfect agreement with 
the great bard whose quatercentenary is now being celebrated—and 
with Macbeth, who declared:

If charnel-houses and our graves must send 
Those that we bury back, our monuments 
Shall be the maws of kites.^

We feel that this hangover from the old Committee is a serious short
coming, and we venture to hope that some serious thinking will be 
undertaken during this working recess by those concerned to bury 
this ghost really and truly. For our part, we shall contribute our 
quota of tears—even if of joy—over so successful an operation.

The primary task with which this Committee is charged, as we all 
know, is the elaboration of a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment. We seem to be generally agreed that this is a most worthy goal 
and one which should be pursued with a sense of urgency. We also 
seem to be in broad agreement on the principles which should guide 
our negotiations; but there, apparently, all agreements cease. True, 
we have had a few modifications to the treaties submitted by the two 
sides, of which we consider the recent Gromyko amendments as the 
most significant and far-reaching.  ̂ True, no one expects our goal to 
be achieved by a wave of the magic wand of Cinderella’s godmother. 
Nevertheless, we cannot but note with regret the rather unsatisfac
tory progress made in this field. It is true, as I said recently in quot
ing a Nigerian saying, that “a stranger cannot see, no matter the size 
of his eyes”; but it is equally true, no matter how blind the stranger, 
that after a few days’ acquaintanceship with a place he can distin
guish the various natural noises. I venture to think that, although 
we are still relative strangers to this Committee and its work, we now 
belong to the latter category.

We have heard, especially this session, a tireless repetition of old 
and almost worn-out arguments. We must now confess that it was 
with great difficulty that often in the past we have restrained our
selves from interrupting some of those repetitive speeches and either 
directing the attention of the speaker to such-and-such a statement 
made by his delegation in 1962 or 1963, or volunteering to complete 
the statement for him, assured that we should not go very far wrong. 
Indeed, we have been participating in a sort of merry-go-round, with

vakia, France, Italy, Poland, Rumania, U.K., U.S., and U.S.S.R On June 27, 
1960, the U.S.S.R. and its allies withdrew from the Committee and refused to 
take any further part in the negotiations.

* Macbeth III: 4.
Ante, pp. 22 ff.
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the sole difference that the mirth is lacking and that we are dizzy only 
in so far as boredom can make us so.

My delegation is therefore firmly convinced that the time has come 
for those concerned to imdertake a really serious evaluation of the 
situation and complexities of our work. A self-righteous attitude 
will not help us; indeed, it runs counter to the very spirit of negotia
tions. No country, we submit, has the monopoly of wisdom. There
fore we should be happy if the two sides would modify their drafts, 
each taking into consideration the criticism of the other side and the 
views expressed by the other delegations, including those from the 
non-aligned countries.

The two disarmament plans before us have rather differing ap
proaches to the problem. We dp not, however, consider those 
approaches as necessarily contradictory. Indeed, we feel that in 
places they are complementary and should be “married” together. 
But it is essential to recognize certain additional criteria for our 
negotiations, such as the necessity of eliminating as early as possible 
the threat of a nuclear holocaust hanging over humanity like the 
sword of Damocles. From this standpoint it might be possible to 
effect 'a radical cut in certain categories of armaments—not neces
sarily an all-or-nothing approach,. and not necessarily confined to 
nuclear delivery vehicles and nuclear warheads alone—, and a per
centage cut in others, without adversely affecting the balance of 
power.

We feel that perhaps the time has come to take another look at our 
agenda on general and complete disarmament.̂  It is true that we 
have a reasonably good agenda so far. But our approach could be 
described as that of the grasshopper: it is true that we have hopped 
back and forth, but with little evidence of success, and indeed with 
less to show for it than the grasshopper itself. We have reached 
more or less broad agreement regarding some areas of our work; but 
there is as yet no possibility of agreement in sight regarding the core 
of the problem: namely, nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles; 
control and verification; and effective peace-keeping machinery. I^ 
view of the fact that each of those three elements is dependent on the 
others, and yet a natural and automatic order of precedence is clear, 
reflected in the order in which I have mentioned them, perhaps it 
would be worth while to take them up individually for serious con
sideration, even at the risk of having the old arguments inflicted on 
us once more.

For instance, we should subject to serious and painstaking study 
the elimination of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles. If

* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.
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it is established that conventional forces and armaments have a bear
ing on that—and we ourselves see a clear relationship— t̂hen we can 
take them together in the consideration of the problem. Agreement 
on that would, of course, be dependent on agreement on the other two 
areas I have indicated. We feel that, if we attempt such a method 
instead of talking on various fronts at the same time with little 
success, we could make better progress by disposing of one before 
going to the other. It may be necessary to have a greater number of 
really serious informal meetings than we now have, possibly, with 
competent advisers present to offer much needed clarification.

We would, however, stress the necessity for each side to take serious 
note of the views and criticisms of the other and to answer, as satis
factorily as it knows how, the questions and doubts expressed. We 
must recognize that all doubts and fears must be allayed if we are to 
make any real progress. We shall, however, regret attempts to raise 
artificial obstacles. We feel that the time for such tactics is past, and 
we shall be outspoken in our condemnation of any deviation from 
the path of true negotiations.

I shall now turn briefly to the subject of collateral measures. We 
have always agreed that, while pursuing our main task of elaborat
ing a treaty on general and complete disarmament, we should seek 
a^eements in other fields which, though not disarmament measures 
in themselves— t̂hough they could also be that— ŵould contribute to 
the lessening of international tension and thus make our main task 
easier of attainment. We are in general agreement that such meas
ures should receive due priority and should be pursued as vigorously 
as possible. Yet, up to the end of last year, with only very few and 
notable exceptions, the various measures proposed were either so 
badly conceived as to be wholly unacceptable to the other side, or 
were put forward without much seriousness or even, apparently, 
without any hope that they would be accepted.

However, with the conclusion of the Moscow partial nuclear test 
ban treaty,̂  the direct communication link agreement,̂  and the agree
ment in principle not to station nuclear weapons in orbit,® a new era 
appeared to have dawned in this field. For the first time we almost 
found ourselves in the fortunate position of having measures which 
could and should find acceptance by the two sides, either now or in 
the foreseeable future, provided the appropriate goodwill is not 
lacking.

This session opened with what one could call a peace offensive in

" lUd:, m s ,  pp. 291-293. 
® Ihid., pp. 236-238. 
’'IMd., p. 538.
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the field of collateral measures, as could be seen in President John
son’s message, with his list of measures proposed for discussion,’ and 
in the Soviet memorandum on collateral measures.̂  We were pre
sented with proposals for such measures as a reduction in military 
budgets, a verified freeze of the number and characteristics of nuclear 
weapons, and the physical destruction of armaments; measures aimed 
at drastic reduction of the stockpiling of fissionable materials, includ
ing a cut-back and extension of international safeguards to the nuclear 
Powers; a non-aggression pact between the two giant military alli
ances; ® a non-dissemination agreement; and measures for the reduc
tion of the risks of war—to name a few of the measures about which 
we are strongly of the opinion that it is in the short- and long-term 
interest of both parties—and I stress “both”— t̂o come to early agree
ment. What is more, we were encouraged to feel that the necessary 
act of political will was not lacking.

We cannot help noting, therefore, with regret and a certain feeling 
of disappointment, the rather poor performance of our Committee. 
As the Book says, “To whomsoever much is given, of him shall much 
be required”.̂  There seemed to exist quite a few preconditions 
which would have made an agreement or two possible. It is true, of 
course, that we were reasonably reassured, at least concerning their 
preparedness to maintain the detente and resume their dialogue, by 
the simultaneous announcements of the nuclear Powers regarding 
their intention to cut back substantially their production of fissionable 
materials for weapon purposes.

We have already welcomed in due measure these latest exhibitions of 
mutual understanding. That being said, we cannot but state that the 
recent arrangement is by no means a satisfactory answer to the de
mands both of humanity and of necessity. It is like a keeper throw
ing a small morsel of flesh from a huge pile to a hungry caged lion. 
The lion would accept it with every reason to expect that further 
morsels would find their way to its mouth. It is unnecessary to stress 
that humanity, with appetite whetted by the few agreements of last 
year and by a perceptible relaxation in the “cold war”, is really 
hungry for agreements and expects more morsels from the pile. 
However, with regard to last week’s announcements on reducing 
fissionable materials for weapon uses, we are persuaded to believe that 
both sides—as distinct from one side only— ĥave at last apparently 
reached the point of saturation in their production of such materials. 
Therefore we feel that there is no need to delay further a formal and

pp. 7-9.
 ̂Ante, pp. 12-17.

® Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 57-08,
12:48.
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binding agreement on this: an agreement which should aim at a 
complete cut-off of production and a substantial cut-back in the 
existing stockpile. The opportunity provided by the recent moves 
should not be allowed to slip by.

Regarding the other collateral measures I have mentioned, I have 
already had the opportunity of indicating our position  ̂ and would 
spare the Committee the ordeal of my going over the old ground 
again. I shall confine myself, therefore, to views arrived at after 
further study of those proposals and more recent developments in our 
Committee.

We have already expressed our satisfaction over the measures pro
posed by both sides which could result in the first “arms bonfire” 
agreement of this Conference. We have the proposal by the Soviet 
Union for the elimination and destruction of all bombers by States,̂  
and the proposal by the United States for the destruction of only one 
category—the United States B-4T and the Soviet Union TU-16.® 
We do not consider the two proposals necessarily opposed one to the 
other. Indeed, one could be a step to the other. Nevertheless, we 
are bound to point out in all humility that the United States proposal 
suffers from a rather unfortunate weakness. It is, if I might say so, 
rather timid and over-cautious and, while providing evidence of 
serious intention and determination, it fails really to touch the heart 
of the matter. It is like a well-meaning neighbour trying to put out 
a fire in a small out-building with a watering can instead of directing 
a strong jet from the hose lying nearby.

There is no doubt that the bombers the United States proposes for 
destruction are formidable engines of war for non-nuclear Powers 
and that the numbers involved are by no means small; but in relation 
to the total strength—even in bombers—of the United States and 
the Soviet Union this proposal is relatively a pin-prick. The Soviet 
proposal, on the other hand, appears, at least at this stage, to suffer 
from being too comprehensive. It is like a well-meaning traveller 
anxious to save a man dying of thirst in the desert. Instead of giving 
the poor fellow a few drops left from his small supply, he puts him 
on his camel and heads purposefully for the oasis. Although the 
oasis may be only a few miles away, one can only hope that both will 
get there alive.

We have doubts about whether it is realistic to expect all States to 
destroy all their bombers at this stage as a collateral measure— 
especially if these constitute their sole means of defence. My dele-

 ̂ENDC/PV.176, pp. 18 ff.
-Ante, p. 16.
^Ante, pp. 101-105.
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gation feels, therefore, that further study should be given by the two 
super-Powers to their plans so that a mean could be struck between 
the two approaches. Something more than the United States pro
posal, and a modification of the Soviet Union proposal, for the 
destruction of bombers, with perhaps a few missiles thrown in, would 
be a worthy achievement as well as being a step in the right direc
tion. It would be unfortimate if the world were robbed of an 
agreement either by the undue caution of one side or by the all- 
embracing approach of the other. This is an area in which agree
ment seems possible, and we should explore it determinedly.

My delegation was very much interested in the elaboration by the 
United States  ̂of its proposal for a verified freeze of the number and 
characteristics of strategic delivery vehicles.̂  We shall comment on 
this briefly and indirectly later this morning. Meanwhile I should 
like to welcome this proposal once more, and I venture to express the 
hope that after the recess, which will provide opportunity for a 
thorough study, the Soviet delegation will be in a position to react 
more favourably to this most far-reaching and significant proposal. 
We do regret that this proposal was somewhat late in coming; but, as 
the saying goes, it is better late than never, and in any case we do not 
think it has come really too late.

We are of the strong opinion that the general approach of the 
freeze proposal is a sound and timely one. We have met now for 
over two years, and while we talk the stockpiles of nuclear arma
ments increase both in quality and quantity. Indeed, we feel that the 
very intensification of the armaments race by the mere piling up of 
armaments, by the perfection of more deadly and diabolical weapons, 
including chemical and bacteriological weapons, and by the creation 
of new categories of armaments, which make our work more com
plicated, is contrary and diametrically opposed to the task to which 
I believe we are all dedicated. We therefore welcome this United 
States freeze proposal as we should welcome any proposal aimed at 
halting, in any way, the armaments race, including any proposal for 
a freeze of military expenditure and a rMuction of budgets for war 
purposes, on which we continue to insist.

My delegation has already expressed itself very clearly on this 
subject of military expenditure in the past.̂  We regret that we do 
not find ourselves in full agreement with you, Mr. Chairman, as rep
resentative of the United States, on this subject. We would it were 
otherwise, but we are convinced of the importance of this measure; 
and I can only express the hope that you will be persuaded to the

 ̂Ante, pp. 17-21.
 ̂Ante, p. 8.
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same view after listening to what I have to say this morning and 
takiQg into consideration the view expressed by myself and others 
in the past. I listened to your most interesting statement on this 
subject on 9 April.  ̂ I was indeed happy that you had made an 
attempt at serious discussion of this proposal. If I may say so, you 
raised some really important points which must be clarified, and 
posed certain questions which in our view require unequivocal an
swers. As we attach the utmost importance to this proposal, we ven
ture to hope that the Soviet delegation will provide the necessary 
answers to the most interesting and highly pertinent questions which 
you raised.

However, as it may not be possible for those answers to be . pro
vided before we go into recess, I venture to hope that meanwhile your 
Government, for its part, will take a second and really serious look 
at the Soviet proposal, on the understanding, of course, that your 
fears and doubts will be laid to rest. The question of a freeze and 
reduction of military budgets has a very close, and indeed inextri
cable, relationship to some of the proposals which you, sir, have 
yourself submitted to the Committee on behalf of the United States 
Government. The position of the United States has always been, I 
believe, that military budget reductions should be the consequence of 
cuts in armaments, and not the other way around. We have always 
held the view that either approach is sound and would have the same 
end result. Indeed, we do not consider the two approaches to be 
necessarily contradictory, as I shall demonstrate shortly.

Take, for instance, the question of the United States proposal for 
a verified freeze of the number and characteristics of strategic de
livery vehicles. The Secretary of State for External Affairs of Can
ada rightly said in his most illuminating statement at our meeting 
of 26 March:

In this connexion I have noted that, in the view of the Soviet Union, while 
the stopping of production of strategic nuclear weapon carriers would im
mediately produce significant savings in one sector of the military expendi
tures of the greater Powers, there is a danger that the resources so liberated 
might be used to increase the numbers of short-range missiles and conven
tional weapons. Perhaps ithis could be prevented by Introducing a verified 
system of budgetary limitation.®

At this stage I should like to salute the clear-sighted approach of the 
Canadian Minister and to welcome most warmly this first positive 
reaction, and most responsive reaction, by any Western Power so far 
to that proposal.

 ̂Ante, pp. 152r-157.
^Ante, p. 121.
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However, I would carry Mr. Martin’s thoughts a little further and 
submit that what he said about the United States freeze proposal 
applies equally to the destruction of bombers, the cut-back and cut-off 
in the production of fissionable materials, and indeed to most other 
proposals of a disarmament or quasi-disarmameiit nature. We should 
therefore like to ask the United States delegation—and I trust, Mr. 
Chairman, that an answer will emerge from you in your other capacity 
as head of the United States delegation when we resume our work— 
what effect the proposal for a verified freeze and some of the other 
proposals aforementioned would have on the over-all military budget 
of the United States. In other words, approximately how much would 
be involved and would result if agreement should be reached on any 
or all of those proposals ?

What guarantees has the United States in mind in order to assure 
the world that we are not merely placing the cover on one or two 
sectors of armaments in order to raise the level and the temperature of 
others? If the United States has it in mind to give such guarantees 
and can forecast with reasonable accuracy—as we are confident it 
can—, will it not be necessary, as a result of all this, to freeze military 
budgets either at an over-all level or only as regards the affected sec
tors, and to make a cut in military budgets proportionate to the re
sources which could result from the implementation of the aforemen
tioned agreements ? The cuts to be effected in the budgets need not be 
10 to 15 per cent as proposed by the Soviet Union; but I venture to 
submit on the basis of the foregoing premises that a sort of freeze of 
military expenditure and a cut of some kind in the over-all military 
budgets reflecting the resources to be released and ensuring that’we 
are not going to control the fires of one sector only to stoke those 
of other sectors of armaments in agreeing to the aforementioned pro
posals—and that relevant to the consideration of this matter—are 
called for even by the United States proposals themselves.

Of course, such agreed cuts in military expenditure should be sub
ject to adequate verification; and, as I have indicated already, we 
await with some interest the Soviet reply to the most pertinent ques
tions raised by the United States representative at our meeting of 
9 April. Indeed, as I have tried to establish, my delegation sees a 
clear link between a cut in military expenditure and the various 
measures for the destruction of bombers, the United States proposal 
for a verified freeze of the number and characteristics of strategic 
delivery vehicles, and any agreed cut-back and/or cut-off in the pro
duction of fissionable materials, among other things. Therefore we 
trust that this will be borne in mind during the coming period of 
reflection and, I hope, re-evaluation of the various proposals.
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My delegation has already made its views very clear on the other sub
jects which we think should receive priority attention from the Com
mittee and on which we think agreement is not only possible but in 
some cases urgently necessary.̂  Among these are an agreement on 
non-dissemination, a non-aggression pact between parties to NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact, and adequate measures to reduce the risk of 
war through accident, miscalculation or surprise attack. > i

We do not intend to add anything new to what we have said on 
these matters, but we wish to welcome the United Kingdom working 
paper on measures to prevent the risk of war, submitted by the leader 
of its delegation, Mr. Thomas, at our l78th plenary meeting.̂  The 
United States delegation had already submitted a working paper on 
that subject in December 1962.® We think that those papers could 
provide a useful basis for study, and we would welcome either the 
reaction of the Soviet Union to those proposals or the elaboration of 
its own views in the not too distant future. As I have remarked in

^  I ^

earlier speeches, the world would welcome with relief an agreement 
on this subject, and we venture to hope that the necessary thought 
will be given to this during the recess, taking into consideration the 
views emphasized by me in my statement at our 176th plenary meeting.

Now, if I may, I will turn briefly to a subject of great importance 
and urgency—a comprehensive test ban. As the Committee is aware, 
the General Assembly has specifically instructed us to seek such an 
agreement urgently.  ̂ My delegation has already touched briefly on 
this in previous statements, but we refrained deliberately from pressing 
the issue, partly because we hoped that something would be done by 
the nuclear Powers themselves without undue prodding, and partly 
because there seemed to be a tacit understanding that perhaps the 
less said about it at the time the better. However, we feel that the 
time has come to raise this matter more seriously, the more so as we 
are going into recess; for we are convinced that it is a subject which 
deserves the serious consideration of the nuclear Powers during this 
period of reflection.

I would therefore express my wholehearted support for the sugges
tion made by Mr. Barrington of Burma that the time has come per
haps to reactivate the three-Power Nuclear Sub-Committee, which 
could report to us as appropriate.® There is enough work for that 
Sub-Committee to do. For instance, there is the proposal— ŵhich we

 ̂ENDO/PV. 176, pp. 13 ff.
 ̂See ante, pp. 115-118.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1214r-1225.
* Ibid., m s ,  p. 627.
 ̂Ante, p. ISl.

f7l74-812—65----- 14
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endorse—that it is perhaps worthwhile to ascertain whether it would 
be possible to establish a threshold for underground tests above which 
such tests could be detected and identified by national control net
works alone.̂  If this were possible, it would further enlarge the 
Moscow partial test ban treaty and would further allay the fears of 
humanity. As I pointed out on 24 January, it has been established 
by reputable scientists that—

. . . undergromid tests are not as free of radioactive fall-out and debris as
was hitherto presumed.̂

I should like to suggest that, in order to make the work of the 
Kuclear Sub-Committee really productive, it would be helpful if the 
Governments involved would bring their scientific experts with them. 
I am not necessarily suggesting a confrontation of scientists or the 
establishment of a technical group. I am, however, convinced that, 
notwithstanding the great experience of our colleagues who would 
presumably handle these negotiations in the Sub-Committee, consid
erable experience even in the particular field of nuclear weapon tests— 
and here I salute the veterans in the fileld—, their work would no doubt 
be made lighter by having such expert advice within very easy reach. 
Frankly, we should not welcome general political statements from the 
Sub-Committee, as the necessary political decision stressing the need 
for such an agreement has been recognized by the Moscow Treaty and 
we hope that the political wiU is still present. We would welcome 
only a truly critical appraisal of the various suggestions made in this 
Committee and the United Nations, as well as other suggestions. If 
we work on the proper lines, I have no doubt that we shall have some
thing concrete to report to the next session of the General Assembly.

Finally, I should like to repeat what I said in previous speeches— 
especially after deploring this morning in somewhat strong terms 
the rather unsatisfactory progress made by the Committee thus far, 
and particularly during this session. It is indeed true that we have 
not lived up to the expectations. But our work here has not been 
altogether in vain. Furthermore, we should not be unduly despond
ent. Indeed, my delegation has reason to draw comfort from recent 
events and dares to hope, with cautious optimism, that some real 
progress will be made in the next or other forthcoming sessions. It 
is for this reason, and because we feel the time has come for some 
straight talk, that we have permitted ourselves to make this critical 
analysis of the various proposals and have dared to make some bold 
suggestions. We can only hope that these views will receive the serious 
consideration of the Committee, and in the first instance of the super-

 ̂BNDC/PV.177, pp. 9-10.
 ̂ENDO/PV.159, p. 12.
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Powers. We therefore commend these views to the Committee for 
what they are worth.

We sincerely trust that the various Goveriunents represented here 
will use the period of the recess for a thorough reappraisal of the 
various proposals. I join the leader of the United Kingdom dele
gation, Mr. Peter Thomas, in appealing—

. . .  to all participalnts in the Committee to give each proposal full, proper 
and serious consideration; to avoid adherence to previously-adopted positions 
and conditionsi. . . ^

I should like to conclude my statement iby expressing my delega
tion’s appreciation to the Deputy Special Representative of the Secre
tary-General, Mr. Epstein, and his staff for their never-failing co
operation. I should also like to thank the indefatigable interpreters 
and verbatim reporters for their excellent services and patience. And 
for our colleagues we can only wish a good working holiday.

Report of U.S. Observers on Antarctic Inspection, 
May 1964 ^

SECTION I—GENERAL

Pursuant to the provisions of Article VII of the Antarctic Treaty,̂  
the stations tabulated below were inspected by designated United 
States Observers during the 1963-64 austral summer season. Loca
tions of stations visited are shown on the map of Antarctica.

Date
Stations Inspected Insx)ected

Argentin'a
Decepcion  -----------------------------------------22 January 1964
Esperanza— ---------------------------------------------24 January 1964

Ch ile

Gabriel Gonzalez Videla ________________   21 January 1964
Pedro Aguirre Cerda-------------------------------------22 January 1964

F rance

Dumont d’Urville (overflight only)____________ 10 January 1964
N ew  Zealand

Scott  ------------------------------  9 January 1964

i  ̂ENDO/PV.186, p. 39.
^Report of United States Otservers on Inspection of Antarctic Stations, 

1963-64 Austral Summer Season (Departmelnt of State, 1964).
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1552.
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U nited  K ingdom

Base B_______________________
Base F_______________________

U nio n  of S oviet S ocialist R epublics

Mirnyy______________________
Vostok_______________________

OBSERVER PERSONNEL

Inspections were accomplished by two groups of United States 
Observers as follows:

Group A—Stations of Argentina, Chile and United Kingdom 
Mr. Richard H. Hawkins, Jr.
Dr. John L. Buckley 
Dr. George W. Rathjens

Group B—Stations of France, New Zealand and USSR 
Mr. John C. Guthrie 
Dr. Jack P. Ruina 
Dr. Victor B. Scheffer 
Mr. Michel Ivy (Interpreter)

The following personnel were designated as United States Observers 
but did not participate in the inspections:

Mr. Frank G. Siscoe 
Dr. Charles C. Bates

TRANSPORTATION

The United States Coast Guard Icebreaker “Eastwind” transported 
United States Observers to stations in the peninsular area of West 
Antarctica.

United States aircraft based at McMurdo Station, Antarctica, were 
utilized to transport United States Observers to stations in East 
Antarctica.

SCOPE OF INSPECTIONS

All buildings and facilities with a few minor exceptions were in
spected at each station visited. Equipment and scientific instruments 
were examined in sufficient detail to ascertain their use and intended 
purpose. Conversations were held with station leaders and key per
sonnel to ascertain the nature of work programs and activities in order 
to verify that each Antarctic station visited was being used exclusively 
for peaceful purposes.

Observations were recorded in sufficient detail at each station visited 
to determine the general degree of compliance with Article VII, 
paragraph 5 of the Treaty which requires Governments to submit

. 23 January 1964 

. 16 January 1964

. 15 January 1964 

. 12 January 1964
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advance information on activities, principal equipment and arms at 
each station.

In those instances where air transportation was utilized, ground 
inspection of the stations was supplemented by aerial observation of 
the surrounding areas.

SECTION II—SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS
Attitudes of host Government personnel to the inspections were 

frank, helpful, courteous and in keeping with the already existing cor
diality of international relations and cooperation in the Antarctic area.

Access was freely accorded to all buildings and rooms; and there 
were no prohibitions on examining equipment.

Observations revealed a variety of scientific and other peaceful ac
tivities; no evidence of measures of a military nature was found.

No evidence was discovered which would indicate utilization of 
Antarctica for nuclear explosions or the disposal there of radioactive 
waste material.

The scientific work programs, equipment and arms observed were 
found to be in general agreement with the advance information pro
vided by Governments.

In general, personnel in Antarctica were found to be adhering to 
sound practices regarding preservation and conservation of living 
resources in this area. The variations in such practices were extensive, 
however.

The atmosphere of cooperation which has characterized the rela
tionship of all parties to the Antarctic Treaty in respect to matters 
affecting the Antarctic Continent continued to be evident durmg the 
conduct of these inspections.

CONCLUSIONS

Observations made by United States Observers during the inspec
tion of ten Antarctic stations indicated that the activities of the sta
tions visited were being conducted in constpance with the provisions 
and spirit of the Antarctic Treaty. No evidence was revealed by 
these inspections which would indicate that Antarctica is being used 
for other than peaceful purposes.

SECTION III—OBSERVATIONS 

A—ARGENTn^ STATIONS
Decepcion

The principal scientific activities at this Argentine station were ob
served to include meteorological, ionospheric and seismologic obser
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vations and collection of geological and biological samples. This 
station was serving also as a communication center for Argentine 
activities in Antarctica.

Scientific work programs, equipment and arms observed were found 
to be in general agreement with advance information provided by 
the Argentine Government in accordance with Article VII, paragraph 
5 of the Treaty. All equipment examined appeared to be of a stand
ard type and typical of that used for peaceful research of the types 
described above.

A few small arms were the only weapons observed.
There were no indications of wildlife disturbance. Personnel evi

denced an awareness of the need for preservation and conservation 
of living resources in Antarctica.

Esperanza
This Argentine station was observed to be serving as a base for 

exploration, mapping and construction of emergency shelters on the 
Louis Philippe Peninsulia. At the time of the visit, unpacking and 
storing of supplies were the main activities being undertaken.

Its scientific activities were found to include surface meteorology, 
glaciology, tide recordings, and visual observation of aurora. In the 
field of human physiology, the principal interest appeared to lie in 
the adaptation of organisms to low temperatures. Geological and 
biological specimens were being collected.

Work programs and equipment observed were found to be in general 
agreement with advance information provided by the Argentine Gov
ernment in accordance with Article VII, paragraph 5 of the Treaty. 
All equipment examined appeared to be of a standard type and typ
ical of that used for peaceful activities of the types described above.

A few small arms were the only weapons observed.
Work dogs were being kept under control. Seals were being killed 

and used for dog food.
A concrete obelisk had been constructed in 1963 adjacent to the 

stones which are said to be the remains of the Nordenskjold shelter 
for the winter of 1903. An inscription on the obelisk commemorates 
the sojourn of the early explorers.

B—CHILEAN STATIONS

Gabriel Gonzalez Videla
* »

This Chilean station was observed to be engaged primarily in sci
entific activities including synoptic meteorology, seismology and gen
eral biology. Scientific activities during the winter months were 
said to have been substantially curtailed. Summer work was contin-
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uing, however, apparently with some increased emphasis particularly 
in the biological sciences.

Scientific work programs and equipment were found to be in general 
agreement with advance information provided by the Chilean Gov
ernment in accordance with Article VII, paragraph 5 of the Treaty. 
All equipment examined appeared to be of a standard type and typical 
of that used for peaceful research of the types described above.

A few small arms were the only weapons observed.
Station personnel evidenced a keen interest in local wildlife and 

were careful not to disturb birds and seals unnecessarily.

Pedro Aguirre Cerda
This Station was observed to be operating primarily as a supply 

depot for Chilean bases in Antarctica. Its port and airport facili
ties, although limited, were beiag used for transshipment of passen
gers and cargo between Chilean mainland or island ports and other 
Chilean Antarctic bases. Some scientific activities were being car
ried on (largely meteorology).

Following an inspection of the station, a visit was made aboard the 
Naval Transport “Angamos” where the observers were given a com
prehensive briefing and viewed the discharge of cargo.

The work program and equipment and the armament of the Naval 
Transport “Angamos” were observed to be in general agreement with 
information provided by the Chilean Government in accordance with 
Article VII, paragraph 5 of the Treaty. All equipment examined 
appeared to be of a standard type and typical of that used for peace
ful activities of the types described above.

A few small am s at the station and the armament of the “Anga- 
mos”, as reported, were the only weapons observed.

There were no birds nesting near the base and no evidence of wild
life disturbance. Seals were being killed for dog food when available 
in the harbor.

C—FRENCH STATION
Dumont d’Urville

Inspection of the station was limited to an aerial overflight because 
of non-availability of landing facilities at Dumont d’Urville. A 
C-121 aircraft carrying the United States Observers circled overhead 
in the area of the base for approximately one hour. During this time 
four passes at altitudes ranging from 500 ft. to 1600 ft. were made over 
the base for photographic and visual observation purposes. A repre
sentative photograph is reproduced in this report.̂

No indications of activities not permitted by the Treaty were 
observed.

‘ Not printed here.
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D—NEW ZEALAND STATION

Scott
This station was observed to be serving as an Antarctic research 

center. Its scientific activities included aurora and air glow observa
tions, geomagnetic and ionospheric observations, meteorology, upper 
atmosphere physics, and biology. Biological activity was noted to be 
limited to the study of seal population.

Scientific work programs, equipment and arms present were found 
to be in general agreement with the advance information provided by 
the New Zealand Government in accordance with Article VII, para
graph 5 of the Treaty. Scientific equipment observed appeared to be 
of the standard type generally used for the research activity noted 
above.

A few small arms were the only weapons said to be present at this 
station.

Work dogs were being kept under control. Seals were being killed 
and used for dog food, but the local seal population was said to 
remain constant.

E—UNITED KINGDOM STATIONS

Base B
This station was observed to be engaged in scientific activities in

cluding synoptic meteorology, sea ice observations, glaciology, and 
general biology. United Kingdom aircraft utilized in the peninsular 
area were being supported from this base.

The scientific work programs, equipment and arms observed were 
found to be in general agreement with the advance information pro
vided by the United Kingdom Government in accordance with Arti
cle VTI, paragraph 6 of the Treaty. Scientific equipment observed 
appeared to be of the standard type normally associated with the 
peaceful research activities listed albove.

At the time of the inspection a temporary two-man party from RSS 
SHACKELTON was present. This team was utilizing mobile geo
phones and recording equipment in connection with seismic refraction 
studies of the Bransfield Strait.

A few small arins were the only weapons observed.
Ten tons of high explosives with detonators and primers were being 

utilized for seismic refraction work.
Station personnel evidenced both an interest in and knowledge of 

pr^tices for preserving and conserving living resources in the Antarc
tic. Work dogs were beiiig kept under control and seals were being 
killed only as necessary for dog food. Penguins did not appear to 
be molested by station personnel or dogs.
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Base F
This United Kingdom station was observed to be engaged primarily 

in scientific activities including synoptic meteorology, upper air ob
servations, geomagnetism, ozone and solar radiation observations, seis
mology, ionosphere recording, oceanography, glaciology, sea ice ob
servations, aurora and airglow observations, precipitation collections 
for isotope analyses, human physiology and botany.

The scientific work programs, equipment and arms observed were 
found to be in general agreement with the advance information pro
vided by the United Kingdom Oovernment in accordance with Ar
ticle VII, paragraph 5 of the Treaty. Scientific equipment observed 
appeared to be the standard type normally associated with the peace
ful research activities listed above.

A few small arms were the only weapons observed.
Work dogs were being kept under control. Seals were being killed 

only as necessary for dog food. There was no evidence of disturbance 
of bird life.

F—UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS STATIONS

Mirnyy
This Soviet station was ô bserved to be engaged in scientific activities 

including meteorology, upper air observations, cosmic ray research, 
geomagnetism, ionospheric and aurora observations, earth current re
search and seismology. It appeared to be serving as a principal scien
tific and logistical station and communication center for Soviet activi
ties in Antarctica.

This station and surrounding areas were observed from the air. All 
buildings and areas of activity except for a few living quarters were 
inspected including the geomagnetic pavilion, cosmic ray pavilion, 
ionosphere pavilion, seismology station, radio theodolite station and 
the weather balloons launching facility.

Scientific work programs and equipment observed were found to be 
in general agreement with the advance information provided by the 
Soviet Government in accordance with Article VII, paragraph 5 of 
the Treaty. All equipment examined appeared to be of a standard 
type and typical of that used for peaceful research of the type de
scribed above.

There were no arms seen at this station.
No biological program appeared to be in progress and no disturb

ance of wildlife was observed.
Vostok

This Soviet station was observed to be serving as an Antarctic re
search base. Its scientific activities were found to include meteorol
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ogy, upper air observations, cosmic ray research, geomagnetism, iono
spheric research, and geodetic surveying.

This station and surrounding areas were observed from the air; 
and all buildings were inspected including facilities for launching 
weather balloons, an undergromid magnetometer installation and fa
cilities for meteorological observation.

Scientific work programs and equipment observed were found to be 
in general agreement with advance information provided by the So
viet Government in accordance with Article VII, paragraph 6 of the 
Treaty. All equipment examined appeared to be of a standard type 
and typical of that used for peaceful research of the types described 
above.

There were no arms seen at this station.
Vdstok was devoid of any form of Antarctic liviag resources. 

Therefore, observation of conservation practices was not relevant to 
this station.

United States Report to Secretaiy-General Thant on 
Economic Impact of Disarmament, May 8, 1964 ^

Since its report  ̂last year to the Secretary-General on the subject, 
the United States Government has made further progress in develop
ing a programme for studying the opportunities and problems of re- 
allocatiag resources in the economy from defense to non^defense 
purposes.

The principal development in the- Government’s study programme 
was the establishment by the President on 21 December 1963, of a 
high-level interdepartmental committee to co-ordinate the work of 
Federal agencies in evaluating the economib impacts of disarmament 
and changes in defense spending. The following is the text of the 
press release on this subject issued by the White House on 21 
December:

The President today announced the formation of a high-level Government 
committee to coordinate the work of Federal agencies in appraising the eco
nomic impacts of disarmament and changes in defense spending. It will be 
chaired by a member of the Council of Economic Advisers and will replace an 
informal group that began work on this problem last spring. The President 
noted that changes in the composition or total level of defense spending can 
significantly affect jobs and incomes in particular communities or in the 
Nation as a whole.

 ̂B/3898/Add.l, June 3,1964. 
E/3736/Add.l, May 10,1963.
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He stated: “I am confident that our economy can adjust to changes in de
fense spending or arms reduction that may occur. Our experiences after 
World War II and the Korean Conflict prove that. But the Nation as a whole 
and the communities with heavy concentrations of defense industry deserve 
assurance that any changes will be made with as little dislocation as possible. 
This Committee’s work will contribute to the process of smooth and speedy 
ohangeover when such changes occur”.̂

On the same day the President addressed a memorandum to the Sec
retaries of Defense, Conmierce, and Labour, the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the Administrator of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, the Directors of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Office of Emergency Plan
ning, and Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisers and requested them to designate senior officials 
to "serve on the conunittee. The President stated that a member of 
the Council of Economic Advisers would serve as Chairman.̂  Mr. 
Gardner Ackley of the Council subsequently was designated as 
Chairman.

As the result of the establishment of the Committee on the Economic 
Impact of Defense and Disarmament, a number of informal ^ter- 
agency working groups have been formed to investigate particular 
aspects of the economic impact problem. Among the areas under 
investigation are the existing machinery for facilitating adjustments 
to defense changes, industrial conversion problems, and tax and ex
penditure adjustments which reduced defense spending might involve.

Another major development during the year was the initiation of 
a niew effort to trace the industrial and geographic pattern of income 
and employment resulting from defense spending and to develop tech
niques for estimating more precisely the industrial and geographic 
impacts of changes in such spending. Although expenditure data 
are readily available on military prime contracts, a very significant 
share of military procurement receipts ultimately flows to subcon
tractors and suppliers of parts, components,, raw materials, and serv
ices. Elimination of the production of large weapons systems as the 
result of disarmament, for example, would involve substantial changes 
in the output of hundreds of plants in numerous industries and areas 
in the United States.

As part of this general effort, it is expected that the Census Bureau 
will shortly send a questionnaire to plants in the principal defense- 
oriented industries requesting them to identify in so far as possible 
their sales of key products destined for ultimate inclusion in goods sold 
to United States Government agencies, broken down by agency. The

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 649. 
’ lUd., p. 650.
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results of the questionnaire are expected to provide a basis for anal
ysis of the industrial composition and geographic dispersion of a 
major portion of defense-related economic activity.

One aspect of the contract research studies being undertaken by 
the Department of Defense, with support from the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, is the development of 
methodologies for predicting important economic impacts resulting 
from anticipated changes in the level and composition of defense 
expenditures. Once developed, they are expected to provide a means 
for carrying out a system of adequate advance warning to plants, 
industries, and communities of pending changes affecting their 
essential interests.

The Atomic Energy Commission also is engaged in studies of the 
economic impact of changes in spending for fissionable material for 
military purposes, with particular reference to the kinds and num
bers of makers affected at specific locations. Copies of a number of 
reports prepared for the Commission on industrial diversification pos
sibilities at community sites of Commission facilities are Ifansmitted 
herewith.̂  The National Aeronautics and Space Administration like
wise is making studies of the economic effects of the civilian space 
programme, which will complement the other analyses for policy 
planning purposes.

Under its current research programme, the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency has entertained bids on two major 
research projects on economic impacts of reduced defense expendi
ture. Contracts are expected to be signed on these projects very 
shortly. One project concerns the effects on the electronics industry 
of various assumed reductions in military demand for electronics 
products and the problems of and possibilities for shifting output to 
non-defense electronic items. This project is scheduled for completion 
about June 1966. The other project concerns the problem of regional 
economic adjustments to reduced defense demand, it being recognized 
that the regional concentration of defense production in the United 
States will require special consideration in the development of eco
nomic adjustment policies.

The Arms Control and DisaiSnament Agency also is contemplating 
contracting shortly for a small study dealing with the potential role 
of national and regional economic models in facilitating the predic
tion of economic impacts of reduced defense spending and of alterna
tive offset spending policies in the economy.

The Department of Defense and the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency currently are engaged in negotiating with the State of

* Not printed here.
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Washington Bureau of Employment Security for a study tracing the 
movement and re-employment activities of workers recently released 
at the Boeing Company plant in Seattle due to the cancellation of a 
major military contract (the Dyna-Soar contract). It is hoped 
that the study will provide material for useful reference in regard 
to labour mobility and the transfer of defense labour skills to the 
civilian sector of the economy.

Recently the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
has updated and recast the tables which were transmitted to the 
Secretary-General in 1962 as part of the United States country sub
mission  ̂ for use in the preparation of the Consultative Group report 
on the economic and social consequences of disarmament. The United 
States Country Study is being reissued with the revised tables and 
copies will be transmitted to the Secretary-General at an early date, 
as will a short description of the highlights of the revised tables.

The foregoing represent the major study efforts completed, under
way or being initiated during the past year within the Executive 
Branch dealing directly with matters of short-term and long-term ad
justment to resources released by reductions in defense expenditure to 
civilian use.

The Legislative Branch of the United States Government during 
the past year also has manifested greater concern for the problems 
of reallocating resources from defense to civilian purposes. The Sub- 
Committee on Employment and Manpower of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare of the United States Senate held hearings from 
20 May through 5 December 1963, on the training and utilization of 
manpower resources in the economy. In early November the Sub- 
Committee addressed itself specifically to the training and utilization 
of military and defense-associated manpower resources in the economy 
and heard testimony from a wide range of official and private experts 
on the economic aspects of defense and disarmament. An effort is 
being made to obtain for transmittal to the Secretary-General copies 
of pertinent publications on the Sub-Committee hearings which are 
temporarily out of print. Some material on the hearings will be for- 
warded to the Secretary-toeral very shortly.

A further demonstration of Congressional interest in this matter 
is indicated by the fact that five proposals for establishing commis
sions to deal with related matters of automation, technology, man
power needs, and conversion were introduced in the Congress during 
the year. They are:

The Javits Bill (S.J. RES. 105) would authorize the appointment 
of a Presidential Commission on Automation and Employment com-

 ̂See doc. E/3593/Rev.l/Add.l-5 (Sales No. 62.IX.2),
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posed of five representatives each from industry and commerce, and 
labour; two labour mamagement experts; two experts in the field of 
science and technology; and six representatives of the general public. 
The proposed Commission would project technological and economic 
changes over the next ten years, consider the impact of recent changes, 
study the relationship of these to unemployment, and examine ap
propriate actions by management, labour and Federal, State and local 
governments. Their report would be due by 1 January 1965.

The McGovern Bill (S. 2274) would establish a National Economic 
Conversion (Qomi^ssion composed of the heads of nine Executive 
Branch agencies. The Commission wpuld examiae the programmes 
and policies which the Federal Government might adopt to promote 
conversion and in this connexion consider public and private invest
ment patterns. It would provide for the convening of a National 
Conversion Conference, encourage State, local and regional studies, 
and require the establishment of Industrial Conversion Committees in 
firms which are significantly engaged in defense work.

The Hart Bill (S. 2298) proposes a Commission on the Application 
of Technology to Conmiunity and Manpower Needs. The President 
would appoint four members each from the Executive Brancli and 
from labour, industry, local government, and higher education. Two 
members each would be appointed from the Senate, the Hous^ and

  ■

the National Academy of Sciences. The Commission would have sub
poena power and would render a final report by 1 January 1965. The 
Commission would have essentially eight tasks involving a definition 
of unmet community and human needs, and the possible application 
of technology thereto, and the means by which this can be done in 
the most effective way.

The Humphrey Bill (S. 2427) would establish a Commission on 
Automation, Technology, and Employment. It would have ten mem
bers from the Executive Branch, five from the Senate, five from the 
House, three from industry and commerce, three from labour and 
six from the general public. It too would have subpoena power and 
its report would be due in two years.

The Second Hart Bill (S. 2623) proposes a Commission on Auto
mation and Technological Progress. The President would appoint 
fourteen members from persons outside the Government with a com
petency in the areas to be dealt with by the Commission. A Federal 
Government Inter-agency Committee chaired by the Secretary of 
Labor would be established to advise the Commission. The Com
mission would identify and assess the impact of technological and 
economic change over the next ten years and in the past, define immet 
community and human needs and the use of technology in meeting
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these needs, and recommend appropriate actions by management, 
labour, and Federal, State and local governments. The Commission 
would have subpoena power and would render a final report by 
1 J anuary 1966.

It cannot be predicted at this time what legislation, if any, will 
result from these proposals.

State and local governments during the year began to consider 
more intensively the problems which would be created by substantial 
changes in the local economies resulting from shifts in the level or 
composition of national defense expenditures. Planning for specific 
economic alternatives is still to be undertaken in a meaningful way. 
However, certain States like California—which are significantly de
pendent on defense expenditures for income and employment—are 
accelerating their studies of economic growth and development possi
bilities in such way as to enhance greatly the ability of governmental 
and interested private groups in the State to arrive at appropriate 
eqonomic policy decisions in the event of defense spending reductions 
affecting the area. In addition to the studies being undertaken for 
the State Government in California, there are numerous other activi
ties in the State concerned with the evaluation of the problems of 
economic change, including reductions of defense expenditure in the 
State. For example, there are two regularly-held seminars in the 
State, at which representatives of industry, conmierce, finance, the 
academic community, and government consider problems of conver
sion of defense resources to peaceful use. An example of local inter
est on the East Coast in community planning for adjustment to defense

►

expenditure reductions is the resolution of 15 March 1964, passed 
by the Baltimore, Maryland City Council urging the establishment of 
a metropolitan area commission to co-ordinate with the President’s 
Committee on the Economic Impact of Defense and Disarmament 
referred to above. A copy of the Council’s resolution is submitted 
herewith.̂

There continued to be substantial private research in the United 
States on the economic and social consequences of disiarmament. It 
is not possible to list all the relevant studies in the field but copies 
of a selected bibliography on the economic aspects of disarmament 
covering the period 1961 to March 1964 is transmitted herewith.̂  
As of additional assistance there is enclosed a recent compilation of 
studies in progress or recently completed in the field of arms control 
and disarmament, which includes studies on the economic aspects of the 
field. The compilation was prepared by the Bureau of Intelligence

 ̂Not printed here.
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and Research of the Department of State for the Anns Control and 
Disannament Agency.^

While the activities mentioned a;bove are those which in the United 
States appear to be' of most direct relevance to the inquiry of the 
Secretary-General, it may be noted that there is a vast amount of study 
and analysis being imdertaken in the United States, officially and pri
vately, on economic and social matters which do or can contribute 
significantly to understanding the problems of reallocating resources 
in the economy from defense to non-defense purposes.

f m

Question of the availability of data for an international study of
prohlerm in relation to frirm ry commodities

In the absence of established criteria for delineating “primary com
modities, the use of which is significantly dependent, directly or 
indirectly”, on military expenditures, the commodities included in 
the United States stockpile programme plus petroleum, steel, and 
uranium may be considered as appropriate for inclusion in the list 
requested by the Secretary-General. The list of commodities in the 
United States stockpile programme is contained on page 5 of the 
attached recent report^ to the Congress on that programme.

The United States Government 'believes it will be possible to furnish, 
upon request, estimates of the extent to which all or most of the pri
mary commodities in question are dependent, directly or indirectly, 
upon military demand. Such estimates would have to be derived 
from economic and statistical analyses, since there is no established 
statistical reporting system covering the dependence of primary mate
rials on defense-related consumption. It will be understood that in 
a few cases there might be some considerations of national security 
which might make it necessary to limit the scope of information which 
could be provided.

The United States Government could provide from its official trade 
statistics the quantities and values of imports of the commodities in 
question which have their origin in the developing countries and in 
the rest of the world. However, it would not be possible to assign, 
except on a highly arbitrary basis, the proportion of the estimated 
defense-related consumption of such commodities which derive from 
imports, totally and by country of origin. Where consumption is 
dependent entirely or almost entirely upon imports, the defense-related 
share of such consumption of course also would depend entirely or 
almost entirely on imports.

^Department of State, Studies in Progress or Recently Completed: Arms Con
trol and Disarmament. ACD-3, May 1964.

^Office of Emergency Planning, Executive Office of the President, Stockpile 
Report to the Congress, January-June 1963. (Footnote in original)



210 DCX3UMENTS ON DISARMAMENT/ 1964

The amounts presently in the United States stockpile can be used 
for purposes of estimating the amounts of primary commodities which 
might be released from public inventories in the event of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control which 
could make unnecessary strategic stockpiling. However, as noted in 
the United States country submission on the economic and social con
sequences of disarmament, disposals from the strategic stockpile, as 
established by law, provide for “the protection of the United States 
against avoidable loss on the sale or transfer of the material to be 
released and the protection of producers, and consumers against avoid
able disruption of their usual markets . . It would appear pos
sible to provide some estimates of private inventories which might be 
affected by a process of general and complete disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee CExtract}, 
June 9, 1964 ^

* 4

• • • • • • •
«

Today the Soviet delegation wishes to inform the Conunittee that 
we have analysed the course of the negotiations in the Committee from 
January to April this year. We have reported our conclusions to the 
Soviet Government, and have been given firm instructions to avail 
ourselves in the course of future work of every possibility to achieve 
an agreement on disarmament. Whenever difficulties are encountered 
in solving any important political problem, the Soviet Government 
always starts out from the premise that increased efforts must be made 
to overcome them. Our Government is, of course, guided by this 
approach also in regard to the negotiations on the disarmament prob
lem—the most important problem of present-day international 
relations. i

Accordingly, in. the days and weeks ahead the Soviet delegation will 
exert the utmost efforts to facilitate mutual understanding and ensure 
a movement forward in the main direction of our work—in the nego
tiations on general and complete disarm^ent. We expect the same 
of our partners in the negotiations. This is the duty of all the mem
bers of the Committee, and elementary logic tells us that success can 
be achieved only if tliis duty is complied with by all of them. A

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, p. 274. 
= ENDC/PV.188, pp. 16-19.
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unilateral solution of the disarmament problem is just as impossible 
as unilateral disarmament. We should be insincere if we did not say 
in this connexion that not all our partners in the negotiations in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee—I have in mind in this case the Western 
Powers— ĥave so far shown, in our opinion, the necessary desire to 
achieve an agreement.

The participants in the negotiations are aware of the steps which 
the Soviet Government has already taken to help to bring closer to
gether the positions on the programme of general and complete dis
armament and partictdarly on the question on which the co-ordination 
of this programme depends above all— t̂he question of the elimination 
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. It was this purpose, the purpose 
of bringing the positions closer together, that we pursued in sub
mitting the proposal that the Soviet Union and the United States of 
America should retain, until the end of the entire disarmament proc
ess, a strictly limited and agreed quantity of intercontinental, anti
missile and ground-to-air missiles with nuclear warheads.̂  Our 
proposal for a so-called “nuclear umbrella” gives a constructive answer 
to the fears expressed by the Western Powers regarding the security 
of States during the process of disarmament if the. means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons were to be eliminated in the very first stage. While 
we do not share these fears, we are prepared, however, to take into 
account the fact that the other side has them. And we express our 
appreciation to all delegations which have voiced at meetings of the 
Comnuttee their positive attitude towards this flexible position of the 
Soviet Union on this key question and their understanding of the 
important significance of our proposal.

At present we are taking yet another step forward to meet the 
Western Powers. They have repeatedly expressed a desire to proceed 
to a detailed consideration of specific questions connected with our 
proposal for a “nuclear umbrella”. Bearing that desire in mind, we 
are prepared to participate immediately in the consideration of such 
specific questions in an appropriate working body, if the Committee 
approves, as proposed by the delegation of India before the recess,̂  the 
proposal for a “nuclear umbrella” as a basis for the solution of the 
problem of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.

We are prepared to participate in the most active manner in business
like, concrete work also in regard to agreeing on individual measures 
aimed at easing international tension and slowing the arms race. We 
are convinced that here too there is a wide field for serious joint work, 
for a joint search for ways and means of arriving at specific agree

 ̂Ante  ̂ p. 22.
* Ante, pp. 107-111.
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ments. Our proposals for measures aimed at further reducing interna
tional tension and slowing the arms race are known to the members of 
the Committee from the document which was submitted by the Soviet 
Government at the very beginning of the work of the Committee in 
1964 and circulated as an official document of the Committee.̂  The 
Soviet Government proposes that agreement be reached here in the 
Committee on the elimination of bomber aircraft, on a further reduc
tion of the military budgets of States, on a reduction of the total num
bers of their armed forces, on the withdrawal or, in. the initial period, 
a reduction of foreign troops stationed in the territories of other 
countries and on the liquidation of military bases in such countries, on 
the establishment of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world, 
on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, on the conclusion of a 
non-aggression pact between the countries of NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty, on measures to prevent surprise attack, and on the banning of 
all underground nuclear weaipon tests.

On each of the measures, basing ourselves on the desire to find points 
of contact rather than to deepen the divergencies, we are prepared to 
carry on businesslike negotiations in an effort to arrive at a solution of 
the questions arising that would be acceptable to the other participants. 
Of course, we are prepared to participate with the same objectiveness 
and clearness of purpose in considering also those proposals on individ
ual measures for slowing the arms race which have been submitted by 
other participants in the negotiations and which are really directed 
towards that aim.

We should like to draw particular attention to the need for all the 
participants in the negotiations to increase their efforts to achieve an 
agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. In the prac
tical situation which is taking shape in the world today, especially if 
one takes into consideration the rapid rate of scientific and technolog
ical progress, it can be asserted quite definitely that an agreement on 
the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons must be concluded without 
delay. Such an agreement would have an enormous stabilizing effect. 
It would avert many dangers and could become the turning-point to
wards a practical solution of the whole problem of disarmament.

It is well known that at present there is in fact only one real obstacle 
to a positive solution of the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons. That obstacle is the plan to create a NATO multilateral 
nuclear force, within which access to nuclear weapons and to participa
tion in the control, possession and disposal of such weapons would be 
granted to several NATO States which at present do not possess nu
clear weapons, and in the first place to Western Germany— t̂he only

‘ Ante, pp. 12-17.
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European State which demands a revision of the frontiers established 
as a result of the Second World War. If the elimination of that ob
stacle could be brought about by joint efforts, it would be mmiediately 
possible for the Committee to work out and agree on a draft treaty on 
the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons.

The nineteenth session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations will convene in a few months’ time. We should like to hope 
that, by concentrating our efforts on the main problems of the negotia
tions, by taking as our ^ id e 'the desire to achieve mutually-acceptable 
solutions, by showing good will and exerting still greater efforts, the 
participants in the negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
will be able to report to the General Assembly of the United Nations— 
the highest forum of States in the world— ât least the first agreements 
on disarmament.

Speaking on 12 May 1964 at a meeting in Abu Zabal, in the United 
Arab Republic, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, said:

We stand for peace among the peoples and for general disarmament, and we 
shall not relax our efforts, the aim of which is that the people of various 
countries should come to the reasonable conclusion fhat an end must be put 
to the production of arms ^ d  other means of destruction. We should like the 
efforts of all States to be directed towards peaceful purposes and, in particu
lar, towards the production of such “arms”, such “munitions", as would serve, 
not to destroy people, but to prolong their lives and strengthen their health.

We, the Soviet people, are profoundly convinced that, however 
great the difficulties may be, success in the disarmament negotiations 
can be achieved. It pertains not to the realm of fantasy but to the 
realm of the possible. Let us make it a reality. The Soviet delega- 
•tion begins the new stage of the negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee with the firm intention of making the maximum useful 
contribution to these negotiations, being guided by the Soviet Govern
ment’s firm instructions to do everything possible for the success of 
these negotiations.
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Resolution of the United Nations Conference on Trade 
and Development, June 15, 1964^

General Princi'ple Twelve
All countries recognize that a significant portion of resources re

leased in successive stages as a result of the conclusion of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament imder effective international 
control should be allocated to the promotion of economic development 
in developing countries.

Agreement Between the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and the United States on the Application of 
Safeguards to Four Reactors, June 15, 1964^

W hereas the Government of the United States of America (herein
after called the “United States”), desiring to lend its support to the 
expanded safeguards programme of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (hereinafter called the “Agency”) has invited the Agency to 
apply its safeguards to the Yankee Nuclear Power Station and to the 
Brookhaven Graphite, the Brookhaven Medical, and the Piqua Re-

 ̂E/OONF.46/L.28, Annex A, p. 15. Adopted by a rollcall vote of 8S to 1, with 
30 abstentions:

For: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Chile,* 
Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Leopoldville), Cyprus, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Ethiopia, France, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea  ̂
Haiti, Honduras, Indoinesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Monaco, Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Portugal, 
Republic of Korea, Republic of Viet-Nam, Rumania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Uganda, U.A.R., United Republic of Tanganyika and Zanzibar [Tanzania], Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vatican City, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against: U.S.
Abstentions: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian S.S.R., Can

ada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Federal Republic of Germamy, Fin
land, Hungary, Iceland, Ir;eland, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Mongolia, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, San Marino, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Turkey, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., U.K.

*TIAS 5 ^ .  The agreement was signed on June 15. 1964, and entered into 
force Aug. 1,1964.
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actor Facilities, all of which have been established in the United States 
of America without any assistance from the Agency;

W hereas the Board of Goyemors of the Agency (hereinafter called 
the “Board”) has accepted such invitation on 11 June 1964.

Now, THEREFORE, the Agency and the United States agree as follows:

A r t i(}l e  I

JJse of BemtoTs for Peaceful Purposes
Section 1, The United States hereby undertakes that, during the 

term of this Agreement, the following reactor facilities (hereinafter 
called the “reactor facilities”) will not be used in such a way as to 
further any military purpose:

(a) The Yankee Nuclear Power Station, located in the town of 
Rowe, Massachusetts, a nominal 600 thermal megawatt, pressurized 
light-water moderated and ĉooled, slightly enriched uranium fuelled 
reactor, owned and operated by the Yankee Atomic Electric Company;

(b) The Brookhaven Graphite Research Reactor Facility, located 
at Brookhaven National Laiboratory, Upton, Suffolk County, Long 
Island, New York, a nominal 20 thermal megawatt, graphite mod
erated, air cooled, 90 per cent enriched uranium fuelled reactor, owned 
by the United States Atomic Energy Commission (hereinafter called 
the “Commission”) and operated by Associated Universities, Inc.;

(c) The Brookhaven Medical Research Reactor Facility, located 
at Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, Suffolk County, Long 
Island, New York, a nominal 3 thermal megawatt, light-water mod
erated and cooled, 90 per cent enriched uranium fuelled reactor, owned 
by the Commission and operated by Associated Universities, Inc.;

(d) The Piqua Organic Moderated Reactor Facility, located at 
Piqua, Miami County, Ohio, a nominal 45.5 thermal megawatt, or
ganic cooled and moderated power reactor using slightly enriched 
uranium fuel, owned by the Commission and operated by the city of 
Piqua.

- r

Section The United States also undertakes that, during the term 
of this Agreement, the following will not be used i]j such a way as to 
further any military purpose: ,

I ‘ ’

(a) Any special fissionable material produced during the term 
of this Agreement at the reactor facilities (hereinafter called “pro
duced material”) , or materials substituted therefor;

(b) Nuclear material while it is being processed or used in any of 
the reactor facilities;

(c) Nuclear material while it is intermixed with material to which 
Agency safeguards are applied under this Agreement.
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Section 3. The Agency hereby agrees to apply safeguards, in ac
cordance with the provision of this Agreement during the period speci
fied in Section 24, to ensure that the reactor facilities and the materials 
specified in Sections 1 and 2 respectively will not be used in such a way 
as to further any military purpose.

Section It is understood that there need be no application of 
safeguards to the materials specified in Section 2, except to the extent 
that the quantity of that type of PJSf material in the United States of 
America is in excess o f:

(a) In the case of natural uranium or depleted uranium with a 
urani'um-235 content of 0.5 per cent or greater—10 metric tons;

(b) In the case of depleted uranium with a uranium-235 content 
of less than 0.5 per cent— 2̂0 metric tons;

(c) In the case of thorium— 2̂0 metric tons; or
(d) In the case of special fissionable material: plutonium, ura

nium-233 or fully enriched uranium or its equivalent in the case of 
partially enriched uranium— 2̂00 grams.

Section 5. The United States undertakes to facilitate the applica
tion of such safeguards and to co-operate with the Agency to that end.

Section 6. It is understood that the facilities and materials subject 
to Agency safeguards under this Agreement will be considered not to 
be used in furtherance of any military purpose, regardless of what 
organization sponsors or conducts such use when:

(a) Such facilities or materials are used in a recognized area, of 
basic research, or

J f L  i

(b) The specific application or applications toward which the 
work is directed are peaceful, ,

the results of which are to be published in open literature or will, on 
request, be made available to the Ageaicy for possible publication.

A k ticle  II  

Application of Agency Safeguards
i  1 , \

Section 7. An initial inventory of the facilities and materials to 
be placed under Agency safeguards in accordance with Section 3 shall 
be submitted by the United Stat^ to the Agency. The Agency shall 
commence applying safeguards under this Agreement upon its entry 
into force.

>

Section 8. The United States shall notify the Agency by means of 
routine safeguards reports of any material produced, during the period 
covered by the report, by the reactor facilities, provided that any such 
produced material shall be subject to safeguards by the Agency from 
the time it is produced. The Agency may verify the calculations of the



IAEA-U.S. AGREEMENT, JUNE 15 217

amounts of such materials and, pending resolution of any differences 
between the Agency and the United -States, the Agency’s calculations 
will govern.

Section 9, Agency safeguards applied to nuclear material pur
suant to this Agreement shall be suspended while such material is 
transferred to any other State or group of States solely for the purpose 
of processing, reprocessing, or testing under an agreement between 
the United States and the other State or group of States approved 
by the Agency, or is transferred, under an arrangement approved 
by the Agency, to a facility within the United States of America to 
which safeguards are not applied, provided that in either case:

(a) The agreement or the arrangement requires that there be 
placed under safeguards by the Agency, at a time to be agreed and with 
due allowance for processing losses, an amount of the same type of 
nuclear material at least equal to such trausferred material and not 
otherwise subject to safeguards (hereinafter called “substituted mate
rial”) ; or

(b) The quantities of such transferred material are not at any 
time in excess o f:

(i) In the case of natural uranium or depleted uranium with a 
uranium-23 5̂ content of 0.5 per cent or greater—10 metric tons;

(ii) In the case of depleted uranium with a uranium-235 con
tent of less than 0.5 per cent— 2̂0 metric tons;

(iii) In the case of thorium— 2̂0 metric tons;
(iv) In the case of special fissionable material: plutonium, 

uranium-233 or fully enriched uranium or its equivalent in the case of 
partially enriched uranium—1000 grams.

Af

In the case of ̂ materials safeguarded pursuant to this Agreement, the 
Agency undertakes to give any requisite approvals necessary to allow 
the suspension of safeguards within the United States of America.

Section 10. The United States shall notify the Agency of any 
transfer of produced or substituted milerial to a recipient which is 
not imder the jurisdiction of the United States. Such materials shall 
upon such transfer cease to be subject to Agency safeguards under this 
Agreement, provided that:

(a) Safeguards by the Agency continue to apply to such materials 
or to substituted materials; or

*

(b) Other safeguards generally consistent with Agency safe
guards, and acceptable to the United States and the Agency, will apply 
to such materials.

Section 11. Safeguards suspended pursuant to Section 9 shall re
main suspended for as long as the substituted material remains subject
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to Agency safeguards or as long as the quantities of the materials for 
which no substitution was made do not exceed the limits specified in 
Section 9(b). When and if the produced material is returned to 
Agency safeguards under this Agreement, Agency safeguards will 
cease to apply to the substituted material.

Section 12. The safeguards to be applied by the Agency are those 
specified in Part V of the Principal Safeguards Docmnent and in 
Part C of the Additional Safeguards Document.

Section 13, If the Board determines, in accordance with Article 
sX II. 0  of the Statute,  ̂ that there has been any non-compliance with 
this Agreement, the Board shall call upon the United States to remedy 
forthwith such non-compliance and shall make such reports as shall 
be appropriate. In the event of failure by the United States to take 
fully corrective action within a reasonable time:

(a) The Board may suspend the Agency’s responsibility under 
Section 3 to apply safeguards for such time as the Board determines 
the Agency cannot effectively apply the safeguards provided for in 
this Agreement; and

(b) The Board may take such measures prescribed in Article 
XII. C df the Statute as may be appropriate.

A rticle III 

Agency Inspectors
. . a .

Section Agency inspectors performing functions pursuant to 
this Agreement shall be governed by paragraphs 1 through 7 and 9, 
10,12 and 14 of the Inspectors Document and by paragraph 41 of the 
Principal Safeguards Document. Paragraph 4 of the Inspectors 
Document does not apply to any facility to which the Agency’s inspec
tors shall have access at all times. The Agency may designate one or 
more inspectors to be stationed in the United States of America for 
the purpose of continuous inspection of such facilities or for the 
purpose of performing an indefinite number of discrete inspections, 
including the right to inspect such facilities without advance notice. 
Whenever the United States avails itself of the provisions of Section 
9(a) or 10 concerning substituted material, it is understood that, with 
respect to the right of access of Agency inspectors within the United 
States of America, the requirements of paragraph 9 of the Inspectors 
Document shall be satisfied by affording Agency inspectors access to 
the substituted materials. It is also understood that with respect to 
verifying the peaceful character of any research work performed at a 
facility subject to this Agreement, the requirements of paragraph 9 of 
the Inspectors Document with respect to access by inspectors shall be

‘ TIAS 3873 ; 8 UST1107.
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satisfied by according the inspectors access to that facility and per
sonnel carrying out such research or work and to the documentation on 
hand at that facility.

Section 15. The provisions of the International Organizations 
Immunities Act  ̂ of the United States shall apply to Agency inspec
tors performing functions in the United States of America under this 
Agreement and to any property of the Agency used by them in the 
performance of their functions.

A rticle IV

Use of Information hy the Agency
Section 16, The Agency shall not publish nor communicate to any 

State, organization or person not on its staff any information obtained 
by it under this Agreement, other than sunmiarized information about 
the facilities and materials being safeguarded under this Agreement, 
except with the consent of the United States. Specific details concern
ing the safeguards activities of the Agency under this Agreement may 
be disseminated to the Board and to appropriate Agency staff mem
bers as neces^ry for the Agency to fulfil its safeguards responsi
bilities under this Agreement.

A rticle V
Finance

Section 17. In connection with the implementation of this Agree
ment all expenses incurred by or at the written request or direction of 
the Agency, its inspectors or other officials shall be borne by the 
Agency. Any expenses for equipment, accommodation, or transport 
furnished pursuant to paragraph 6 of the Inspectors Document shall 
be borne by the Agency.

A rticle VI

Settlement of Disputes
Section 18. A nj dispute arising out of the interpretation or appli

cation of this Agreement which is not settled by negotiation or such 
other means as may be agreed by the parties, shall on the request of 
either party be submitted to an arbitral tribunal composed of three 
arbitrators. Each party shall be entitled to designate one arbitrator, 
and the two arbitrators so designated shall elect a third, who shall be 
the Chairman. I f  within thirty days of the request for arbitration 
either party has not designated an arbitrator, the other party may 
request the President of the International Court of Justice to appoint 
an arbitrator. The same procedure shall apply if, within thirty days 
of the designation or appointment of the second arbitrator, the third

' 59 Stat. 669; 22 U.S.C, § 288 note.
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arbitrator has not been elected. A majority of the members of the 
arbitral tribunal shall constitute a quorum, and all decisions shall be 
made by majority vote. The arbitral procedure shall be fixed by the 
tribunal. Upon application by either party, and if necessary to ensure 
that this Agreement continues to function effectively, the arbitral 
tribunal shall be empowered to make interim decisions and to issue 
interim orders pendiag a final decision on any dispute, except with 
respect to matters covered by Section 19. The final decision and in
terim orders and decisions of the tribunal, iucludiag all rulings con
cerning its constitution, procedure, jurisdiction and the division of the 
expenses of arbitration between the parties, shall be binding on both 
parties and shall be implemented by them. The remuneration of the 
arbitrators shall be determiaed on the same basis as that of ad hoc 
judges of the International Court of Justice under Article 32, para
graph 4, of the Statute of the Court.̂

Section 19. Decisions of the Board concerning the inability of the 
Agency to apply safeguards or concerning any non-compliance with 
this Agreement, taken pursuant tp Section 13, shall, if they so provide, 
immediatiely be given effect by the parties, pending the conclusion of 
any consultation, negotiation or arbitration that may be or may have 
been invoked with regard to the dispute.

A rticle VII

Agency Safeguards System cmd Defmitions
Section 20. The terms “application of safeguards”, “Board”, “de

pleted uranium”, “Director General”, “nuclear material”, “PN mate
rial”, “reactor”, “reactor facility”, “special fissionable material” and 
“Statute” have the same meanrug in iMs Agreement as they do in the 
Principal Safeguards Docxraient. The term “substituted material” 
refers to material described in Section 9 (a). “Equivalent” amounts 
of special fissionable materials for purposes of Sections 4 (d) and 
9(b) (iv) shall 'be as defined by the equation in the Appendix to the 
Principal Safeguards Document; the equivalent amiounts of plutonium 
and are the same as for fully enriched uraaium.

Section 21. The term “Agency safeguards” refers to the proce
dures for safeguarding reactors and related nuclear materials as set 
forth in the Principal Safeguards Document (INFCIRC/26, ap
proved by the Board on 31 January 1961)  ̂and the Additional Safe
guards Document (rN’FCIRC/26/Add. 1, approved by the Board on 
26 February 1 9 6 4 ) and with respect to Agency inspectors, the Inspec-

 ̂59 Stat. 1059.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, pp. 21-33.
* Ante, pp. 66-68.
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tors Bocument (GO (V) /INF/39, Annex, placed in effect by the Board 
on 29 June 1961). In the event the Agency modifies those docmnents, 
the parties may agree to apply any or all such modifications for 
purposes of this Agreement.

Aimcoj VIII

AmeTidmmb  ̂Entry mto Force amd Duration
Section Upon the request of either party there shall be con

sultation between them ooneeming the 'amendment of'this Agreement.
Section This Agreement shall enter into force, after signature

by or for the Director General and by aii autihorized representative of 
the United States, on the date on which the Agency accepts the initial 
inventory provided for ia Section 7.̂

Section 2If- This Agreement shall remain in force for a period of 
five years unless sooner terminated by either party on six months’ 
notice to the other party or a;t such time as may otherwise 'be agreed.

Section 25, The duration of this Agreement may -be extended by 
mutual agreement of the .parties.

Done in Vienna, this 15th day of June 1964, in duplicate in the 
English language.

For the INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ^  SiGVABD E k lu n d
ENERGY AGENCY:

For the GOVERNMENT OF THE H enut D . S mxth
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:

[s e a l]

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen Na
tion Disarmament Committee: Working Group on 
Nuclear Delivery Vehicles [Extract}, June 16, 1964 *

• • • • • • •

I propose now to make an initial response to the suggestion made by 
Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin on 9 June.

Mr. Zorin proposed that an appropriate working organ e^ b - 
lished for detailed consideration of the problem of nuclear delivery 
vehicles within the framework of general and complete disarmament.

 ̂Aug. 1, 1964.
“ ENDC/PV.190, pp. 46-48.



222 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

He attaclied a condition to his participation in such a working group. 
That condition was that—

. . . the Connnittee approves, as proiKXsed by the delegation of India before 
the recess, . . . the proposal for a “nuclear umbrella” as a basis for the solu
tion of the problem of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.^

If this means that we must first accept the latest Gromyko proposal 
in principle then Mr. Zorin must know that his suggestion is not ac
ceptable to the United States. We understand the latest Gromyko 
proposal to require elimination of about 97 to 99 per cent of all nuclear 
delivery vehicles in eighteen months. This would occur without in
spection for hidden vehicles and without improvement in the methods 
for keeping the peace. We have stated that understanding to the 
Conference. It has not been contradicted by the Soviet delegation. 
Both Mr. Fisher, when he was here, and I have made it clear that, if 
that was what the Gromyko proposal contemplated, the United States 
could not agree to it either in principle or as the basis for negotiations.

As I indicated on 11 Februaiy, such a proposal would rapidly alter 
in favour of the Soviet Union the present mix of armaments upon 
which the existing rough balance is based.̂  My delegation has pointed 
out repeatedly that the United States is not prepared to make such im
mediate, drastic and unbalanced reductions in its nuclear forces— p̂ar
ticularly not without verification procedures to assure us that other 
Powers were doing the same, nor without peace-keeping institutions 
to prevent the use of force in the resolution of disputes. We stated 
flatly on 31 March that we could not—

. . . accept that proposal in principle as a means of getting on with our 
work.®

Thus, if this is the Soviet condition to participation in a working 
group, the Soviet delegation must have known that we could not agree 
to such a working group. If, on tihe other hand, Mr. Zorin means 
by the phrase “nuclear umbrella” that both sides would retain an 
agreed portion of their nuclear vehicles to the end of the disarmament 
process, then we already have an agreement in principle. I made this 
clear on 11 February, and 'Sir Paul Mason has made it clear again 
today.

The United States plan contemplates a “nuclear umbrella”.̂  It 
provides for the retention of nuclear delivery vehicles in national 
arsenals to the end of the disarmament process. The United States

 ̂Mr. 2Jorin’s statement appears antê  pp. 210-213. E\)r the Indian proposal, see 
ante, pp. 107-111.

Ante, p. 40.
 ̂Ante, p. 134.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382.
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plaii jis designed to accomplish the elimination of such vehicles on both 
sides within a reasonable time frame in a manner fully consi^ent with 
the Agreed Principles.^ It proceeds in orderly and balanced fashion. 
It does not attempt the elimination of 97 to 99 per cent of all nuclear 
delivery vehicles in one short stage. Procedures to assure against 
clandestine violations and to strengthen peace-keeping institutions 
would be carried out in all three stages.

In spite of Mr. Zorin’s charges to the contrary today, we firmly be
lieve that a plan such as this is the most practical way of attaining our 
objective. For this reason, we do not propose to withdraw the United 
States proposal from consideration by this Conference. It may be 
that the Soviet representative did not have in mind the exclusion of the 
United States and other plans froih study by the working group he 
has proposed. If this is the basis on which the Soviet delegation has 
suggested a working group, then we welcome the proposal as a step 
forward.

With that in mind, I make the following response for my Govern
ment to Mr. Zorin’s suggestion.

First, we agree to the establishment of a technical working group 
to deal with the problem of nuclear delivery vehicles.

Second, the terms of reference of the working group should be con
sistent with the appropriate item of the agreed procedure of work 
for general and complete disarmament. That item, number 5 (b), 
includes—

Disarmameiit measures in regard to nuclear weapons delivery vehicles, in
cluding the problems pertaining to the production of such vehiclea, together 
with appropriaite control measures. . . .*

Third, all proposals and considerations relevant to this agenda item 
should be open for discussion in such a working group.

We believe that such a working group could give real impetus to on© 
of the most significant areas of our work here. The Committee will 
never get far in solving this important problem unless, as has been 
said this morning, it moves from generalities to details. To move 
ahead, we need agreement on specific proposals, as well as on general 
principles. With the help of specialists who understand the intricate 
nature of nuclear delivery vehicles and their impact upon the present 
balance between the two sides, greater progress should indeed be 
possible.

 ̂ma., 1961, pj>. 4S&-442.
’ 1962, vol. II, p. 680.
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NATO Agreement for Cooperation Regarding Atomic 
Information, Jime 18, 1964^

P reamboi

The Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty, signed at Washington on 
4th April, 1949,̂

Recognising that their mutual security and defence requires that 
they be prepared to meet the contingencies of atomic warfare, and 

Recognising that their common interest will be advanced by making 
available to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and its member 
states information pertinent thereto, and 

Taking into consideration the United States Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, which was prepared with these purposes in mind,̂  

Acting on their own behalf and on behalf of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization,

Agree as follows:

A r tic le  I

In accordance with and subject to the requirements of the United 
States Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Government of the 
United States of America will, while the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization continues to make substantial and material contributions to 
the mutual defence and security, co-operate by communicating, from 
time to time, to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and its mem
ber states, while they continue to make such contributions, atomic 
information in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement, 
provided that the Government of the United States of America de
termines that such co-operation will promote and will not constitute 
an unreasonable risk to its defence and security.

A rhclb II

Paralleling the undertaking of the Government of the United States 
of America under this Agreement, the other member states of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization will, to the extent they deem 
necessary, communicate to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
including its military and civilian elements, and to member states 
atomic information of their own origin of the same types provided 
for in this Agreement. The terms and conditions governing these 
communications by other member states will be the subject of sub-

 ̂TIAS 5768; 16 UST109. Entered into force Mar. 12,1965.
* TIAS 1964; 63 Stat. (pt. 2) 2241.
® 68 Stat. 919; 42 U.S.O. §§ 2011 ff.



NATO ATOMIC AGREEMENT, JUNE 18 225

sequent agreements, but will be the same or similar to the terms and 
conditions specified in this Agreement.

A r tic lb  III

The Government of the United States of America will communicate 
to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, including its military 
and civilian elements, and to member states of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization requiring the atomic information in connection 
with their functions related to NATO missions, such atomic infor
mation as is determined by the Government of the United States of 
America to be nece^ary to :

(a) the development of defence plans;
(b) the training of personnel in the employment of and defence 

against atomic weapons and other military applications of atomic 
energy;

(c) the evaluation of the capabilities of potential enemies in the 
employment of atomic weapons and other military applications of 
atomic energy; and

(d) the development of delivery systems compatible with the atomic 
weapons which they carry.

A rtic le  IV

1. Co-operation under this Agreement will be carried out by the 
Government of the United States of America in accordance with its 
applicable laws.

2. Tinder this Agreement there will be no transfer by the Govern
ment of the United States of America of atomic weapons, non-nuclear 
parts of atomic weapons, or non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons 
systems involving Restricted Data.

3. The atomic information communicated by the Government of the 
United States of America pursuant to this Agreement shall be used 
exclusively for the preparation or implementation of NATO defence 
plans and activities and the development of dejlivery systems in the 
common interests of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

A rticle V

1, Atomic information communicated pursuant to this Agreement 
shall be accorded full security protection under applicable NATO 
regulations and procedures, agreed security arrangements, and na
tional legislation and regulations. In no case will the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization or its member states maintain security standards 
for the safeguarding of atomic information less restrictive than those 
set forth in the pertinent NATO security regulations and other agreed
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security arrangements in effect on the date this Agreement comes into 
force.

2. The establishment and co-ordination of the security programme 
in all NATO military and civilian elements will be effected under the 
authority of the North Atlantic Council in conformity with procedures 
set forth in agreed security arrangements.

3. Atomic information communicated by the Government of the 
United States of America pursuant to this Agreement will be made 
available through channels for communicating atomic information 
now existing or as may be hereafter agreed.

4. Atomic information communicated or exchanged pursuant to this 
Agreement shall not be communicated or exchanged by the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization or persons under its jurisdiction to any 
unauthorized persons or, except as provided in paragraph 5 of this 
article, beyond the jurisdiction of that Organization.

5. Unless otherwise specified by the Government of the United 
States of America, United States atomic information provided to the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization may be communicated by the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization to its member states as necessary 
to carry out functions related to NATO missions, provided that dis
semination of such atomic information within such member states is 
limited to those specific individuals concerned with the NATO mis
sions for which the information is required. Member states agree 
that atomic information so received from the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization or otherwise pursuant to this Agreement will not be 
transferred to unauthorised persons or beyond the jurisdiction of the 
recipient member state; however, such information may be communi
cated to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization or, when authorised 
by the Government of the United States of America, to other member 
states requiring the information for functions related to NATO 
missions.

A rticle VI

Other provisions of this Agreement notwithstanding, the Govern
ment of the United States of America may stipulate the degree to 
which any of the atomic information made available by it to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization or member states may be disseminated, 
may specify the categories of persons who may have access to such 
information, and may impose such other restrictions on the dissemi
nation of information as it deems necessary.

A rticle  VII

1. A Party receiving atomic information under this Agreement shall 
use it for the purposes specified herein only. Any inventions or dis-
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coveries resulting from possession of such information on the part of 
a recipient Party or persons under its jurisdiction shall bo made 
available to the Government of the United States of America for 
defence purposes without charge in accordance with such arrange
ments as may be agreed and shall be safeguarded in accordance with 
the provisions of Article V of this Agreement.

2. The application or use of any information communicated under 
this Agreement shall be the responsibility of the Party receiving it; 
the Party communicating the information does not provide any indem
nity or warranty with respect to its application or use.

A rticle VIII
Nothing in this Agreement shall be considered to supersede or other

wise affect bilateral agreements between Parties to this Agreement 
providing for co-operation in the exchange of atomic information.

A rticle IX

For the purposes of this Agreement:
t

(a) “Atomic weapon” means any device utilising atomic energy, 
exclusive of the means for transporting or propelling the device 
(where such means is a separable and divisible part of the device), the 
principal purpose of which is for use as, or for development of, a 
weapon, a weapon prototype, or a weapon test device.

(b) “Atomic information” to be provided by the Government of the 
United States of America under this Agreement means information 
which is designated “Kestricted Data” or “Formerly Restricted Data” 
by the Government of the United States of America.

A rticle X

1. This Agreement shall enter into force upon receipt by the Gov
ernment of the United States of America of notification from all Par
ties to the North Atlantic Treaty that they are willing to be bound by 
the terms of the Agreement.^

2. The Government of the United States of America will inform all 
parties to the North Atlantic Treatyj and will also inform the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, of each notification and of the entry 
into force of this Agreement.

3. This Agreement shall remain in force until terminated by unani
mous agreement or superseded by another agreement, it being under
stood, however, that termination of this Agreement as a whole shall 
not release any Party from the requirements of this Agreement to safe
guard information made available pursuant to it.

 ̂Mar. 12,1965 [footnote in original].
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A rticle XI

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article VI (4) of the Agreement 
between the Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty for Co-operation 
regarding Atomic Information, signed in Paris on 22nd June, 1955,̂  
the present Agreement shall upon its entry into force supersede the 
above-mentioned Agreement, it being understood, however, that in
formation communicated under that Agreement shall 'be considered 
for all purposes to have been communicated under the provisions of 
this Agreement.

A rticle XII

This Agreement shall bear the date on which it is opened for signa
ture and shall remain open for signature until it has been signed by 
all the States Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty.

In witness whereof the undersigned Representatives have signed 
the present Agreement on behalf of their respective States, members 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and on behalf of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization.

Done at Paris this 18th day of June 1964, in the English and French 
languages, both texts being equally authoritative, in a single original 
which shall be deposited in the archives of the Government of the 
United States of America. The Government of the United States of 
America shall transmit certified copies thereof to all the signatory and 
acceding States.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Reduction 
of Military Budgets, June 25, 1964 ^

Since, in accordance with the procedure we have adopted, the Soviet 
delegation is submitting today some detailed observations on one of 
the collateral measures—reduction of military budgets—I do not in
tend to touch upon any other questions, in particular the questions 
which have been dealt with today in the statements made by other 
representatives. We can, of course, revert to those questions at a later 
date, after we have made a careful study of all that has been said today 
by various delegations, especially by the delegation of the United
States.

 ̂TIAS 3521; 7 UST 405.
* BNDC/PV.193, pp. 27-35.
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The Soviet delegation believes that, when consideruig measures 
aimed at lessening international tension and at reducing the arms 
race, it would be desirable to give priority consideration in th« Com
mittee to the question of reducing military budgets because it is a very 
important question and fully ripe for solution.

You know that the Soviet Government proposes that agreement be 
reached on a reduction of military budgets by 10 to 15 per cent. The 
relevant proposal is given an important place in the memorandum of 
the Government of the Soviet Union of 28 January 1964 on measures 
aimed at lessening international tension and at reducing the arms 
race.̂  But we put the reduction of military budgets among the pri
ority questions not only because it is included in that memorandum, 
in which mention is made of eight other measures the implementa
tion of which would help towards improving the international situa
tion and restricting the arms race. Our view regaarding the desir
ability of singling out the reduction of military budgets as a question 
to be given priority is based on the facts of life as it is and on an analy
sis of the documents relating to previous discussions, and of the state
ments and proposals made by the representatives of various states 
members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

First of all, it must be said that in the sphere of the reduction of 
military budgets a certain positive experience has already been ac
quired. In 1964 such a reduction has been carried out on the basis 
of mutual example by the Soviet Union and the United States of 
America and subsequently by a number of other States, including 
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia and Romania. Consequently a start has 
been made; there is something from which one can go further.

A number of facts give us reason to believe that many States, in
cluding the militarily most powerful States, are inclined in varying 
degree to go further along this path. Where the Soviet Union is con
cerned, our Government has on more than one occasion expressed 
the desire to go forward, on an agreed basis, along the path of a 
^stematic reduction of military expenditures. We confirm this today 
by proposing that we reach, first of all, an agreement in this regard. 
As can be seen from the statements made by prominent government 
officials and political leaders in the United States, it is being increas
ingly recognized in that country that the policy of an unbridled arms 
race arid a rapid growth in militaiy expenditure is likely to involve 
even such an economically-developed country as the United States in 
serious difficulties in solving important problems of its internal life.

More and more frequently in the United States one hears state
ments to the effect, not only that a further increase in the military

 ̂AntBy p. 14
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budget would be pointless but also that it would be possible to carry 
out a considerable reduction of military expenditure in the next few 
years. Such an authoritative figure as the former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense of the United States, Mr. Gilpatric, recently expressed the 
opinion that the United States military budget could be reduced by 25 
per cent in the next few years without any detriment to the national 
security of the country.̂  It goes without saying that we welcome 
such sensible statements.

Recently reports have been published that several other NATO 
countries in particular, Canada and the Netherlands, are studying the 
question of reducing the military expenditures of those countries. 
Similar problems are also being studied, so we understand, by socialist 
countries parties to the Warsaw Treaty.

In other words, to some extent there is beginning to crystallize on 
both sides a common way of thinking directed towards a further re
duction of military budgets. If that is so, the consideration of this 
question in the Eighteen-Nation Committee should accelerate the crys
tallization of this common way of thinking and lead to the conclusion 
of an international agreement on the reduction of military budgets.

There are other considerations on account of which we believe it de
sirable to examine and try to solve the problem of reducing military 
budgets as a matter of priority, and we expect positive results from 
that examination. It must be pointed out, for instance, that the im
plementation of such a measure as the reduction of military budgets 
is the least complicated in comparison with other measures for reduc
ing the arms race.

The reduction of military budgets by 10 to 15 per cent, as proposed 
by the Soviet Union, could substantially restrict the arms race and re
duce the rate of accumulation of lethal weapons. At the same time 
the reaching of agreement oh this question would not necessitate any 
difficult and lengthy work to settle numerous military and technical 
problems, nor would it require States to reveal to one another the struc
ture of their defence systems, which would be fraught with difficulties 
at a time when there is still no agreement on disarmament. Nothing 
of the kind would be required.

If States agreed to reduce their military budgets by 10 to 15 per cent, 
each of them would be quite free to determine, in carrying out tTiia 
agreement, which components of its military machine would be af
fected and to what extent it would develop them at a reduced rate. 
Thus each would be, as the saying goes, master in his own house, and an 
agreement to reduce military budgets would in no way restrict a coun
try’s freedom in determining the methods of ensuring its national

^Foreign Affairs, vol. 42, no. 3 (Apr. 1964), p. 374.
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security. When, for instance, after the Soviet Union set the example 
the United States and a number of other countries unilaterally reduced 
their military expenditures, they themselves decided which items in 
their military budgets this reduction would apply to, in order not to 
harm their national security interests.

Furthermore, I should like to stress the indisputable fact that if 
States roughly equal from the military point of view were to agree 
to an equal percentage reduction of their military expenditures, this 
would in no way upset the existing balance of forces between them. 
In this respect there would be strict compliance with the principle 
of equality of security, any deviation from which would always be 
resented with particular sensitivity by any State.

We are in favour of discussing and solving the problem of reducing 
military budgets on a priority basis also because the solution of this 
problem gives promise of very considerable and quickly perceptible 
benefits which would be gained by every State through the switching 
of at least a part of its military expenditures to peaceful development. 
One, can say that the requirements for the economic development of 
the present-day world are themselves knocking at the doors of our 
Committee, reminding us of the need to solve with all speed the 
problem of reducing militaiy budgets.

The total military expenditures of all countries in the world in the 
last few years amount, as has been calculated by economists, to roughly 
$20 milliard a year. That is a truly astronomical figure. Let us 
imagine for- a minute the benefits from the standpoint of economic 
development that could be obtained if the Soviet Government’s pro- 
posal were carried out and if, as a result, St^t§s which agreed to at 
least a 10 per cent reduction of their military budgets could transfer 
the sum of $12 milliard in savings to peaceful development. Our ex
perts have calculated that this sum would be sufficient to eliminate 
witiiin twenty years hunger, disease and illiteracy in the poorer parts 
of the world. These resources would be sufficient to build forty-eight 
giant metallurgical works such as the Bhilai plant in India, or eight 
giant constructions such as the Assouan dam in the United Arab Re
public. That sum would be sufficient to construct fifteen to twenty 
industrial power centres of world-wide importance—for instance, 
large industrial complexes in the basins of African rivers such as the 
Niger, the Congo and the Zambesi, in the basins of the great rivers of 
Asia such as the Indus, the Ganges, the Mekong, or in the foothills of 
the Andes and on the great rivers of South America.

All States would gain from the reduction of military budgets, be
cause they would be able by this means to devote additional sums to the 
needs of their development, to raising the standard of living of their



232 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

peoples, to the building of schools, hospitals, dwellings and roads. 
The only people to lose would be those who get profits out of the 
manufacture of death-dealing armaments. Their loss would be a most 
convincing victory of the forces of peace.

Finally, we also bear in mind that even at the previous session of the 
Committee it appeared that, out of all the measures for reducing the 
arms race put forward by various countries for consideration, it was 
the proposal for the reduction of military budgets that aroused the 
greatest interest in the Committee. At that time also the representa
tives of the socialist and non-aligned States expressed themselves in 
favour of settling this question as quickly as possible. In this con
nexion, permit me to remind you of something else that was said by the 
representative of Nigeria, Mr. Obi, in his statement at the meeting of 
the CoEomittee held on 24 January and this was mentioned this morning 
by Mr. Lukanov:

We believe the time is now opportune for a formal agreement on tlie “freezing” 
and redu<?tion of military budgets.̂

We also recall with satisfaction the words of the representative of 
Burma, Mr. Barrington, who said quite frankly in his statement on 
20 February:

. . .  we see no reason why the Ibndgetis of the main armed Powers should not 
be reduced by 10 to 15 per cent as proposed by the Soviet Union . . . Apart 
from the salutary effect on the general armaments picture, such an agree
ment . . . would serve as an example and an earnest to the world that the 
Powers concerned r^lly meant business with regard to disarmament.^

»

Similar views were expressed at that time by the representatives of 
several 6ther countries.

Thus everything goes to show that there are sufficient grounds here 
in the Committee for getting down in all earnest to considering and 
solving the problem of reducing military budgets. We think that 
agreement on this matter can be reached at the present session of the

Being anxious to facilitate to the utmost creation of the precondi
tions for a general agreement of the members of the Committee on the 
question of reducing military budgets, and thus enable the Comimittee 
to move on from the general debate on this subject to the concrete 
elaboration of an appropriate agreement, the Soviet Government, as 
we have already amiounced at a previous meeting of the Committee,® 
has endeavoured to take into account in its proposal a number of wishes

 ̂ENDC/PV.159, p. 15.
ENDC/PV.168, p. 7.

" ENDC/PV.191, p. 17.
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and ideas expressed by the participants in the negotiations during the 
general debate on the reduction of military budgets.

Thus the Soviet Government has taken into consideration the fact 
that for countries popessing a small military potential it would be 
difficult at the present time to set about a considerable reduction of their 
military budgets. It is for this reason that in our proposal for the 
reduction of military budgets by 10-16 per cent it is now assumed 
that the amounts of the reductions need not necessarily be the same for 
both the large and the small States. When we come to a practical 
solution of this problem it will be possible to take into account also 
the peculiarities of the position of any particular State.

At sessions of the General Assembly of the United Nations, at the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, and at meet
ings of the Eighteen-Nation Committee oil Disarmament, the repre
sentatives* of a number of developing countries have repeatedly 
expressed the desire that part of the resources released as a result of 
reduction of military budgets should be used for rendering assistance 
to developing countries. As you know, the Soviet Government has 
also taken into consideration this argument of the non-aligned delega
tions, and has expressed its readiness to agree that, upon the achieve
ment of an agreement to reduce military budgets by 10-15 per cent, a 
certain portion of the resources thus released should be devoted to 
rendering assistance to developing countries.

Today the Soviet delegation would like to inform the Committee 
that in settling the question of reducing military budgets we are also 
prepared to take into account certain peculiarities of the position in 
which some of the Western Powers find themselves at preserit and 
which make it difficult for them to carry out in the coming months 
the necessary legislative procedures for the ratification of a formal 
agreement on a reduction of military expenditure by 10-15 per cent. 
If it is really difficult for them to sign suoli a formal agreement at the 
present session of the Committee, it would be possible to accept as a 
first step a more limited reduction.

Accordingly we suggest that the Committee express, in one form 
or another, the intention of the participants in the disarmament nego
tiations to take the path of reducing their military budgets, and that 
it appeal to other States to follow that example. This could be a 
declaration by the States members of Committee, an appeal by them 
to the other States of the World, or even simply a statement of inten
tion. The main thing is not the form of the appropriate document, 
but the contents; it should not be difficult to reach agreement on the 
form. In this connexion we recall the statement which was made by 
the representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan, at the
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meeting of the Committee on 9 April,  ̂ and which has already been 
quoted today by the representative of Bulgaria, Mr. Lukanov.

What, then, should be included in a document of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee containing such a statement of intention and an 
appeal to other States to reduce their military budgets? Wlien we 
thought over this question, the idea occurred to us that much that is 
useful in this regard can be drawn from the working paper  ̂ submit
ted by the delegation of Brazil on 13 February.®

We think that in its statement or declaration the Committee could 
first of all point out that the question of reducing the military budgets 
of States has now become very urgent and that a positive solution of 
that question would contribute substantially to reducing the arms 
race and further improving the international atmosphere. Further
more, it would perhaps be advisable to express in the Committee’s 
statement approval of the reduction of military budgets already under
taken unilaterally by a number of States within the scope of a policy 
of example. Then the statement could express the intention of the 
States members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee firmly to carry 
out the policy of reducing their military budgets. After that it would 
perhaps be appropriate to have a paragraph containing an appeal to 
all States, and in the first place to the major Powers, to follow the same 
line and likewise to reduce their military budgets. The Committee’s 
statement could also include a proposition regarding the possibility of 
devoting in the future a portion of the resources released as a result of 
the reduction of military budgets to rendering increased economic 
assistance to developing countries.

So we have at least that minimum. Let us reach agreement on i t ! 
It would not require any direct commitment regarding the size of the 
reductions, or any legislative formalization of the agreement achieved. 
At the same time an agreed statement by the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on the reduction of military budgets would be a convincing 
expression of the will and determination of our Governments to make 
headway in reducing the arms race and in lessening international 
tension.

If, as we hope, it should become the general opinion in the Com
mittee that it is desirable and possible to prepare a statement or dec
laration on the reduction of military budgets, we think that the 
practical preparation of such a document could be undertaken by 
the CO-Chairmen, to whom should be added, in order to assist them, 
several members of the Committee, including representatives of the

 ̂Ante, p. 151.
 ̂Ante, pp. 42-44.
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non-aligned countries. The draft statement could then be considered 
by the Committee.

The Soviet delegation proposes that, without losing time, we set 
to work and prepare such a draft statement or declaration by the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on the reduction of military budgets. 
There can be no doubt that the agreed drafting of such a document 
would be warmly welcomed by all peoples, and would strengthen still 
further their confidence in the usefulness and hopeful prospects of 
the disarmament negotiations.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Commiltee: Inspection of a Fis
sionable Material Cutoff, June 25,, 1964 ^

I. Introduction

A. This paper describes the inspection of nuclear powers under a 
cutoff of fissionable material produ ĉtion for use in weapons.

B. The po^ibility should be explored of application by the IAEA 
of the procedure® described below for the inspection pf declared fa
cilities, as might be agreed in consultation with that organization. It 
is recognized that such a programme would require the strengthening 
of IAEA organization and procedures. Inspection to provide assur
ance that activities  ̂contrary to the agreement were not being conducted 
at undeclared facilities would be conducted on an adversary basis.

II. Nature of Gutojf

A. Production of fissionable material for use in weapons will be 
prohibited. Production of fissionable material will be permitted for 
purposes other than use in weapons, such as research, power and pro
pulsion reactors, explosions for peaceful purposesj and foreign non
weapons uses.

B. Facilities such as fuel fabrication and chemical processing plants 
will remain in operation to the extent necessary to support allowed 
production and use.

III. YerifiGation Requirements

A. Inspection of a nuclear power should provide a high degree of 
assurance that no violation could take place that would result in a

' BNDC/ia4, June 25, 1964.
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significant increase in its existing stockpile of material available for 
use in weapons. Under a cutoff agreement, many of the existing 
fissionable material production plants of the nuplear powers would be 
shut down. The inventory and yearly production of fissionable ma
terial necessary for allowed uses would be small relative to present 
stocks of fissionable material, and hence diversion or illegal production 
for weapons uses would have to be substantial in order significantly 
to increase existing stocks.

B. As peaceful uses grow over a period of time and involve sub
stantially larger quantities of fissionable material, or if existing 
weapons stockpiles are substantially reduced, a given amount of 
undetected diversion or illegal production may represent a greater 
security risk; hence, periodically the inspection outlined here will have 
to be reviewed to determine the need for revision, both as to inspection 
provisions and facUities subject to inspection.

IV. Ins'pection Provisions

A. Declarations
1. Each nuclear power will declare, with annual revisions as 

appropriate:
(a) By individual identification and location, all U-235 separa

tion plants, chemical separation plants, and reactors, with the initial 
declaration of reactors to consist of those of 100 or more thermal 
megawatts.

(b) The production of fissionable material required for allowed 
uses and schedules for production at each operating facility.

2. Each nuclear power would have the right to question the decla
ration of any other nuclear power and, if the other party does not 
Justify its declaration to the satisfaction of the questioning party, to 
withdraw from the agreement.

B. Inspection Procedures

1. Shutdown Production Facilities
(a) The inspection of a shutdown facility is comparatively simple 

and foolproof. The start-up and shut-down of a significant part of a 
production complex are difficult and time consuming operations, and 
inspections carried out with little (at most a few days) advance warn
ing should suffice to detect any effort to change the status of these 
facilities.

(b) An initial inspection would be made to identify each plant in 
this category and ensure that it has in fact been shut down. After 
confirmation 'by the initial inspection that the plant has been shut 
down, subsequent inspections would be made at appropriately spaced
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but irregular intervals with little advance warning to ensure that the 
plant continued in a shut-down status.

2. Operating Facilities
(a) Mines and Refineries

No declaration or inspection of miaes or refineries would be
made.

(b) U-235 Separation Plants
(i) A U-235 separation plant capable of producing enriched 

U-235 can represent a potential for diversion or illegal production of 
significant amounts of fissionable material suitable for use in weapons. 
The inspection objective would be to ensure that only declared U-235 
separation plant buildings are operating and that they are operating 
within the declared levels; i.e., that only agreed quantities of raaterial 
of stated enrichment are being produced.

(ii) Inspection would involve: (1) Ground access at the 
perimeter of the process buildings, with, continuous exaniination of the 
perimeters; (2) measurement of electrical power input to the plant; 
and (3) measurement of perimeter uranium input and declared,prod
uct output, and uranium tails, for uranium content and U-235'content.

(iii) This inspection will permit an estimate of the U-235 
production potential adequate at present to assure against diversions 
which would be significant relative to existing stocks. Measurement 
of U-235 product would provide, current information concerning the 
quantities available for allowed uses.

(iv), If the U-235 produced is stored until it is needed, the 
storage sites would be monitored and the U-235 input and output 
would be recorded.

(c) Reactors
(i) The nuclear powers would agree to accept on a phased 

b^is IAEA inspecJtion ‘ or similar inspection of their reactors, starting 
with reactors of 100 or more thermal megawatts.

(ii) All fissionable material discharged from reactors would 
be processed in declared chemical separation plants.

(d) Chemical Separation Plants
(i) The products of chemical separation will be plutonium 

or U-233 produced during operation of reactors and the uranium not 
consumed during its use as fuel. The plutonium, the U-233, and 
possibly the uranium fuel (depending upon its enrichment) are po-

^This provides for declarations of reactor characteristics, design review, 
specific activities of inspectors, and a frequency of inspection and reporting 
adequate to ensure that fissionable material is not diverted to prohibited uses.
(Footnote in original.)



238 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

tentially useful in weapons, and hence close monitoring of tHs activity 
is required.

(ii) Inspectors at the chemical separation plant would have 
complete access at all times to the facility. The inspection and con
trol procedures would provide for (1) the review of the design of 
the facility from the viewpoint of assuring that it will permit effec
tive inspection; (2) the maintenance of an adequate system of records 
and the submission of reports on materials and use of the facility; 
and (3) inspections to account for material and to detect diversion. 
Plutonium, U-233, and enriched uranium output would be stored and 
monitored or used under safeguards consistent with those in this paper.

(iii) Alternatively, the purpose of the inspection can be ful
filled by the placement under international safeguards of material of 
the same type not previously subject to international safeguards in 
an amount at least equal to that contained in the material to be proc
essed. The inspectors would make an independent measurement of 
the material to be processed to determine the amount required to be 
placed under safeguards.

3. Undeclared Facilities
(a) There would be agreed rights to conduct a limited number of 

inspections of suspected imdeclared facilities on an adversary basis. 
The objective of an inspection of a suspected undeclared facility is to 
provide assurance that no U-235 separation plants, reactors, or chem
ical separation plants are in operation in violation of the agreement. 
That objective could be met by internal inspection of the facility or, 
in the case of a particularly sensitive facility, by appropriate external 
inspection procedures such as environmental sampling, external obser
vation of the structures, or the measurement of electrical power and 
other utilities within a radius of a few miles.

(b) The inspected country would be permitted to take all reason
able precautions to assure that the inspectors did not observe any 
sensitive activities it did not wish observed, so long as it permitted 
the inspectors to observe such characteristics of a facility or perform 
such measurements as would permit determination that prohibited 
activities were not occurring.

(c) A procedure for initiation of an inspection would need to 
be developed, and specification of the rights of the country requesting 
the inspections and the obligations of the inspected country would 
need to be developed prior to detailed negotiations.
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Address by Premier Khrushchev at the Oslo Foreign 
Affairs Institute [Extracts}, June 30, 1964 ^

1

• • • • • • •

The conclusion of the Moscow treaty for the banning of nuclear 
tests,̂  the agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States 
not to launch objects with atomic weapons into outer space,® the Soviet 
Union, United States, and Britain’s agreement to cut production of 
fissionable materials for military purposes,̂  and certain other useful 
steps were preceded by long and sometimes difficult negotiations.

As Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, I have been to many 
countries, both near and far, in the south and in the north, countries 
belonging to various blocs, and countries which adhere to a policy free 
from alliances, and I can say with firm conviction that everywhere 
throughout the world confidence in the Soviet Union’s foreign policy 
is growing steadily.

With dogged persistence the Soviet Government is striving for the 
solution of certain car4Jnal problems, such as complete and general 
disarmament imder strict international control. This iŝ  if you like, 
the main road which leads to peace and by following it nations will 
rid themselves forever of war and the threat of war. By setting up 
before ourselves this great goal we also, simultaneously, attach ex
tremely great importance to the liquidation of certain points of inter
national tension and hotbeds of war. We deem it necessary to make 
an immediate concreite contribution toward building a foundation 
for the edifice of peace being built by the people.

What, in this connection, lies closest to hand ? The Soviet Govern
ment advocates the withdrawal of all foreign troops stationed on for
eign territory, that they should be withdrawn within their own na
tional frontiers. You must agree with me that now, nearly 20 years 
after the end of the war, when countries continue to keep troops 
thousands of miles from their own frontiers this situation is ^tremely 
abnormal. The sooner we put an end to this dangerous anachronism, 
the better. ;

But, if the Western powers are still not yet prepared for such a 
radical solution of the problem, the Soviet Government will agree 
that, on a basis of. reciprocity, they should, at least to begia with 
undertake a cut in the number of foreign troops on foreign territory 
in order to gradually withdraw them entirely later.

* Moscow radio broadcast, July 1,1964.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 

p. 538.
* Ante, pp. 165-166, 166-168, 171. • • : i
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And how many possibilities are still kept locked up, possibilities 
which could lead to a step-by-step abolition of the cold war until it 
disappears, while one stand after the other is taken on building peace 
and security for the nations. Among such possibilities are the signing 
of a nonaggression pact between the NATO countries and the coun
tries of the Warsaw Pact, setting up nuclear-free zones in different 
parts of the world, cessation of nuclear tests underground, prevention 
of the spread of the death-dealing nuclear weapons, prevention of
sudden attacks, and others.

The time has long since come to cut the knots of contradiction which 
prevent a solution of the German issue. If one really wishes to achieve 
a lasting safeguard of Europe’s security, if one really wants universal 
and total disarmament, it is essential to sign a peace agreement with 
both German states. The two German states exist in reality, and 
realistic politicians cannot but take this fact into consideration. Oth
erwise it could, like a blood clot in a living organism, cause irreparable 
complications at any time. The signing of such an agreement would 
prevent the rise of aggressive revanchist forces in West Germany.

In this connection I would like to draw the attention of our Nor
wegian friends— t̂hey who suffered as the people of Soviet Union did 
under Nazi occupation and had to make great sacrifices because of 
the Hitlerite barbarians— t̂hat now, too, revanchist supporters of 
international tension and military adventures are fairly active.

I have talked of various aspects of the situation in northern Europe. 
It must be admitted that the situation in this area is calmer than in 
other parts of the world. An important factor which helps maintain 
peace and calm in northern Europe is the active Finnish peace policy. 
A not unimportant part is also played by the Swedish neutrality pol
icy. We consider that this is also assisted by the fact that Norway 
and Denmark do not permit the stationing of nuclear weapons or for
eign troops on the territory of their countries and refuse to take part 
in setting up multilateral nuclear forces. All this creates realistic pre
requisites for strengthening peace in this region. We welcome any 
steps by statesmen from the northern coimtries aimed at the further 
strengthening of peace in this region.

In tTiis connection one cannot avoid mentioning the Unden plan  ̂
and President Kekkonen’s recent proposal for setting up a nuclear- 
free zone in northern Europe.̂  Sensible ideas for setting up nuclear- 
free zones both in Europe and in other parts of the world have found

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 632-634,693.
* See New York Times, May 29, 1963, p. 6, col. 3.
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expression among many statesmen, including the Laborites in Britain 
who also advocate this.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nondis- 
semination of Nuclear Weapons, July 2, 1964

Today we begin discussion of the problem of preventing a further 
spread of nuclear weapons. The imperative necessity and urgency 
of solving this problem are so obvious that at the present time the over
whelming majority of States are in favour of an appropriate inter
national agreement being concluded as quickly as possible.

The Soviet Government and the Governments of the other socialist 
countries have repeatedly expressed themselves quite clearly and 
definitely in favour of signing such an agreement. A clear and con
crete proposal to this effect is contained in the memorandum of the 
Government of the Soviet Union of 28 January 1964.̂  It can be said 
without exaggeration that, among the measures designed to curb 
nuclear weapons and thus prepare the conditions for their elimination, 
an agreement on the non-dissemination of these weapons occupies 
one of the most important places.

The demand of the peoples for the prevention of the spread of nu
clear weapons is fully shared, we understand, by the governments 
of the non-aligned States of Africa, Asia and Latin America. Their 
representatives have emphatically stated this here in the Committee. 
We well remember the statement made by the representative of the 
United Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan, who said:

. . the best way to ensure peace and security in our world is to prevent 
any accessibility to nuclear weai)ons a;nd therefore avoid complicating fur
ther the already complex task of reaching any agreement on disarmament.®

- -Iff

Just as clear was the statement made by the representative of India, 
Mr. Trivedi:

If things were allowed to slide during that period [ten years] without any 
check, the world would find itself in the position of having five, six or ten 
or “n” countries possessing nuclear weapons. This is a prospect too frighten
ing to contemplate. War by mechanical failure, accident or miscalculation, 
or even by design, would then be more difficult to prevent, apart from the

 ̂ENDC/PV.195, pp. 5-15. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 12-17.
 ̂Ante, p. 145.

7 i74t - 812- h 65------------ 17
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political, psychological and even blackmail rei)ercussioiis of such a devel
opment.̂

The statements made by leading statesmen of the United States and 
other Western Powers show that these Powers also appear to consider 
it necessary to agree on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. 
A year ago, on 26 July 1963, President John Kennedy said—and al
low me to observe that in Moscow due attention was paid to. these words 
of the United States Pr^ident:

I ask you to stop and think for a moment what it would mean to have nuclear 
weapons . . .  in the hands of countries large and small, stable and unstable, 
responsible and irresi>onsible, scattered through the world. There would be 
no rest for anyone then, no steibility, no real security and no chance of effec
tive disarmament.®

We highly appreciate also a statement by President Lyndon Johnson 
in his address to the United Nations General Assembly on 17 Decem
ber 1963, when he said:

The United States wants to prevent the dissemination of nuclear weapons to 
nations not now possessing them.’

The representatives of the United States, as well as the representatives 
of other States members of NATO have spoken in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee of their desire to help towards solving the question 
of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons.

Thus it can be stated that within the Committee there is a consensus 
of opinion on the need to agree, without any further delays, on effective 
measures to prevent a further spread of nuclear weapons. This con
sensus of opinion is also reflected in the fact that the question of the 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons has been placed on the agenda of 
the Committee as the result of a joint recommendation by the two co- 
Chairmen— t̂hat is, by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the 
United States—and with the unanimous approval of all the other 
members of the Committee.̂  •;

It may be said with some degree of assurance that there are some 
areas of common ground in the positions of the two sides also in re
gard to the provisions to be included in an international agreement on 
the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. Thus both sides agree, 
apparently, that under such an agreement the nuclear Powers should 
bind themselves not to hand over nuclear weapons or control over them, 
or the necessary information for their fabrication, to States which do 
not now possess them. Both sides, as can be gathered from their state
ments, also adhere to the common opinion that the non-nuclear Powers

 ̂ENDC/PV.174, p. 16.
* Documents on DisarmavnMit, 1963, p. 254. f 
® IMd., p. 648.
* END0/PV.191, pp. 5-6.
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should give an undertaking not to produce and not to acquire nuclear 
weapons, as well as hot to acquire information concerning their pro
duction. All this is excellent; all these areas of common ground in 
the positions of the sides can become important footholds in solving 
the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons.

It is with all the more regret that we have to note that, notwith
standing all this, at present the solution of the problem of preventing 
the further spread of nuclear weapons continues to come up against 
a serious obstacle which threatens to reduce to nought the positive 
results already achieved in this matter. You know what the obstacle 
is that we are referring to: the plan for the creation of a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force.

Common sense, elementary logic and the requirements of life itself 
show that only such an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons as would close all the channels, all the floodgates through ’ 
which the non-nuclear Powers could have access to such weapons is 
likely to be of any practical value. It is likewise quite obvious that it 
is particularly important from the point of view of strengthening 
peace and the security of the peoples to bring about such a situation 
as to ensure that no access to nuclear weapons would be obtained by 
those States whose declared policy is aimed at the absorption of other 
States, the alienation of territories belonging to them, and a revision 
of the boundaries established after the Second World War. It is no 
secret to anyone that precisely such a foreign policy programme is 
being put forward by the leading circles of one of the States members 
of the North Atlantic Alliance, namely the Federal Republic of 
Germany.

It is here that the divergences on the question of the non-dissemina
tion of nuclear weapons begin—divergencies that are fundamental 
and profound. The Soviet Union, the other socialist States and many 
non-aligned countries consider that an agreement on the non-dissemi
nation of nuclear weapons should in the first place prevent access to 
these weapons by the West German revenge-seekers or by any other 
enemies of peace. It is for this reason that the Soviet Government 
is convinced that the plan for the creation of a NATO multilateral 
nuclear force is incompatible with an agreement on the non-dissemina
tion of nuclear weapons. Indeed, it is within the framework of this 
multilateral force that it is proposed to allow the Federal Republic 
of Gfermany to have access to nuclear weapons and to participate in the 
possession, disposal and control of them.

The plan for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force is opposed 
by the governments of many countries, including even some countries 
members of NATO. In this connexion it is sufficient to quote the fol-
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lowing statement of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Norway, Mr. 
Lange:

We do not think that the contemplated multilateral force is necessary 
for maintaining the military and political balance. We . . . emphasize that 
we do not consider the idea of creating a multilateral force a good one.

It is also significant that out of the four States members of NATO 
whose representatives are taking part in the work of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee one State has refused altogether to participate in 
a multilateral nuclear force, while two others have not yet given a 
definite answer in this regard, although they are taking part in the 
relevant negotiations.

Wide circles of world public opinion are also opposing the creation 
of a NATO multilateral nuclear force. A few days ago, representa
tives of world public opinion, the representatives of the World Council 
of Peace, who were received by Mr. Foster and myself in our capacity 
as CO-Chairmen, declared their negative attitude towards the plan for 
the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force.

Nevertheless, the United States of America, being supported in this 
matter mainly by the Federal Republic of Germany, is stubbornly 
and persistently striving to have the plan for the creation of a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force put into practice, while here in the Com
mittee it tries to make out that this plan is even no obstacle at all to 
the solution of the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear weap
ons, and that it would not give the West German revenge-seekers 
access to these weapons nor open the nuclear floodgate which is the 
most dangerous in the present circumstances.

In support of this point of view—and, we would say, in justification 
of its position which is preventing a solution of the question of the non- 
dissemination of nuclear weapons— t̂he United States delegation has 
put forward here a good many reasons and arguments of various kinds. 
A study of the discussions shows, however, that all these arguments in 
the final analysis boil down to a single argument which the repre
sentatives of the United States of America have formulated in a 
rather graphic way by asserting that within the framework of the 
NATO multilateral nuclear force the Federal Republic of Germany 
would be able to keep its finger only on the safety catch and by no 
means on the trigger that would set the multilateral nuclear force in 
action. In other words, control over the nuclear weapons in the multi
lateral force would remain in the hands of the United States of Amer
ica and no one apart from the United States would be able to take a 
decision regarding the combat use of these weapons, while the role 
of all the other participants in the multilateral nuclear force would
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be reduced to one thing, namely that they would be able to restrict the 
possibility for the United States to take such a decision.

Since the formula of the safety catch and the trigger contains the
very essence of the argumentation intended to prove that the NATO 
multilateral nuclear force would not lead to the dissemination of nu
clear weapons, we must deal with that formula in greater detail.

Let us consider this question first of all from a purely logical point 
of view. It would be extremely odd to suppose that the Government 
of the Federal Republic of Germany declares its readiness to defray 
40 per cent of the expenditure involved in the creation of a NATO 
multilatei’al nuclear force, and is displaying feverish activity in the 
diplomatic sphere for the purpose of the speediest possible creation of 
this force, not in order to gain access to nuclear weapons but solely for 
the sake of being able, by putting its finger on the safety catch, to pre
vent the United States from putting, into action, whenever the United 
States of America so desires, the 200 Polaris missiles which are to form 
the armament of the multilateral nucl^r fleet.

If that were really so, one could regard the whole venture of cre
ating a multilateral nuclear force as a new chapter of “In Praise of 
Folly”, the genial work of Erasmus of Rotterdam. But it is quite 
impossible to include the West German reveiige-seekers among the 
characters of Erasmus of Rotterdam. People in Bonn are far from 
being simpletons; they know very well what they want. And they 
want something very definite: to be able to participate in the disposal 
of nuclear weapons, in pulling the trigger of the NATO multilateral 
nuclear force, and thus—by the law of chain reaction—in pulling the 
trigger of the United States strategic nuclear force. Can anyone who 
stays on the ground of realistic politics doubt this ? Can anyone be
lieve that such practical people as the leaders of the Federal Republic 
of Germany will pay milliards of dollars for a fiction ?

As a matter of fact this is confirmed by the United States repre
sentatives themselves when they say that the creation of a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force is the only way to prevent West Germany 
from producing its own nuclear weapons. If this is really said in all 
seriousness, it can mean only one thing: the United States Govern
ment itself regards the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force 
as at least , just as effective a means of quenching the nuclear thirst 
of the West German revenge-seekers as the production by West Ger
many of its own nuclear weapons. Where then is the safety-catch ?

Besides, if the West German revenge-seekers did not reckon on gain
ing access to nuclear weapons in the multilateral nuclear force, why
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should the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany have 
rejected so resolutely and even rudely the proposal by the Government 
of the German Democratic Republic for the renunciation of nuclear 
weapons by the two German States?  ̂ The very fact of rejection by 
the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany of this construc
tive proposal by the German Democratic Republic, which is stead
fastly pursuing a policy of peace and relaxation of tension, is very 
significant.

Let us now approach from another angle the question of whether 
any dissemination of nuclear weapons would take place within the 
framework of the NATO multilateral nuclear force, and whether 
West Germany would thus gain access to these nuclear weapons. Let 
us look at these matters from, so to speak, a material" point of view. 
If there would be no dissemination of nuclear weapons within the 
framework of the multilateral nuclear force, if control over these 
weapons would remain entirely in the hands of the United States of 
America, then why did the United States State Department find it 
necessary to inform the United States Congress in May 1964 that the 
creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force might require a change 
in the law which prohibits the transfer of United States nuclear 
weapons to non-nuclear States ? n

It is well known that this law—the McMahon Act^—lays down- 
the United States Government’s right of ownership over all .special 
nuclear materials (article 62), prohibits the transfer of secriet data 
pertaining to the design and manufacture of nuclear weapons (article 
144), and also contains a number of other provisions of a similar type.. 
Of course, we do not know precisely which articles of the McMahon 
Act it is intended to revise in connexion with the creation of a multi-

* - j

lateral nuclear force; but there can hardly be any doubt that much 
more is concerned than simply giving the Federal Republic of Ger
many and other NATO members an opportunity of keeping their 
fingers on the safety-catch of nuclear weapons. Otherwise it would 
not be necessary to revise anything.

In fact, the United States representatives themselves give us to 
understand that what is concerned is a change in principle of United 
States policy as now expressed in the McMahon Act. Thus on 7 May 
1964 the United States Under Secretary of State, Mr. Ball, having 
said that control over the multilateral nuclear force should be exercised ' 
through an executive nuclear body representing the participating 
countries, added that “effective nuclear control means the delegation 
to a central executive of the power of life and death involved in the

 ̂See BNDO/124 (Feb. 3,1964) and ENDC/133 (June 12,1964).
60 Stat. 755.
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use of nuclear weapons”.̂  So that is what is concerned: the delegation 
of the power of life and death involved in the use of nuclear weapons. 
This is, of course, a very serious thing.

But that is not the only thing concerned. The plan to set up a 
NATO multilateral nuclear fleet provides for the joint ownership of 
the ships of this fleet, of Polaris missiles and their nuclear warheads.

I

One hardly needs any specialized knowledge of the law of property to 
understand this simple thing: j oint ownership is one of the forms of 
possession or ownership ,of nuclear weapons and their means of deliv
ery which the NATO multilateral nuclear force would have at its 
disposal. So what does this joint ownership of nuclear weaponsI ^
mean—the dissemination of nuclear weapons or not, the trigger or the 
safety-catch ? The answer is apparently quite clear.

The direction matters are taking is also shown by certain facts which 
have become known in connexion with the formation of the mixed-

t

manned, or multilateral, crew of the destroyer “Biddle”, which is to 
serve as a prototype for the ships of the future NATO multilateral 
nuclear force. The crew of the “Biddle”, which is composed of a total 
of 336 ratings and officers, includes according to press reports 49 
servicemen of the Bimdesmarine^ the navy of the Federal* Republic of 
Germany. They include two West German lieutenants, one of whom 
is to occupy a command post in the engine-room and the other in a 
detachment for servicing the missiles with which the destroyer

I

“Biddle” is equipped. You see to what the West German servicemen 
are given access: to the engines and missiles— t̂hat is, to what will form 
the holy of holies of the multilateral nuclear force.

Is it not true that the real situation differs perceptibly from the 
picture which has hitherto been drawn in the Committee by the repre
sentatives of the United States when they use the metaphor of the 
saf ety-catch ?

In connexion with the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons, there is yet another aspect of the question which cannot be 
omitted when considering the plan for the creation of a NATO multi
lateral nuclear force in connexion with the problem of the non-dissemi- 
nation of nuclear weapons. We have in mind the future prospects of 
the development of events in the event of this plan being carried out. 
What the West German revenge-seeking circles want is well known. 
They want to have nuclear weapons at their own disposal. As long

• %

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, May 25, 1964, p. 825.
•
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ago as December 1961 Mr. Strauss, who was then Minister of Defence 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, stated that the possession of 
nuclear weapons and the right to dispose of them was “a symbol and 
even a characteristic feature of the criterion of sovereignty”.

This frank thesis is developed in various ways by other leading fig
ures of the Federal Republic of Germany in their statements. Nor 
do they conceal the fact that they regard the NATO multilateral nu
clear force not as the end but as the beginning of the road leading to the 
possession of nuclear weapons. It is significant, for example, that a 
spokesman of the Bv/ndestag military committee, Mr. Jager, in his 
statement on 25 November 1963, called the NATO multilateral nuclear 
force a temporary solution of the question, because, as he said, “a real 
partnership within the framework of NATO for a longer period is 
possible only on condition that monopolistic claims over nuclear 
weapons are abandoned”.

There can be no doubt that, having obtained at first a somewhat 
restricted access to nuclear weapons within the framework of the 
NATO multilateral nuclear force, West Germany will then try to 
secure the abolition of these restrictions one by one, just as it has 
secured in recent years the abolition of most of the restrictions laid 
down for the Federal Republic of Germany by the Paris agreements 
of 1954 in the sphere of conventional armaments. And it is not 
difficult to foresee how matters will reach the point where nuclear 
weapons will, in one way or another, be fully at the disposal of the
West German revenge-seekers; and if anyone opposes this develop-

1

ment of events, the West German revenge-seekers are unsurpassed 
where experience in political blackmail is concerned. The whole 
world witnessed such blackmail in the years preceding the Second 
World War. Everybody is familiar with the statements made by the 
leaders of the Third Reich: either the Sudetenland or war; either 
Danzig or war; either the whole of Czechoslovakia or war.

In fact, blackmail is already being used by the West German 
revenge-seekers at the present time. It is they who have put the 
question in this way: either a NATO multilateral nuclear force, or 
West Germany with its own nuclear weapons. And they do this 
when, under the same Paris agreements, the Federal Republic of 
Germany has solemnly undertaken not to manufacture its own nuclear

«

weapons. That shows what the solemn and any other promises of the 
West German revenge-seekers are worth. Yet we are told that we 
should rely on them and agree to such a solution of the question of 
the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons as would not prevent the 
creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force!
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But what is the attitude of the United States itself towards the 
prospect of such a development of events in connexion with the plan 
for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force? It is with 
a feeling of very serious disquiet that we must draw attention to the 
fact that the leaders of the United States seem to be prepared even 
now to be resigned, to some extent, to this prospect. How else can 
one understand the statement made by the President of the United 
States, Mr. Johnson, in November 1963, when, speaking about the 
multilateral nuclear force and pointing out that control over nuclear 
weapons would remain iii the hands of the United States, he went on to 
say that “the evolution towards European control as Europe moves 
toward unity is in no way excluded”.̂

In his speech on 7 April 1964 the United States Secretary of State, 
Mr. Rusk, frankly declared that the multilateral fleet “is, of course, not 
the end of the process of bringing our allies closer together in the 
field of nuclear defence. From this first step, much could flow”.̂  From 
an obj ective point of view it is clear that the United States is prepared 
to go even further along the path of concessions to the West German 
revenge-seekers in regard to their access to nuclear weapons.

Those are facts and nothing but facts. Those are the reasons which 
show that it is impossible to combine the creation of a NATO multi
lateral nuclear force with the solution of the problem of the non-dis
semination of nuclear weapons, that it is impossible to solve this prob
lem unless the plan for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force is 
given up altogether. No matter how much the United States repre
sentatives may try to prove that one can feed the wolves and leave the 
sheep untouched, it is absolutely impossible to do so.

The time has now come for the Western Powers members of NATO 
to make a choice. If you really want a positive solution of the prob-

 ̂In a speech at a Belgian-American Association dinner in Brussels, Belgium, 
on Nov. 8, 1963, Vice President Lyndon Johnson said:

“For the defense of Western Europe, the dangers have become more complex. 
To the threat of massive Soviet ground forces has been added the threat of 
Soviet missiles. . . . Two American administrations have believed—and have 
urged—that this threat be met by the combination of American missiles in 
the United States and of medium-range missiles deployed to an allied fleet 
in Europe on waters under multilateral control, manning and ownership.

“The movement to Atlantic partnership makes this possible. The movement 
to European unity makes this desirable—as a first step toward a greater 
European voice in nuclear matters. Evolution of this missile fleet toward 
European control, as Europe marches toward unity, is by no means excluded.” 
(Press release, Ameriĉ an Embassy, Brussels, Nov. 8, 1963.)
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 27, 1964, p. 652.
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lem of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons—and life imperiously 
demands that it be solved as quickly as possible— ŷou must renounce 
the plan to create a NATO multilateral force.

For our part, we made our choice in one of the important aspects 
of nuclear policy last year when we signed the treaty on the cessation 
of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.̂  
That choice was not an easy one for us, nor was it a simple one. But 
we were guided by the interests of universal peace and security, by the 
interests of the peoples of the whole world. Now we are expecting 
the same of the Western Powers. We realize, of course, that it is not 
easy for you to make this choice, that it involves your relations with 
one of your main allies— t̂he Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany. But one ought not to base alliances on the dissemination 
of nuclear weapons; one ought not to transfer terrible destructive 
power into the hands of those who have already twice unleashed world 
wars and will not hesitate to unleash a third, a nuclear, war for the 
sake of their own selfish interests.

The peoples and governments now face the very acute question of 
whether the Governments of the nuclear Powers are prepared to con
clude an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, which 
really would mean closing all channels and ways for their dissemina
tion. We, the Soviet Union, are prepared to do this. Are the United 
States and the other Western Powers also prepared to do so?

If the Western Powers are really anxious for a positive solution of 
the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, we are pre
pared to negotiate on this problem without putting forward any pre
liminary conditions. However, from the very beginning there must 
be mutual understanding between us on the main thing: that our com
mon aim is to conclude such an agreement on the non-dissemination 
of nuclear weapons as would preclude any possibility for their dis
semination, and would close every loop-hole of access to these weapons 
to those who do not now possess them but are striving at all costs to 
gain direct or at least indirect access to them, either by establishing 
their own national control over nuclear weapons or by participating 
within the framework of military alliances in the possession, disposal 
and control of nuclear weapons.

We ask the delegation of States represented in the Eighteen-^Nation 
Committee: is this not a constructive statement of the question, and is 
this not a realistic approach to the solution of a major international 
problem— t̂he problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons ?

We ask particularly the representatives of the States members of 
NATO— t̂he United States, the United Kingdom, Italy and Canada:

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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are you prepared to conduct negotiations on the non-dissemination of 
nuclear weapons on this basis? Are you prepared to conclude an 
appropriate international agreement ? Much depends upon your an- 
'swer. ‘ Upon it depends perhaps the whole future development of 
events in the field of nuclear weapons. We await your answer; and so 
do the peoples of the world.

f ( ■■

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Nondissemination of 
Nuclear Weapons, July 2, 1964^

t “

By a^eefnent we are today discussing the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

At the outset, I must confess that 1 share my United Kingdom
• I

colleague’s impatience at having had io listen once again to the many 
baseless charges about the present Government of the Federal Kepub- 
lic of Germany. However, the discussion this morning has indicated 
that the prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons is of 
fundamental concern to all of us. In spite of the apparent deep 
differences and misunderstandings on some points which this dis
cussion has indicated lie between us, the interests of both nuclear sides 
overlap in this area. The interests of the non-nuclear Powers also 
overlap with one another and with those of the nuclear Powers.
, -Ml of us recognize that, as nuclear technology continues to develop 

in the world, it may become substantially easier and less costly for 
additional countries to engage in the manufacture of nuclear weapons. 
Moreover, one should be aware of the fact that there will soon be 
a large number of power reactors throughout the world which could 
produce significant amounts of plutonium suitable for'weapon use. 
If no international action is taken soon to prevent the diversion of 
plutonium thus produced to weapons use, it will become much more 
difficult to brinff this problem under control in the future. Once 
additional nations begin to manufacture nuclear weapons, political 
and psychological barriers which now tend to restrain proliferation 
will have been broken, and still other nations will feel pressure 
to produce or acquire such weapons. This point was well made by our 
Polish colleague.

Thus, steps to prevent or at least inhibit the proliferation of na
tional nuclear weapon capabilities are of common interest to all of us,

‘ ENDO/PV. 195, pp. 33-38.
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and every delegation has, at one time or another, expressed its sup
port for them. A niimber of such steps have already been made.

The Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency came into 
force in 1957. Under the Statute, the Agiency has two objectives: to 
assist in promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy, and to ensure 
that this assistance does not “further any military purpose”.̂  The 
draftsmen of the Statute thus had the problem of proliferation very 
much in mind. This and many other of its provisions make that clear.

The Antarctic Treaty of 1959 also helped us move towards our ob
jective.̂  It prohibited the spread of nuclear weapon  ̂ to Antarctica. 
It also constituted the first test ban treaty, because it prohibited nu
clear testing in that region.

The Test Ban Treaty of 1963, of course, made a significant contribu
tion to non-dissemination.  ̂ By preventing the form of testing which 
is simplest, least expensive and most useful, it makes it much more 
difficult for a nation to produce its initial operational nuclear bomb.

The 1963 United Nations resolution against placing nuclear weapons 
in orbit prevents dissemination to the new reaches being conquered by 
man.̂

The cut-backs in fissionable materials for weapon use announced 
in 1964 ® should help to limit further increases in stocks of such mate
rial—stocks which might some day have spread to other nations if held 
in surplus by the nuclear Powers.

Each of these steps helps in some way to deal with the important 
problem of preventing the spread of independent nuclear capabilities 
to nations not now possessing them, an objective which all of us here 
do support. The United States has consistently and actively sup
ported that objective and has offered a range of steps which would 
serve it.

First, we continue to pursue the goal set forth in the Irish resolution 
of 1961.® As all representatives here know, that resolution recognized 
the danger of additional nations having nuclear weapon capabilitiies 
and called for agreement to prevent such proliferation. In keeping 
with that call, the United States has been seeking, and will continue 
to seek, an international agreement under which the nuclear Powers 
would commit themselves not to transfer nuclear weapons into na
tional control of States not now possessing them, as well as iiot to assist 
such States in manufacturing nuclear weapons. Such an agreement

^American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915 ff.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, J.945~1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.

1963, pp. 291-293.
*rbid., p. 538.
^Ante, pp. 4, 165-166, 166-168.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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would facilitate a parallel undertaking by non-nuclear Powers not to 
manufacture such weapons and to refrain from acquiring control over 
such weapons and from seeking or receiving assistance in manufactur
ing them, An international agreement of this kind would constitute a 
most important curb on the spread of nuclear weapons, which, if not 
checked now, may become a serious threat to international peace.

Second, we continue to support the idea that all transfers of fis
sionable materials for peaceful purposes should take place under effec
tive international safeguards. This proposal is intended to fill a gap 
left by the IAEA Statute to which I referred earlier. Wlienever 
that Agency participates in some way in assistance to nations in their 
peaceful nuclear programmes, the Agency system of international 
safeguards applies. However, this is not necessarily the case for trans
fers between States outside the IAEA framework. Our proposal is 
that international safeguards should apply to such transfers as well.

Third, the United States continues to believe in the utmost im
portance of its nuclear cut-off and transfer proposals. The working 
paper on the cut-off which my delegation submitted last week indi
cates the seriousness with which we view this measure.̂  The cut-off 
would prevent the increase, and the transfer would begin the decrease, 
of stocks of fissionable materials for use in weapons. By restricting 
nuclear Powers to the existing or reduced levels of their stockpiles, 
this measure would further inhibit them from transferring such stocks 
to others.

Fourth, the United States continues to hold the view that the maj or 
nuclear Powers should accept in an increasing number of their peace
ful nuclear activities the same inspection as they recommend for other 
States.

At our meeting of 5 March the United States delegation stated that, 
as a first step in this direction, the United States had already placed 
under IAEA safeguards three of its smaller peaceful nuclear reactor 
facilities.^ At that time the United States also announced that it 
would, as a further step, invite the Agency to apply its safeguards 
to the Yankee power reactor, a large, privately-owned reactor with a 
power level of 600,000 thermal kilowatts.

The Committee will be interested to learn that the Board of Gov
ernors of the IAEA on 11 Jmie 1964 approved the terms of an agree
ment between the Agency and the United States Government, which 
was then signed on 15 June.̂  The new agreement, which is for a 
five-year term subject to extension by mutual consent, provides for

-  ̂See ante, pp. 235-238.
'■‘ Ante, pp. 79-82.
 ̂Ante, pp. 214-^1.
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the application of IAEA safeguards to the Yankee reactor, and also 
for continuing IAEA inspection of the three smaller United States 
reactor facilities already safeguarded. The United States has agreed 
that the four reactor facilities and any special fissionable material 
produced by those facilities will not be used to further any military 
purpose. The United States has obligated itself, in accordance with 
the Agency’s system of safeguards, to gTant access to IAEA inspectors 
in order to verify the exclusively peaceful uses of the facilities and 
of the nuclear materials involved. The Yankee facility will be the 
first to which the IAEA’s recently-approved safeguards for large 
reactors will be applied.

In the case of two of the reactors, the Brookliaven graphite research 
reactor and the Yankee power reactor, the agreement requires the 
IAEA inspectors to have “access at all times”. To facilitate this in
spection, the United States has agreed that the Agency may designate 
one or more inspectors to be stationed in the United States.W ith  
respect to the facilities where access is to be permitted at all times, the 
agreement specifies either continuous inspection or that an ijidefinite 
number of separate inspection visits may be performed. This includes 
the right to inspect without advance notice.

We believe that the placing of these reactors imder the International 
Atomic Energy Agency is an important step in furthering the devel
opment of an effective system of international safeguards. These 
safeguards will ensure against diversion of the peaceful nuclear activ
ities involved to any military purpose. Oncê  again we urge other 
States to join in this step and invite the application of these saf e^ards 
to their peaceful nuclear facilities and materials.

Now I turn to an aspect of non-dissemjjaation which has been 
referred to in great detail by the representatives of the Soviet Union, 
Poland and Czechoslovakia. I shall reserve the right to reply , in 
detail to certain charges made; but I must c^l attention to the fact 
that many of those charges are based on false reasoning. Those alle
gations and others have been made both around our table here and 
elsewhere. They are that the proposed multilateral nuclear force is 
inconsistent with the objective of n o n - p r o l i f e r a t i o n . . .

We strongly disagree. However, we can still hope that , as the 
multilateral force takes shape the Soviet Government and the other 
socialist Governments will find that their fears about the acquisition 
of national control by members of the force will prove to be as ground
less as we know them to be. As has been made clear on a number of 
occasions, the missiles in the multilateral force will be manned, owned 
and controlled multilaterally. No single participant will be able to 
fire the missiles, since firing of missiles in wartime would be by deci
sion of the United States and an agreed number of other participants.
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Furthermore, no nation participating in the multilateral force could 
withdraw any element of the force and place it under its national
control.

This force is being devised to enable members of NATO to cope with 
a range of threats which they might face. We believe that, so long 
as hundreds of Soviet nuclear-tipped rockets are arrayed against 
Europe, effective European participation in strategic deterrence should 
be provided. Soviet leaders have not hesitated to put their rocket® to 
political use. They have from time to time reminded European coun
tries how easily the Soviet Union could destroy the Acropolis, the 
orange-groves of Italy or, for that matter, all of England or*France. 
Nuclear blackmail, addressed to Europe, lay at the heart of the pres
sures on Berlin during the period from 1958 to 1962. Therefore it is 
not surprising that Europeans living so near this Soviet nuclear power 
have been anxious to have a larger role in long-range strategic deter
rence.

But the arrangements contemplated for the multilateral force would 
not increase the number of independent nuclear weapon capabilities 
and are thus consistent with our objective of preventing the spread of 
such capabilities. Indeed, by offering an alternative to national nu
clear weapons prograiaanes, the multilateral force should increase in
centives and improve chances for the limitation of national weapon- 
producing centres.

Despite general agreement on the urgency of international action to 
curb proliferation of national nuclear weapon capabilities through 
transfer or acquisition, such action has been delayed by the Soviet 
Union, which has used groundless political arguments against the 
multilateral force in the pursuit of its long-standing aim to disrupt 
NATO defensive arrangements. Thus the Soviet Union is assum
ing a heavy responsibility, in this matter. We strongly hope that it 
will see its way clear to j oin us in curbing the threat of proliferation.

In conclusion, let me remind you that for nearly two decades United 
States policy has been based on the precept that the spread of nuclear 
weapon capabilities to additional nations can pose a threat to world 
peace. In our own atomic energy legislation, in our support for the 
IAEA, in the test ban treaty, in the other steps which have already 
been achieved, in our many proposals here and at the United Nations— 
from the Baruch plan  ̂ to the cut-off—we have adhered to two basic 
objectives: first, that the energy of the atom should be harnessed for 
peace, not war; second-—as a corollary—that the independent capa

 ̂For the Baruch plan, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I,
pp. 7-16.
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bility to use this energy for war should not spread to additional 
nations.

  W ___

Report by Secretary-General Thant to the Economic and 
Social Council: Economic and Social Consequences 
of Disarmament, July 3, 1964 ^

PREFACE

1. This report has been prepared for submission to the Economic 
and Social Council at its thirty-seventh session and to the General 
Assembly at its nineteenth session, pursuant to General Assembly 
resolutions 1837 (XVII) and 1931 (XVIII)  ̂and to Economic and 
Social Council resolutions 891 (XXXIV)^ and 982 (XXXVI).®

t

Under these resolutions, the Governments of Member States are called 
upon to conduct any studies that may be needed for making economic 
and social adjustments in the event of disafniament, and the Govern
ments of developing countries are invited to intensify their efforts 
to establish and implement soundly conceived projects and well- 
integrated development plans the implementation of which may be 
accelerated as part of an economic programme for disarmament. 
Also under these resolutions, the Secretary-General is requested to 
undertake related supporting activities and to keep under review the 
basic economic and social aspects of disarmament, including, inUr aliâ  
those related to international economic relations; and the specialized 
agencies (in particular the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), International Labour Organisa
tion (ILO), World Health Organization (WHO) and Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)) and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) are invited to co
operate with the Secretary-General iii this connexion.

2. To facilitate the review of national and international studies and 
activities from a substantive point of view, the present report sets 
forth the available information within a framework designed for that 
purpose. It is envisaged that this framework, subject to any necessary 
revision, may also be used in future reports on the subject.

 ̂E/3898/Rev. 1, Oct. 7, 1964. ,The annexes are not printed liere. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1236-1238.
" m d., 1963, pp. 638-640.
"  md., 1962, vol. II, pp. 697-699.
^lUd., 1963, pp. 279^281.



THANT REPORT, JULY 3 257

3. With respect to national studies and activities the report is based 
on information supplied by Governments in response to invitations 
by the Secretary-General. Information supplied in response to the 
most recent note verhale of the Secretary-General  ̂ is contained in 
addenda to the present report. Other information supplied by Gov
ernments was reproduced in addenda to previous reports by the Sec
retary-General.  ̂ A comprehensive list of Government replies is given 
in annex II.

4. With respect to international studies and activities the report is 
based on the work programmes of the United Nations Secretariat 
and on information supplied by the specialized agencies and the 
IAEA. Emphasis is placed on existing projects and on suggestions 
for relevant projects that could be undertaken at an appropriate 
time—mainly the latter, since there are at present not many economic 
and social projects under way which are concerned primarily with 
disarmament. However, some reference is also made to existing proj - 
ects established for other purposes but which will contribute to the 
effectiveness of future economic and social programmies for disarma
ment ; th^e ref̂ erences are brief since other docimients at the disposal 
of the Council and the Assembly contain comprehensive summaries 
of the economic and social programmes of the United Nations and of 
the specialized agencies and the IAEA.

6. The Secretary-General wishes to draw particular attention to 
recent decisions of the Administrative Committee on Co-ordination 
(ACC) concerning co-operation among members of the ACC regard
ing work programmes concerned with the economic and social aspects 
of disarmament.  ̂ Recognizing the far-reaching importance of the 
subject, and in accordance with various resolutions and decisions  ̂of

I

their governing bodies, the members of the ACC agreed that:

(a) the Secretary-General of the United Nations will act as the 
central point of co-ordination in respect of all studies of the economic 
and social aspects of disarmament;

(b) all of the organizations of the United Nations family pro
posing to undertake such studies will co-operate with the Secretary- 
General in the preparation of concerted programmes of work within 
the general framework of which such studies will be undertaken;

(c) the ACC will set up a committee of agency representatives 
to co-operate with the Secretary-General in developing such a 
programme.

 ̂Not printed here.
See E/3593/Rev. 1 and E/3736. 

® See E/3886, pars. 66-68.
1774-812— esi----- :18
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In view of the necessity for relevant factual data if studies are to be 
realistic the ACC also suggested “that the Council may wish to give 
further consideration to the hope expressed by the General Assembly 
that Member States significantly involved will continue, in the light 
of developments bearing on disarmament, to pursue studies and activi
ties relating to the economic and social consequences of disarmament, 
to the problems which it will entail for them, and to means of dealing 
with these problems”. The ACC also noted that “the extent of the 
contribution which can be made by the member organizations of the 
United Nations family will depend in large measure on the extent of 
the response made by Member States to this requiest of the General 
Assembly”. A first exploratory meeting of the Committee of agency 
representatives is scheduled for the end of October 1964.

6. It should be mentioned in this connexion that the governing 
bodies of several agencies have made decisions which call for action 
on the subject. Such decisions by ILO and UNESCO were included 
in communications from these organizations appended to the Secretary- 
GeneraFs report to the Economic and Social Council at its thirty-sixth 
session.’̂ The Secretary-General now wishes to draw the attention of 
the Council and the Assembly to a resolution of the World Health 
Assembly, adopted on 19 March 1964,? and to a resolution of the Board 
of Governors of the IAEA, adopted on 1 October 1963. These reso
lutions, , reproduced in annex III, express formally the concern of the 
organizations with the need for co-operative action regarding the eco
nomic and social aspects of disarmament.

►

NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES AND ACTIVITIES 
REGARDING ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ASPECTS OF DISARMA
MENT

f

I. Studies and activities relating to over-all planning of conversion of 
military expenditures to peaceful uses

National
7. The Governments of the two States most significantly involved 

in military expenditures, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States, have indicated that they haJve under way substan
tial and continuing programmes of study. The Soviet Union, in its 
1964 reply, lays stress on the desirability, for all countries concerned, 
of placing the formulation of an economic programme for disarma
ment on a broad footing immediately, without awaiting the conclu
sions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. The reply also

1 See E/3736/Add.3. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 105-107.
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notes that, apart from its intrinsic importance, this work will help to 
advance the cause of disarmament itself and that compensatory pro
grammes of peaceful development would eventually provide a pos
sible basis for an indir^t economic method of controlling the imple
mentation of a disarmament agreement.

8. Within the Soviet Union, the pertinent national and interna
tional problems are being systematically studied by the Academy of
Sciences and other scientific institutions, and the amount of research

0

being carried out and the number of works being prepared for pub
lication are increasing at a considerable rate. For example, the Insti
tute of World Economics and International Relations of the Academy 
of Sciences of the USSR has established a department to deal with the 
political and economic problems of disarmament, and has prepared a 
monograph for publication in 1964 entitled The Effect of Disarma
ment on the Economy. A bibliography of books and pamphlets pub
lished in the Soviet Union on disarmament problems is annexed to the 
1964 reply.

9. Regarding over-all planning for the use of liberated resources in 
the world as a whole, the 1963 reply offers the suggestion that during 
the initial period of disarmament, about one-third of the released 
funds might be allocated to tax reduction, about one-third to nationsi-l 
programmes of economic and social development, about one-sixth to 
international programmes of scientific, technological and economic 
development, and about one-sixth to economic assistance to the de
veloping countries. It is recognized that deviations might be required 
at' the country level, owing to differences in the needs of individual

tates.
10. In the United States, the Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency of the United States Government was establishiad in Septem
ber 1961 to formulate policy and conduct research on the various 
aspects of disarmament, responsibility for research on the economic 
and social aspects being assigned to an Economics Bureau within the 
Agency. A research pro^amme has been organized, in co-operation 
with other government agencies and other bodies, and a report en
titled Economic Im/pacts of Disarmainent was published in 1962. The 
research programme includes a variety of studies concerned with 
tracing the industrial and geographical impacts of military expendi
tures and with developing methodologies for predicting important 
economic impacts resulting from anticipated changes in the level and 
composition of defence expenditures, in order to facilitate advance 
planning in the establishments and communities most affected. The 
extensive statistical data regarding the impact of military expendi
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tures on the economy included in the Government’s 1962 reply  ̂ are 
being updated and will be transmitted to the Secretary-General in 
due course. To strengthen co-ordination among the federal agencies 
concerned a high-level interdepartmental Committee on the Economic 
Impact of Defense and Disarmament was formed in December 1963 
to investigate not only industrial conversion problems and other ad
justments to changes in military spending but also the question of 
related tax and expenditure adjustments.^

11. State and local governments in the United States have also been 
intensifying their activities regarding the economic and social aspects 
of disarmament. In addition, private studies have been undertaken, 
some of which have been completed and published. A selected bibli
ography on the economic aspects of disarmament, 1961 to March 1964, 
and a bibliography of publications and studies in progress on arms 
control and disarmament generally were appended to the 1964 reply.®

12. Economic and social preparations for disarmament by the Gov
ernments of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom have included 
statistical analyses of the industry-by-industry impact of disarma
ment and of possible compensatory expenditures. These studies are 
reviewed in the 1962 replies of these Governments. The United King
dom has subsequently indicated (1963) that further developments 
have not yet suggested a need for revision of the analytical frame
work. The Government has also indicated (1964) that in overfall 
planning for disarmament, reliance would be placed on the develop
ment of existing machinery, notably the National Economic Develop
ment Council (established in 1962) and the current procedures for 
programming public expenditure several years in advance. The 
Netherlands, in its 1964 reply, indicates that plans are now bein*g 
made to initiate a study in depth of the possible economic and social 
impacts of disarmament, especially on industry and business.

13. Some other Governments, while less specific regarding the 
nature of the studies that have been completed, have indicated that 
close attention has been paid to the question. Canada, Denmark and 
Israel report their active concern with over-all economic and social 
planning for disarmament and their conviction that disarmament 
would have great economic and social benefits. The Governments of 
several countries having centrally planned economies, including 
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Himgary, Poland, Romania and Yugo
slavia, have reviewed the recent history of their planning achieve
ments, indicating that disarmament would be taken into account in

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. 1, pp. 217-275.
 ̂See iUd., 1963, pp. 649-651.

®The 1964 U.S. reply, except for the appendices, appears ante, pp. 203-210.
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their usual planning procedures and would facilitate an increase in 
their rates of economic growth. Bulgaria, for example, cites the 
favourable experience resulting from reductions of the annual forces 
in 1955 and 1958, while Hungary points out certain similarities be
tween the economic problems successfully solved in recent years and 
those which would be posed by disarmament. New Zealand, Norway 
and Sweden have reported that the adjustments required by disarma
ment would be relatively minor in scope and readily accommodated. 
France (1963) and Italy (1964) refer to the general surveys of the 
question included in their 1962 replies, and state that so far as their 
own economies are concerned, special studies regarding the economic 
and social aspects of disarmament will not be required until fresh in
formation becomes available regarding the features of an eventual 
agreement on disarmament. Belgium states that precise information 
or strong presumptions regarding the process of disarmament itself 
will be required before the Government can make a soundly based 
evaluation of the economic and social aspects. Albania expresses the 
view that studies on the economic and social consequences of disarma
ment will be appropriate only after a disarmament agreement has been 
achieved and is being implemented; earlier studies might only serve
to raise false hopes.

14. Among developing countries, Chad, Laos and Trinidad and
Tobago have pointed to the beneficial results that would follow from 
disarmament, while Jamaica, Kenya, Nigeria and Uganda have stated 
that so far as their domestic economies are concerned, military ex
penditures are inconsequential and that the question of internal 
adjustmeiits therefore does not arise.

15. Regarding over-all planning for the conversion process the 
Secretariat can assist national Governments by facilitating the inter
national exchange of information regarding planning techniques 
applicable to the conversion period. To some extent this function 
has already been performed in the reports made in the last three years 
to the Council and to the Assembly. This work could be extended 
through the compilation of a selected, annotated, international bibli
ography of pertinent studies.

16. Regarding over-all planning of the uses to which liberated 
resources might be allocated in the long run, practically all interna
tional activities in connexion with the United Nations Development 
Decade are directly or indirectly relevant in some degree, especially 
with respect to economic and social progress in the developing coun
tries. The activities of the United Nations Secretariat in these fields 
are undertaken in accordance with various resolutions of the General
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Assembly and the Economic and Social Comicil pertaining to the 
United Nations Development Decade, to the promotion of economic 
and social planning through the establishment of institutes and centres 
and the intensification of related Secretariat work programmes, and 
to the provision to the developing countries of technical assistance in 
these fields. It may be recalled, for example, that General Assembly 
resolution 1708 (XVI) referred to the “urgent need of the less de
veloped countries to establish and implement national, all-inclusive 
and well-integrated development plans to build up their societies in 
accordance with their own individual precepts”  ̂ and that in accord
ance with this resolution, development planning institutes have been 
established in developing regions, and that an Economic Projections 
arid Programming Centre has been established at Headquarters along 
with corresponding regional centres in the regional economic commis
sions. The support lent by such activities as these to over-all devel
opment planning, especially in the developing countries, will facilitate 
the revision of national and international targets in the second half of 
the Development Decade and will lend support to national planning 
efforts in this period. Concerning the social aspects of development it 
is worth noting that General Assembly resolution 1916 (XVIII) calls 
for a study of targets of social development in the second half 6f the 
Development Decade (1965-1970),^ and that the setting of these tar
gets would undoubtedly be affected by any plans or projected arrange
ments whereby resources from disarmament would be made available 
for social development.

4

II. Studies and activities relating to the promotion of necessary economic 
and social readjustments during the period of conversion.,

* ic  ^ *
t

(a) Possible transfer to peaceful purposes of specialized mUitary 
personnel and associated military facilities

t  ̂ /

17. The question of using military property for peaceful purposes 
during the conversion period has been the subject of a study by the 
Historical Institute of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, the 
Government states in its 1964 reply. With reference to the reduction 
in military expenditures during the second half of the nineteen fifties, 
the Government reports that military facilities and supplies were 
effectively transferred to civilian use; for example, some military 
buildings were transferred to educational institutions, and ammuni
tion was used in earth and rock-moving work.

i

‘ General Assembly Official Records: Sixteenth Session, Supplement No. 17 
(A/5100), vol. I, pp. 15-16.

^Ihid., Eighteenth Session, Supplement No, 15 (A/5515), pp. 38-39.
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18. The question of the re-establishment of soldiers in civil life is 
mentioned in a number of replies. Czechoslovakia, Laos and the Soviet 
Union (1963) point out that in their countries the skills of most mili
tary personnel will find a ready use in civil pursuits. The Soviet 
Union (1964) notes that this view is confirmed by experience with 
reductions in military expenditures ia the latter half of the nineteen 
fifties, when demobilized soldiers were readily re-employed, contribut
ing, for iQstance, to the development of the eastern regions and to the 
housing-construction programmes.

Internationd
19. An exploration of the potential benefits which may be derived, 

especially in the developing countries, from the conversion of military 
personnel and facilities to peaceful uses might usefully be made the 
subject of an international study.

20. Such a study might have special relevance for the rural sectors, 
as is indicated in the following observations received from the FAO.

. . . Both military i>ersonnel awaiting demobilization as well as some 
types of military equipment could be used to promote agriculture. In the 
developing countries the lack of economic infrasitructure such as rural roads, 
bridges, etc. frequently constitutes one of the principal obstacles to agriculture. 
This could easily be remedied by using military engineers and equipment 
Similarly, transiport equipment, e.g. trucks, jeeps, etc. would be of special 
benefit in improving agricultural marketing. Military i>ersonnel in the devel
oped countries could, in addition, be formed especially during the transition 
phase into a United Nations Development Force, supplementing thereby the 
scarce skills in the developing countries.

Within the developing countries themselves, military personnel tend to be 
better trained and educated than the bulk of the population. Demobilization 
will probably result in an influx of large numbers to rural areas owing tO' the 
slow growth of employment opportunities in the non-agrlcultural sectors. 
They could, through a re-training programme, become the new village leaders, 
infusing fresh ideas and progress into the relatively stagnant rural environ
ment. Such an effect has already been reported in some African countries, 
as well as in Nepal on the return of Gurkha troops after service.

The availability of training facilities in the military establi^ment of these 
countries also presents an excellenit opiwrtunity to expand the cadre of 
trained personnel, particularly those of the middle-grades. The relative 
scarcity of such skilled men tends to hold back agriculture which in the course 
of development becomes increasingly dependent on non-agricultural inputs. 
These facilities, instead of being dismantled, could be used to train people in 
those skills which are useful in peacetime and also conform to the development 
programme of each country.

» <

Regarding the special question of land settlement and land reform, 
the FAO alsQ notes that there are serious pitfalls to be avoided, but 
that the possibilities for placing demobilized men in regional labour 
groups or co-operatives may be worth investigation. Regarding
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agricultural co-operatives, the FAO suggests the advisability of con
sidering the transfer to them of military buildings, vehicles and other 
equipment.

(b) Transfers of man'pow'er between industries and occv/pation  ̂

National
21. Specialized study of the question of labour mobility in the con

text of disarmament is under way in the United States (1964). The 
Department of Defense and the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency are reported to be arranging with the State of Washington 
Bureau of Employment Security for a study tracing the movement 
and re-employment activities of workers released from employment 
with an establishment producing military aircraft. The purpose of the 
study is to obtain data which would be useful in formulating future 
policies regarding labour mobility. In November 1963, the Sub-Com
mittee on Employment and Manpower of the Conmiittee on Labor 
and Public Welfare of the United States Senate gave specific consid
eration to the training and utilization of military and defence-asso- 
ciated manpower. It is expected that some of the material prepared 
for these hearings will be made available to the Secretary-General. 
Legislation to facilitate the formulation of appropriate public policies 
is being considered.

22. Canada (1964), Norway (1962) and Sweden mention the appli
cability during the conversion period of existing manpower policies, 
especially employment services and re-training facilities. The United 
Kingdom (1964) refers in a similar context to the increasing attention 
being devoted by the Ministry of Labour to medium- and long-term 
manpower trends, and notes that the country has had recent experi
ence with sharp decreases in manpower associated with military ex
penditures resulting from the contraction of the armed services on the 
termination of conscription.

International
23. The Secretariat of the Economic Commission for Europe (ECE) 

has begun work on a study of the impact of demobilization on civilian 
employment in the ECE region.̂  In recognition of the fact that the 
maintenance of high levels of domestic demand for goods and services 
is necessary but in itself insufficient to ensure a smooth transfer of 
manpower to peaceful pursuits, the study is designed to examine the 
additional requirements for a rapid and efficient re-allocation of man
power. The study examines (1) the incidence of defence employ
ment, (2) its adaptability to civilian occupation, and (3) the problems

 ̂For a preliminary report, see E/ECB/522/Add. 1.
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of re-training. Arrangements are being made with the ILO concern
ing preparation of the third part of the study. Preliminary results 
concerning the first part of the study indicate that “the reservoirs of 
potential civilian manpower immobilized in the armed forces of many 
ECE countries are quite considerable, and that their importance is of 
qualitative as much as— p̂erhaps even more than—quantitative in 
nature”. It is suggested that future work should include examination 
of the employability of the various categories constituting defence 
employment in the wider sense of the concept.

(c) Economic 'problems ajfecting 'partiouldr enterprises and locali
ties

National
24. The replies of several Grovemments state that in their respective 

countries the conversion of specialized productive capacity built in 
connexion with the support of military programmes can, generally 
speaking, be achieved without great difficulty. The Soviet Union 
(1963), for example, notes that many of the plants engaged in the 
production of tanks, military tractors and armoured carriers can 
quickly be converted to the production of agricultural and transport 
machinery, there being a considerable need- for these products in the 
Soviet Union. A similar situation is reported to prevail with respect 
to a sizable number of aircraft, ship building and electronics enter
prises. Sweden notes that arms, vehicles and ship building capacity 
can be switched from military to peaceful production, the principal 
question being whether there is a demand for additional civil output 
in these lines of production.

25. Concerning specific studies of the problems affecting particular 
enterprises and localities, Czechoslovakia (1962) reports favourable 
.experience in three case studies, concerning the conversion of an air
craft factory from military production to the production of medium 
trucks, concerning the conversion of a factory from tank production to 
production of diesel locomotives, caterpillar tractors and compressors, 
and concerning the conversion of a factory from the production of 
military radio equipment to the production of television sets. The 
1964 reply states that the Czechoslovak Society for International 
Relations published a prize-winning booklet on the city of Olomouc, 
explaining what disarmament could mean for that city. The United 
States (1964) indicates that the Atomic Energy Commission has com
missioned a number of reports on industrial diversification 
at community sites of Conmiission facilities. Copies of these studies 
have been transmitted to the Secretary-General. The National Aero
nautics and Space Administration is likewise studying the economic
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effects of the civilian spiace programme, and the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency is planning studies of possibilities in the elec
tronics industry for shifting output to non-military items, and of the 
problem of regional readjustments during the conversion period.

International
26. International activities concerning economic problems affecting 

particular enterprises and localities during the conversion period have 
thus far been confined to the dissemination of information supplied by 
Governments.

(d) The possibilities for wndertahing an international study of the 
prohlems that might arise in relation to 'primary commodities 
for which the demand would he significantly affected during 
and immediately following the transition period

27. In resolution 982 (XXXVI) the Economic and Social Council 
requested the Secretary-General to make an adequate survey of this 
question and to report his findings to the Council at an early session. 
To determine whether the data necessary for a meaningful survey of 
the kind mentioned could be obtained, if requested, the Secretary- 
General invited Governments to indicate whether certain specified 
types of data could be provided, if requested. The United States 
has replied that, in general, the necessary data could be provided with 
respect to the seventy-six commodities which have been the object of 
stockpiling and also with respect to petroleum, steel and uranium. 
However, no other Government has thus far indicated that it would 
be in a position to supply information of this kind,̂  and imtil most of 
the Governments significantly involved are alble to do so it would ap
pear that a specific and concrete study of the question would not be 
feasible. Should additional information be forthcoming conceiving 
the availability of data, however, the Secretary-General would be pre
pared to review the question, and the FAO has indicated its readiness 
to co-operate regarding agricultural foodstuffs and raw materials.

28. With respect to the general principles that might govern inter
national co-operation in this field during the conversion period it 
should be noted that a considerable measure of agreement exists. The 
most recent United Nations activities in this connexion have, taken

/

’̂ New Zealand (1964) and Norway (1964) liave indicated that their own use 
of primary commodities in connexion with military expenditures is insignificant, 
while Canada (1964) reports that its military use of domestically produced 
primary commodities is not significant but that Canadian exports might be 
affected. Among developing countries, the Congo (Leopoldville), Ghana, Ja
maica, and Kenya have indicated their interest in the question as primary 
exporters. [Footnote in original.]
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place in the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, 
where it was recognized that future international co-operation in trade 
and development will need to take into account any opportunities 
arising from disiKttmament. Among other international activities, it 
may be useful to draw attention to a 1955 resolution of the Contracting 
Parties to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) con
cerning the liquidation of non-commercial stockpiles, which recom
mended that wherever pructioable forty-five days prior notice should 
be given of intention to liquidate a substantial quantity of strategic 
stocks and that consultations should be carried out on request.̂  Since

♦

that timie there has been increasing interest in the subject and in the 
question of the adequacy of measures for dealing with it. Recently, 
at the twenty-first session of the Contracting Parties, in March 1964, it 
was noted that although Governments disposing of non-commercial 
stockpiles appear, in fact, to have been concerned not to disrupt 
the market, the Interim Co-ordinating Committee for International 
Conmiodity Arrangements (ICCICA) proposes to consider whether 
improvements may be made to the existing arrangements.

(e) ^ocicbi'problems arising durmg the conversion 'period 

National
29. The replies of Governments do not draw attention to special

International
% «

30. The Secretary-General and the agencies concerned (notably 
FAO, ILO, WHO and UNESCO) stand ready to co-operate in the 
preparation of such studies as may be required. Relevant questions 
are, for example, the impact of disarmament on individual and group 
tensions caused by the threat of annihilative war resulting from the 
armament race, and on the extent of additional leisure time that would 
be afforded by the transfer to pmceful economic activities of man
power currently engaged in armament production and deployment, 
and the resulting possibility of a marked reduction of daily hours of 
work. The FAO notes that sociological problems of helping people to 
adjust to new ways of living have been the concern of the FAO since 
its inception and that the experience achieved in past work in this 
field should prove useful in connexion with the study of disarmament 
problems.

 ̂General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, Basic Instruments and Selected, 
Documents, Third Supp. (Geneva, 1955), p. 55.
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III. Studies and activities relating to the longer-term uses of liberated 
resources for accelerating economic and social development within 
national economies

31. The replies of a number of Governments draw attention to long- 
run national objectives in the economic and social field and to the fact 
that disarmament would make possible the more rapid achievement 
of these objectives. For example, the replies of the Soviet Union and 
the United States make extensive references to this topic. The replies 
of the Soviet Union refer to the favourable effects of disarmament on 
the achievement of planning targets for the installation of new capacity 
in industry, transport and agriculture, on the rate of completion of 
additional regional power and metallurgical complexes, and on the 
rates at which educational and health services are expanded, pensions 
are increased, and working hours reduced. The 1962 reply of the 
United States includes a systematic examination of the relation of 
disarmament to the satisfaction of domestic needs in the fields of 
residential construction, urbanization, natural resources, educational 
and health services, social security and social welfare.

32. The purely domestic aspects of these long-run questions open up 
very broad fields of study, the relationship of which to disarmament, 
although vitally important, is in many instances general rather than 
specific and may not call for specialized studies. Thus, the replies 
of Governments do not generally include material of a specific nature 
regarding these questions, and section III of this report is restricted 
to international activities closely related to disarmament and designed 
to facilitate the achievement of national objectives in these fields.

(a) Advancement of scientific and technological research for peace
ful fur poses

33. The UNESCO reports that plans are being made for a study of 
the means of ensurmg a continuous advance in scientific and techno
logical research for development purposes, irrespective of any reduc
tion of such research for military purposes. A study group is being 
formed for the examination of this problem. Nine natural scientists 
and three social scientists will be appointed to serve in this group, 
which is likely to meet at the end of 1964 or early in 1966.

34. The IAEA has submitted a short paper, reproduced in amiex IV, 
below, on recent developments in the field of atomic energy as they 
relate to the economic and social aspects of disarmament.  ̂ Three nu
clear powers have announced reductions in the production of fissile ma
terial for military purposes, and the IAEA is considering what may

^Not printed here
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be done to take advantage of these developments in order to encourage 
the peaceful uses of atomic eiiergy, Questions under investigation in
clude, inter alia, the development of plutonium technology for peace
ful applications, and of teclinology for utilizing depleted uranium 
stockpiles. Attention is also drawn to the possible value of a study 
of the problems of absorbing nuclear scientists into civilian industries. 
Other subjects for possible study are the conversion of military reac
tors to civil use, the use of plutonium reactors for the production of 
isotopes for industrial and other peaceful uses, the use of nuclear ex- 
plosiviBS for peaceful purposes, and of nuclear energy for the desalina
tion of sea water.

35. In connexion with the application of science and technology to 
agriculture, the FAO draws attention to the need for technology for 
the desalination of water at an economic cost, for the application of 
atomic energy to agriculture, and for cheaper andisafer measures of 
pest and disease control.

36. In view of the setting up this year of the Advisory Committee 
on the Application of Science and Technolo^ to Development, ap
pointed under Economic and Social Council resolution 980 A 
(XXXVI),^ the Secretary-General will bear in mind the possibility 
of drawing to the Advisory Committee ŝ attention, at an appropriate 
time, the question of utilizing the scientific and technological man
power and resources released by disarmament.

(b) Improvement of edwcwtion, training and, the sv/pfly of man
power

37. Under this heading it may be noted that the ILO is keeping un
der constant consideration the aspects of the economic and social con- 
sequbnces of disarmament within its competence, in accordance with a 
request by its Governing Body.̂  UNESCO is planning a study of 
the means of increasing the transfer from the developed to the de
veloping countries of resources for education which would become 
available as a result of disarmament. Four national studies will be 
initiated in 1964 in countries where the economic consequences of dis
armament would be particularly relevant. Contracts for carrying out 
these studies are being concluded with qualified institutions in France, 
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States.

(c) Increasing productivity in agriculture amd forestry

38. Under this heading the FAO has submitted the following ob
servations. “There is now an increasing awareness that agriculture

^Economic and Social Council OffiGial Records, Supplement lA: Resolutions 
Adopted 'by the Resumed TMrty-siwth Session (E/3816/Add. 1).

* See E/3736/Add.3.
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in the developing countries has failed to advance at the requisite pace 
and that it has, in fact, held up the achievement of a higher over-all 
rate and a more balanced pattern of growth. The time would there
fore seem to be propitious to divert a significant proportion of the 
additional resources released through disarmament and made avail
able as assistance, to accelerate agricultural development and smoothen 
the required structural transformation in these countries.

39. “It is clear that reconversion on the scale justified by total dis
armament cannot be left to haphazard forces but would have to be pro
grammed in some detail, taking account of inter-dependences between 
countries and sectors. Since the repercussions of disarmament would 
be universally felt, an equally comprehensive plan would be needed. In 
this connection the FAO Conference supported the recommendation 
of the World Food Congress that FAO should formulate a world plan 
for agricultural production, trade and development with an indica
tion of adequate nutritional standards for the nutritionally deficient 
areas and measures needed to attain such standards. In the course 
of this study the Organization will endeavour to indicate how resources 
released through disarmament could assist in achieving these objec
tives.”

40. The FAO also notes that it could participate in a study of the 
possible uses of the capital, human and natural resources released by 
disarmament in the production of agricultural commodities for peace
ful purposes, in the light of long-term projections. The FAO also 
draws attention to the importance of rural electrification as a possible 
use for resources liberated by disarmament.

(d) Development of coTmnunications  ̂ transport^ energy and nat
ural resources  ̂ and the acceleration of the growth of industry

41. The International Telecommunication Union (ITU) suggests 
that in view of the need for improvements in world telecommunica
tions the manpower and productive facilities now employed in manu
facturing and operating telecommunications equipment for military 
purposes should be retained and re-allocated to civil telecommuni
cations.̂

42. The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) refers to Eco
nomic and Social Council resolution 829B (X X X II), which recog
nizes the basic importance of having a world-wide network of meteor
ological observing stations in view of the important applications of 
meteorology in such fields as agriculture, transport and resource de
velopment.  ̂ The Organization suggests that in the event of disarma

^See itiA.
* See E/3593/Rev.l/Add.l.
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ment both technical manpower and other resources should be utilized 
to remedy present deficiencies in the global meteorological network.

43. In connexion with atomic energy, reference may be made to 
para. 34 above. In connexion with the work of the United Nations in 
the fields of transport, energy and natural resources, and in the field 
of industrial development reference may be made to other documents 
before the Council and the Assembly concerning work programmes in 
these fields.

,(e) ^Promotion of health amd nutrition^ the provision of adequate 
homing and, the intensificatiorp^of rural and urban 'planning  ̂and 
the fromotion of social welfare

44. In pursuance of the resolution adopted by the 17th World Health 
Assembly mentioned above in para. 6, the Executive Board of the 
World Health Organization will consider at its forthcoming session 
in January/February 1965, the recommendations of the Director- 
General for action deemed suitable for WHO to undertake. Previous 
communications to the Secretary-General have indicated the lines 
along-which work will be conducted.  ̂ These include promotion of 
work undertaken in connexion with the United Nations Development 
Decade with special emphasis on:

improving facilities for medical rehabilitation and occupational 
health;

assistance in establishing national industrial plants for manu
facturing biological, minor pharmaceutical and medical (including 
dental) equipment;

improvement of national health laboratory services;
. priority will be given to projects for the control and eradication of 

communicable diseases and to other projects benefiting masses of 
people;

training of local auxiliary health personnel to provide basic health 
services in rural areas under appropriate guidance;

projects of community water supply, waste and sewage disposal 
and draining;

environmental health activities for the reduction and prevention 
of pollution of air, water and other environmental pollution resulting 
from increased urbanization and industrialization accompanying eco
nomic and social development; *

■ institution of school health services;
assistance in solving the housing problem and for the provision of 

healthy housing facilities.

' See E/359S/Bev.l/Add.l and E/373G/Add.3.
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Pending a decision on this question, WHO is taking part in the work 
of the ACC committee to which reference is made in para. 5.

45. Regarding nutrition, reference may be made to the appeal by the 
Director-General of the FAO to the Heads of Governments participat
ing in negotiations for a nuclear test ban for the establishment of a 
World Disarmament Fund “devoted to the world-wide achievement of 
freedom from hunger and want in our time”. Activities of the FAO 
in connexion with a world plan for agriculture and nutrition are re
ferred to, above, in para. 39.

46. Concerning housing, it may be recalled that a recent examina
tion, in another context, of the problem of priorities in the social field, 
has led the Secretary-General to conclude that housing was among the 
lagging components of de\ elopment, particularly in economically less 
developed countries. This situation, as well as the strong impact of 
activity in the housing sector on employment, may justify the con
sideration of the need to prepare a study of the ways in which housing 
activity in both developed and developing countries may be stimu
lated through the use—whether through direct transfer of materials, 
con\ ersion or financial re-allocation—of resources released by dis
armament.

47. So far as it can be assumed that disarmament will release large 
volumes of capital resources that could be used for accelerated devel
opment in developing countries, it seems probable that many Secre
tariat activities in the social field will prove fruitful in connexion with 
disarmament. For example, the following possible studies could be 
considered:

(a) a study aiming at the compilation of an up-to-date inventory 
of those needs and requirements in the social field that are potentially 
capable of being satisfied through an alternative use of resources 
released by disarmament, especially non-monetary resources.

It is widely believed that a significant part of the existing needs 
in the social field could be satisfied through a diversion of some of 
the resources now used for military purposes. A compilation of more 
specific information on this topic would place prospects for social 
development in a more realistic light, at least to the extent to which 
a possible alternative use of such resources is contemplated;

(b) the inventory contemplated under (a) could be supplemented 
by a study of the actual transferability and convertibility for use in 
the social field of resources now applied to military progî ammes, 
taking account of potential political and technical limitations on such 
convertibility. A study of this kind would constitute primarily an 
attempt to identify the various resources capable of being directly and 
immediately transferred to uses in the social field, and more generally
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the human, material and financial resources that could ultimately be 
redeployed for such uses through conversion. It would also address 
itself to the problem of meshing social development with the process 
of disarmament, in the sense of scheduling specific social development 
programmes in relation to a schedule of the availability of the re
sources made available through disarmament. This is important 
given the assumption that disarmament will be implemented in stages, 
and that successive stages of disarmament will be characterized, inter 
aliâ  by varying qualitative and quantitative emphases;

(c) a study aiming at the determination of the type of “social” 
use of released resources with the highest maximization and multiplier 
effect.

Considering the possibly limited extent of resources which may 
become available for diversion to use in the social field at least in the 
early stages of the disarmament process, it would appear advisable to 
determine the alternative uses within this field taking account of po
tential preventive or compensatory objectives related to undesirable 
side-effects created by disarmament (as on employment and on popu
lation centres previously specializing in armament production and 
deployment), as well as of the potential “multiplier” effects of such 
uses on other fields of human endeavour.

As an illustration of Secretariat activities at the regional level, the 
following existing and possible proj ects of the Economic Commission 
for Africa (ECA) may be cited.

1. The re-formulation of community development and social wel
fare policy this year to concentrate on planning, organizational and 
operational problems encoimtered by national governments in the de
velopment of their urban and rural social services programmes with in
creasing emphasis on giving assistance to national governments,

(a) in the planning of social programmes needed to accelerate 
economic development, including the determination of needs and pri
orities in the formulation of social development objectives and policies, 
the development of planning methods and programming teclmiques 
in the social sectors and the evaluation of the implementation of social 
programmes;

(b) through specific studies of ways and means of developing 
human resources for economic and social development and of dealing 
with the social aspects of urbanization and industrialization;

(c) in the organization of social welfare services for the family, 
the pre-school child, the school child, the youth, the aged and the 
handicapped, within a professional framework of national and local 
governments;

774-812— 65— 19



274 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

(d) in the development of rural life and institutions to meet 
contemporary needs and possibilities; and in the stimulation of com
munity action of local voluntary initiative and participation in de
velopment.

2. The monograph on social aspects of economic development 
prepared by EGA in 1960. r /

3. The workshop on urbanization' held in Addis Ababa in 1962 
under the joint auspices of specialized agencies, which was attended 
by twenty-three governments’ representatives in Africa and for which 
EGA prepared two reports analysing problems consequent upon rapid 
urbanization.

4. [Possible] The recommendation of the 1962 urbanization work
shop that international assistance should be given to governments to 
formulate national policies on urbanization, within the context of over
all development plans and designating or establishing organizations 
as national centres for the study of such questions as,

(a) Evaluation of existing urbanization programmes;
(b) Recommendations regarding appropriate action pro

grammes ; ; •
(c) Provision of extension or advisory services;
(d) Promotion of training for the technical and administra

tive personnel required;
(e) Organization, conduct or sponsorship of research and sur

veys on different aspects of urbanization and metropolitan planning 
and development;

(f) Glearing houses for information on practical experience 
and research on these subj ects.

f
5. [Possible] Intensification of studies in demographic aspects of 

urbanization with direct assistance to governments to improve their 
urbanization system and to carry out a fuller analysis and utilization 
of data derived from surveys and censuses.

• ,  V -

IV. Studies and activities relating to the longer-term uses of liberated 
resources for expanding the total flow and improving the effective
ness of financial aid and technical assistance to developing countries

48, About half the replies received from Governments have referred 
to the question of devoting a portion of the savings from disarma
ment to expanding assistance to the developing countries, and the 
Governments concerned have been unanimous in supporting the prin
ciple of using liberated resources in this manner. Among developiQg 
countries, Ceylon, Labs, Nigeria, Sudan, Tanganyika and Trinidad 
and Tobago refer in their replies to the beneficial results that such a
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use of liberated resources would have for their economic and social
1

progress.
49. International action through the United Nations family can pre

pare the way for such an expansion of aid in two ways. One is by 
assisting the Governments of developing countries, upon their request, 
in preparing projects arid plans the implementation of which can be 
accelerated in the event of disarmament. A second way is by facili
tating the formulation of international aid-giving policies aiid the 
development of aid-giving channels and machinery.

5,0. Concerning the preparation of projects and plans, it is apparent 
that there is scarcely a project of the United Nations Development 
Decade that could not conceivably benefit from disarmament if liber- 
ated resources were allocated to it. The important question, therefore, 
is to determine and to promote those projects peculiarly capable of 
absorbing the specific types of resources most likely to be liberated as 
well as those projects of a bold and far-reaching nature that deserve a 
high priority which they have not received in the past owing to the 
burd^ imposed by military expenditures. Projects of both types have 
been mentioned in sections II and III, above, and it is the Secretary- 
General’s intention, in co-operation with the specialized agencies con
cerned and the IAEA, to give increasingly close attention in the future 
to these aspects of the work programme in the economic and social 
fields for which he is responsible.

61. With respect to the formulation of international aid-giving pol
icies and the development of aid-giving channels and machinery, the 
Secretariat’s work programme can take into account the potentialities 
ajfforded by disarmament in various ways. Investigations of the pres
ent position and future prospects of the developing countries with 
respect to their trade and aid needs and the actual flow of capital and 
assistance can be enlarged in scope tp take into account the various 
opportunities disarmament would afford. Such research might well 
provide a basis for the formulation, at an appropriate time, of con
crete proposals regarding future links between aid and disarmament. 
Regarding the question of channels and machinery the Secretariat will 
bear in mind, in any work undertaken in this area, the possible impli
cations of progress toward an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.I >

I
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Soviet Note to the United States: Proposed Multilateral 
Nuclear Force, July 11, 1964 ^

As has become known from press reports, as well as from state
ments by official spokesmen of the Federal Republic of Germany and 
certain other Western countries, preparations are now being made for 
commissioning the United States missile-bearing destroyer “Biddle” 
with a mixed crew consisting of officers and ratings from NATO 
countries including the United States of America, the Federal Re
public of Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Turkey, Greece and the 
Netherlands. This experiment is regarded as a kind of “prologue” to 
the composition of mixed crews for other ships of the nuclear missile 
fleet which is to form part of the NATO multilateral nuclear force. 
All this cannot fail to alarm those who cherish the cause of peace.

The Soviet Government has already drawn attention to the fact that 
the so-called NATO “multilateral” nuclear force is being used above 
all as a means of camouflaging the actual access of Western Germany 
to nuclear weapons. Details ^ready published on the preparations 
for bringing the “experimental” missile-bearing ship “Biddle” into 
service do not leave any doubt on this score, although for the time 
being it is not yet proposed to equip the ship in question with nuclear 
weapons. The West German contingent in this ship will be the sec
ond largest after that from the United States. West German sailors 
will be permitted to operate some extremely important parts of the 
ship’s equipment such as missile installations, radar equipment, and 
the electronic devices for launching the missiles and navigating the 
ship. The post of officer in charge of missile equipment in the ship is 
also being given to a representative of the Bundeswehr.

The Government of the United States of America must, however, 
be well aware of the expectations which military and political cir
cles in Western Germany are linking with the creation of a NATO 
nuclear force. Influential personalities in the Federal Republic of 
Germany are openly saying— n̂ot only in their own country but on 
visits abroad as well— t̂hat they regard the “multilateral solution” 
as a “beginning” which must in the end lead to a wider dissemina
tion of nuclear weapons and, particularly, to the creation of a so- 
called European nuclear force, which would of course be under the 
aegis of the Federal Republic of Germany. It is not difficult to see 
how illusory are the hopes of those who believe that the creation

^ENDC/137, July 15, 1964. The United States replied on Aug. 28 (post, 
pp* 381—382)•



SOVIET NOTE, JULY 11 277

of the NATO multilateral force would be the “last” concession to 
West German militarists and revenge-seekers.

The experience of many years shows that concessions by the West
ern Powers to the military and aggressive claims of the Federal Re
public of Germany are invariably used by the West German mili
tary clique as a starting point for putting forward more and more 
demands. Relying on their role as the most zealous champions of 
an adventurist policy and on the numerical superiority of the 
Bundeswehr over the armies of other Western European countries 
members of NATO, militarist circles in the Federal Republic of 
Germany are already setting the tone in this military bloc to a large 
extent, trying in every way to use it for the fulfilment of their 
frustrated revenge-seeking plans. They do not conceal the fact that 
they would like to occupy a dominating position in the projected 
NATO multilateral force as well. Having declared its readiness to 
defray 40 percent of total costs of the maintenance of this force, 
the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany openly demanded 
that the say of the Federal Republic of Germany in the settlement 
of problems relating to nuclear weapons should be “in accordance 
with its financial contribution”.

But what do the militaristic circles in the Federal Republic of Ger
many really mean by this? If a NATO multilateral nuclear force 
is established, will not the fate of many peoples of Europe be at 

. stake—and not only of Europe either, in view of the increased threat 
of a thermonuclear war with such a development of events ? Hun
dreds of millions of marks have been put to work by the advocates 
of nuclear armament in the Federal Republic of Germany, in order 
to establish their right to threaten the lives of peaceful persons not 
only in their own country but also in other countries members of 
their bloc, as well as in neutral States which do not want to have 
anything to do with the affairs of this bloc. This is how militaristic 
circles in the Federal Republic of Germany are already thinking to
day, when they have not yet got close to the nuclear missile control 
panels. It is quite easy to imagine how they would be talking if 
they had really obtained access to them.

On a number of occasions already the Soviet Government has drawn 
attention to the extent of the danger which the plan to create a NATO 
nuclear force represents for the fate of the world, and it does not 
deem it necessary to repeat all its arguments on this question. It is, 
however, essential to stress that, if the Western Powers take the path 
of disseminating nuclear weapons and giving the B'undesmehr access 
to them, this will greatly increase the risk of a thermonuclear conflict 
in which many countries—including the major States of the West— 
might find themselves involved even against their will.
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It goes without saying that, with such a development of events the 
Soviet Union and the other peace-loving countries would be obliged 
to take the appropriate measures which would be dictated by the new 
situation and would effectively safeguard their security.

Constantly pursuing a policy of peace and peaceful co-existence, the 
Soviet Union has advocated—and still advocates—the adoption of 
collective measures to prevent the dissemination of nuclear weapons, 
and is actively supporting plans for the establishment of atom-free 
zones in various parts of the world, as well as other proposals aimed 
at strengthening peace and safeguarding the security of the peoples. 
On the other hand, in view of the dangerous experiments which are 
now being undertaken by certain NATO countries and which give rise 
to justifiable apprehension for the fate of the world, the Soviet Gov
ernment deems it to be its duty to draw attention to the grievous and, 
perhaps, irreparable consequences to which steps of this kind may

*■ ♦

lead.
The Soviet Government is familiar with the far-fetched diplomatic 

argument which is put forward for purposes of re-assUrance and to 
justify the plans for creating a NATO multilateral nuclear force—it 
is familiar with all these false assertions to the effect that plans of 
this kind are fully in accord with the idea of preventing the dissemi
nation of nuclear weapons, and are in fact almost the only way of 
preventing the Federal Republic of Germany—and other NATO

t

States as well—from obtaining access to them. It is not difficult to 
see that the champions of a NATO nuclpar force are trying to recon
cile things which are clearly unreconcilable. On this matter which 
affects the vital interests of all States and peoples, there are only 
two possible positions which must be clearly distinguished from one 
another—either actively to follow the principle of preventing the dis
semination of nuclear weapons in any form or to take the course of 
making these weapons available to other States, and then the question 
of the form and the manner in which they are made available has no 
serious significance. But those who take the second course would 
inevitably have to reckon with the dangerous consequences to which 
this might lead for the cause of peace and, not least, for themselves.

The Soviet Government, being sincerely interested in maintaining 
conditions of lasting peaceful co-existence which is vitally necessary

• ♦ 

for all countries and peoples, hopes that the Government of the United 
States of America will give its full attention to the considerations set

r

forth in the present note sLnd, conscious of the great responsibility 
which rests upon it, will refrain from acts incompatible with the tasks 
of preserving and strengthening international peace.
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Statement by the U.A.R. Representative (Hassan) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Working 
Group on Nuclear Delivery Vehicles [Extract}, 
July 14, 1964^

• • • • • • •

My delegation lias listened with close attention to the statements 
that have been made recently by our colleagues in the Conmiittee- on 
the problem of the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles during the 
disarmament process. We are happy to note that this vital question 
has received close attention and is the subject of a valuable and helpful 
discussion and exchange of views. It is evident that this subject is a 
particularly sensitive, one for the large Powers. Nevertheless, it is 
equally important for the non-aligned countries and the world at large, 
as nuclear arms do not discriminate between large and small Powers, 
or between peoples on the basis of their colour or race.

A review of the discussions held so far permits us to discern three 
inter-dependent elements weighing heavily in favour of a reasonable 
solution of this problem, which if solved will pave the way to the solu
tion of the other important problems of general and complete dis
armament. These elements are as follows.

First, there is a unanimous and genuine feeling by all the people of 
the world that it is urgently necessary to relieve humanity once and 
for all, and as soon as possible, of the threat of the nuclear holocaust 
by the elimination of nuclear weaponŝ

The various factors militating in favour of such elimination on a 
basis of priority have been amply stated inside and outside this Com
mittee: It is interesting to note that the most explicit and dramatic
statements in this regard have come from the highest sources of the 
nuclear Powers themselves; they have often been quoted in our Com
mittee, and I do not wish to take up the Committee’s time by reiterat
ing them. f

It may be sufficient to emphasize that the purpose really fulfilled by 
the accumulation of these nuclear weapons is to keep the ominous 
threat of a nuclear war hovering over us. The situation will become 
more complicated with the continued perfecting of these weapons and 
with their spread to other nations.. >

That is why world public opinion is in favour of the physical elimi
nation, once and for all, of these destructive weapons, and that is one 
of the reasons why world public opinion supports the idea of general

* ENDO/Py. 198, pp. 13-18.
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and complete disarmament, which is becoming increasingly imperative 
as man becomes more developed on the moral plane and more advanced 
teclmically and as his weapons become more frightful. That is also 
why we in the United Arab Republic have declared our support for 
an early legal prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons in war.

In this respect one might recall the Ethiopian resolution, which 
calls for study of a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons,̂  and which unfortunately has not so far 
received in this Conference the attention due to it. I may also add that 
it is a matter of deep regret that, despite the fact that the General 
Assembly recognized in the aforementioned resolution that this sub
ject could be speedily and effectively studied by this Conference, and 
despite the fact that we have been requested by the General Assembly 
to study it with a sense of urgency, the General Assembly’s resolu
tion has gone unheeded. We hope that this matter will be taken up 
seriously and very soon in this Committee.

All those evident facts lead us to a sure and objective conclusion, 
which is that it is urgently necessary to eliminate nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery on a basis of priority.

The second element influencing the development of the problem 
of the elimination of nuclear weapons is the response given by both 
big nuclear Powers to the world-wide recognition of the need to elimi
nate these nuclear weapons. Their response took the form of a desire 
to face the problems relating to the elimination of these weapons and, 
in particular, their means of delivery. Their desire has beeii expressed 
officially in four different ways and on various occasions.

First, in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarma
ment Negotiations signed by the Soviet Union and the United States 
in September 1961  ̂ and endorsed by the resolution adopted by the 
United Nations General Assembly on 20 December 1961,® the two par
ties accepted formally, in principle, elimination of all stockpiles of 
nuclear, chemical, bacteriological, and other weapons of mass de
struction, cessation of the production of such weapons, and elimina
tion of all means of delivery of weapons of mass destruction.

Secondly, shortly after the Eighteen-Nation Committee began its 
work in March 1962 it had before it the Soviet draft treaty  ̂and the 
United States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament.® Both draft treaties, which formed the basis 
for the negotiations of the Committee, proceed on the assumption that

 ̂Docvments on Disarmament, 1963, p. 626.
" ma., mi, pp. 439^^42.
* lUd., pp. 741-742.
' m a., 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127. 

pp. 351-382.



HASS AN STATEMENT, JULY 14 281

it is necessary to eliminate nuclear arms and their means of delivery, 
although they have different approaches to the method of eliminating 
these means of delivei*y and to some other aspects of the disarmament 
process.

T

Thirdly, this agreement in principle was further confirmed in two 
important documents presented to the Committee: (1) document 
ENDC/40/Rev. 1 of 31 May 1962, prepared by the Soviet Union and 
the United States, containing the working draft of part I of a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament;  ̂and (2) document ENDC/52 
of 24 July 1962, embodying the recommendations of the co-Chairmen 
concerning the procedure of work of our Committee on the first stage of 
a treaty oh general and complete disarmament.^

Fourtlily, our Committee has been an appropriate official forum 
where the two sides, together with the other members of the Commit
tee, have reiterated their basic policy for the elimination of these nu
clear weapons and their means of delivery. This has been shown by 
the concentration on the problem of the elimination of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles and the persistent search for wider and more concrete 
agreements on other substantial aspects of this problem than the one 
achieved so far, on the matter of the principle of elimination.

By the end of the last session of this Committee one could say that 
the world-wide recognition of the urgent need for the elimination of 
nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, combined with the con
tinuous strengthening of the desire of both big nuclear Powers to elim
inate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, had paved the way 
for the third and decisive element affecting the problem under dis
cussion. This third element relates to the transformation of the at
titude of the two big nuclear Powers from an officially-expressed desire 
into a definite and concrete materialization of their will on this sub
ject. Of course, there have been definite signs showing the will of the 
two parties to contain some of the aspects of the nuclear threat; I 
am referring to the four agreements already reached in the past two 
years in this respect.

We should like to believe that these peripheral agreements, together 
with the discussions held so far this session, have brought us a step 
closer to final materialization of the will of the two parties on the 
most important aspect of the nuclear threat— t̂hat is, the elimination 
of the means of delivery of these weapons. We are greatly encouraged 
in this regard by two recent developments in the Committee. The 
first is the general tendency towards the establishment of an appro
priate working group to consider concrete questions concemiug the

" lUd., pp. 574-577.
* m a., vol. II, pp. 679-681.
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problem of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. The 
second development is the general agreement that the Committee should 
now move from generalities to details, and that the time has come to 
transform the many declarations of intention on the subject into prac
tical and concrete measures aiming at putting these declarations into 
effect.

Our progress in this matter seems to hinge now on niutually-accept- 
able terms of reference for the working group. Both parties have de
clared their readiness to engage in detailed discussion of practical 
issues in a working group, provided that no party imposes its plan 
as the sole basis for the terms of reference of the working group. In 
their search for acceptable terms of reference, members of this Com
mittee have not failed to put forward valuable and constructive sug- 
gestions in this regard. But we are sorry to hear now from you, Mr. 
Chairman, that the two co-Chairmen have not yet been able to achieve 
any fruitful result in this regard, despite the encouraging developments 
which marked the outset of this session.

Desirous of joining in our colleagues’ efforts in this connexion, we 
should like to offer some thoughts which might be of help to the Com
mittee and to the two co-Chairmen in their coming talks on this sub
ject, which we hope will be resumed very soon.

For our part, we believe that the activities of such a working group 
should cover the pertinent aspects raised in our debate concerning the 
problem .of the e;limination of nuclear delivery vehicles, including what 
both sides seem to agree upon— t̂hat is, the retention of a reasonable 
minimum nuclear deterrent. If we take into account what has been 
said by the interested parties and the non-aligned nations, we may be 
in a position to present to the Conference a systematic formulation of 
the appropriate items to be referred to the working group in the form 
of an agreed outline of a plan for the elimination of the means of de
livery of nuclear weapons. Such an outline of a plan might cover the 
following topics:

(1) Reaffirmation of the principle of the elimination and cessation 
of production of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles;

(2) Retention of an agreed quantity of nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles which would serve the purpose of a minimum nuclear deter
rent during the disarmament process; and this would entail a defini
tion of (a) the precise purpose and aim of the retained means of 
delivery; (b) the kind and number of the retained means of delivery;
(c) the deployment of the retained means of delivery on the terri
tories of both sides;

(3) The method of eliminating the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons at the earliest practicable stage;
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(4) Other questions which are relevant to the problem • and which 
Avould facilitate the implementation of the plan within the frame
work of the programme of general and complete disarmament and in 
accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.

The history of disarmament is a valuable lesson in patience and 
sober-mindedness. Any practical, realistic disarmament plan has to 
take as its starting point the world as it is today. Of course, one can
not ignore that there is a perplexing problem connected with the 
role of science and technology in the project of world disarmament. 
On the one hand, its achievements have laid the basis for nuclear 
wai^; on the other hand, it is a key for implementing and maintaining 
disarmament agreements. Therefore, if the two great nuclear Powers 
will get down to serious and detailed discussion of the question facing 
us, the difficulties might not be too great, especially in the light of the 
different suggestions presented to the Committee concerning the 
terms of reference of the proposed working group.

In conclusion, we find ourselves, as one of the participant States 
in this Committee, bound by our obligation to appeal to both sides to 
submit jointly to the Committee the practical and feasible measures 
they consider necessary for starting concrete negotiations in a working 
group.

I should like to end by' saying that we hope that the two sides will 
prove to be right, in our estimation, by agreeing on terms of reference 
that might overcome the difficulties of implementing the elimination 
of means of nuclear delivery. We really believe that it is not beyond 
the resburcefulness of the two co-Chairmen, if they have the political 
wish, to reach an agreement on terms of reference, bearing in mind 
what has already been suggested on this subject. We hope that the 
next CO-Chairmen’s report on this vital issue will be more positive.

Nigerian Working Document Submitted to the Eighteen
• •

Nation Disarmament Committee: Nuclear Delivery 
Vehicles, July 14, 1964 ^

♦

In connection with the problem of nuclear delivery vehicles, the 
aim' of the Conference and the basis for the Working Group should 
be:

The retention by both nuclear sides, from the earliest possible point
I \

ENDC/136, July 14,1964.
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in the disarmament process, of an agreed quantity of nuclear de
livery vehicles, the minimum sufficient to provide reasonable guar
antees during the process of disarmament, to be eliminated at the 
end of the disarmament process, and the elimination of all other 
means of delivering nuclear weapons at the earliest possible and prac
ticable time, in accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles.^

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Elim
ination of Bombers [Extract}, July 16, 1964 ^

First of all I should like, on behalf of the Soviet delegation, to 
associate myself with the warm words of welcome expressed by you, 
Mr. Chairm'an, to the Secreitary-Oeneral of the United Nations, U 
Thant. We have all been happy to see the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations in our midst. We are aware of the profound interest 
taken by U Thant in the disarmament negotiaJtions. We have listened 
with great interest to his brief statement and agreed with his appraisal 
of the efforts to make progress in the field of disarmament. We ialso 
share his hopes for further progress in this most important field of 
international relations.

The Soviet Union’s proposal for the elimination of all bomber air
craft, as set forth in the memorandum of the Soviet Government 
dated 28 January 1964,® is well known to the members of the Com
mittee. It has already been the subject of preliminary discussion at 
the previous session of the Committee. We now propose to continue 
this discussion and, for our part, we intend to give certain clarifications 
and to spell out more precisely our proposal for the elimination of 
bomber aircraft.

In putting forward its proposal for the elimination of bomber air
craft the Soviet Government starts from the position that such a 
measure would have great positive significance both from the point of 
view of reducing the arms race and from the point of view of generally 
improving the international situation.

First, we should bear in mind that the destruction of bomber air
craft by States would be the beginning of actual or, as it is called,

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
* ENDO/PV.199, pp. 0-31.
^Ante, pp. 12-17.



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, JULY 16 285

physical disarmameiit—a tangible, ponderable begiiining. Although 
bomber aircraft are an obsolescent type of weapon, nevertheless they 
are still today a powerful means of carrying on a war of aggression, 
'v̂ hich can biB used to deliver nuclear weapons to their targets in order 
to inflict massive blows in the territories of other States. Bombers 
can also be used as powerful conventional weaplons. The elimination 
of this type of weapon at once as a separate measure would be a serious 
and real contribution ainied at ensuring the security of States.

Secondly, it has to be recognized that the elimination of bombers 
would, by itself, limit to some extent the possibilities of unleashing a 
world war. The elimination of bomber aircraft would create in fact 
a situation where anyone contemplating aggression would not risk un
leashing a war with the use of only conventional ground and naval 
armaments. Large-scale military operations without bombers were 
impossible in the conditions of the Second World War: for all the 
more reason they are impossible now. It is obvious that a potential 
aggressor without bombers would be faced with the necessity of taking 
such an extreme decision as to use nuclear weapons from the very be
ginning; and that decision would inevitably entail a devastating re
taliatory nuclear blow at the aggressor himself.

Thirdly, the elimination of bomber aircraft would also rule out one 
of the possibilities of the unleashing of a world war as a result of 
accident. This possibility is connected with the fact that at the 
present time, as is well known, the United States permanently keeps 
in the air a large nxmiber of its bombers with atomic and hydrogen 
bombs on board. Of course, this should be ended at once, without 
waiting until the question of the elimination of bomber aircraft is s^- 
tled. But in any case, when there are no bombers the possibility of 
carrying out such flights will vanish altogether, and thus the acci
dental and dangerous consequences which they might have will be 
eliminated.

Fourthly, having sent all bombers to the scrap-heap. States will be 
able to reduce substantially their military expenditures. Bomber air
craft are an extremely costly type of weapon. It is well known, for 
instance, that in the United States it is planned to spend in the current 
fiscal year $1,600 million on the modification of B-52 bombers alone, 
and the same item of expenditure is expected to be retained in the 
United States military budget for next year too. Considerable ex
penditures on bomber aircraft are also borne by all the other States 
which have this type of weapon. One of the aims of our proposal is 
to suppress this item of expenditure.

Fifthly, the elimination of bomber aircraft would be a serious 
measui’e contributing to the relaxation of international tension, to the



286 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

strengthening of confidence between States, and thereby to the con
solidation of their security. The significance of tliis measure will be 
all the greater as the elimination will affect that type of weapon which 
is regarded by the theoreticians and strategists of so-called “local wars” 
as the basic striking force to be used against militarily weak States and 
against the national liberation movements of peoples.

All these considerations, it seems to us, explain why at the previous 
session of the Committee the Soviet Union’s proposal for the elimina
tion of bomber aircraft aroused a great response and profound interest 
among the participants in the negotiations and met with support on 
the part of many delegations.

In expressing a positive attitude to the idea of eliminating bomber 
aircraft, some delegations asked us at the previous session of the Com
mittee to explain in greater detail in what way we consider it most 
appropriate to implement this measure: whether all the bombers should 
be destroyed at once or gradually, type by type; whether all States 
should simultaneously start to eliminate bomber aircraft. These are 
legitimate iand understandable questions; they require an anFwer, and 
we are prepared to answer them.

As regards the order and sequence of the elimination of the various 
types of bombers, the Soviet Union keeps a flexible position on that 
question. We consider that it is important to arrive at an agreement 
in principle to eliminate all bomber aircraft within a definite short 
period. Within that period bombers could be eliminated in the se
quence that will have to be agreed upon. On the instructions of the 
Soviet Government we are authorized to state at this stage of the 
negotiations that, if our proposal for the elimination of all bomber 
aircraft within a definite period is accepted in principle, the Soviet 
Union is prepared to discuss and determine specifically the sequence 
of the elimination of bombers by types within tliat period.

In doing so we are, of course, prepared to ponder on and consider 
any proposals on this score which may be put forward by the par
ticipants in the negotiations. We do not think that any insuperable 
difiiculties are likely to arise in the negotiations in connexion with the 
question of the sequence in which the various types of bombers should 
be eliminated or with which types it would be most suitable to begin the 
elimination. Which bombers will be the first to go on the bonfire, 
which will follow them and so forth are matters on which agreement 
can be reached.

We are prepared to take the same flexible position in regard to when 
and how other States are to be associated with the process of eliminat
ing bomber aircraft. The Soviet Government has taken into account, 
in particular, the considerations put forward by the delegation of India 
to the effect that inilitarily less powerful States need bombers as a basic
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means for their military defence and therefore they would be miable 
to agree to the elimination of their bombers simultaneously with those 
of the militarily more powerful States. We consider that within an 
agreed over-all period the States possessing the greatest military poten
tial should be the first to start eliminating bomber aircraft, and only 
at a later stage the other States, whose national security interests, of 
course, must not be infringed.

We have also been asked about control over the elimination of 
bombers. We shall answer this question. Of course, the elimination 
of bombers should be carried out under international control since it is 
a real disarmament measure. The Soviet Government is prepared to 
reach agreement on mutually-acceptable forms of such control.

Those are our clarifications and more precise details regarding the 
proposal for the elimination of bomber aircraft. We are convinced 
that if the other side has the same desire to reach agreement on this 
question as we have, it will be possible to do so; all the necessai^ pre
conditions for such an agreement have already been created. It cannot 
be doubted that the peoples will regard an agreement on the elimina
tion of bomber aircraft as a serious step in the field of disarmament, 
as a great contribution to the strengthening of universal peace.

It goes without saying that, under an agreement on the elimination 
of bomber aircraft. States will have to renounce their plans for the 
further improvement of this type of weapon as well as the further 
production of bombers. But this must be accepted; i t  is required 
by the interests of the strengthening of peace.

We should like to express the hope that the proposals for the elim
ination of bomber aircraft will meet with active support on the part 
of the whole Committee, and that the clarifications and more precise 
details which we have just given concerning this proposal will con
tribute to the success of the negotiations, pa-rticularly as they provide 
a possibility of finding, within the framework of a general agreement 
on the elimination of bomber aircraft, concrete solutions which take 
into consideration the interests of all States.

Let us set to work here in the Committee in order to arrive at an
t

agreement on the first measure of physical disarmament^an agree
ment on the elimination of all bomber aircraft. The Soviet delegation 
is prepared for such constructive work.

In explaining our proposal for the elimination of bomber aircraft, 
we must also touch upon the United States proposal, about which the 
United States representative, Mr. Timberlake, spoke last Thursday— 
the proposal for a verified freeze of strategic nuclear offensive and 
defensive vehicles.̂  If we have to touch upon this qu^tion, it is not

 ̂ENDO/PV.197, pp. 5 ff.
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because Mr. Timberlake in his statement told us anything new, any
thing that would call for a new evaluation, on our part, of the proposal 
for a freeze of delivery vehicles. To be frank, we are bound to say 
that in Mr. Timberlake’s statement we did not find anything which 
we did not know already from the message of President Lyndon B. 
Johnson of the United States, dated 21 January 1964,̂  and, of course, 
from those explanations of this message which were given by the 
United States delegation at the previous session of the Committee.

It is understandable, therefore, that we have nothing to add to the 
critical comments on the United States proposal for a freeze which 
we made at the previous session.- Furthermore, the representative 
of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Pechota, has shown once again in his detailed 
statement that the United States proposal for a verified freeze of 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, while it would not eliminate or 
even reduce the menace of a nuclear war, would at the same time lead 
to the establishment of control, not over disarmament, but over arma
ments, with all the resulting dangerous consequences for the security 
of States.̂  We fully agree with the considerations put forward by the 
representative of Czechoslovakia in his statement.

Now we should like to deal with the United States proposal in an
other connexion. We should like to draw attention to the fact that, if 
one compares the Soviet proposal for the elimination of bomber air
craft with the United States proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles, it is easy to see the unquestionable advantages of 
the Soviet proposal.

In fact, the elimination of bombers is a real, physically-tangible 
disarmament measure. It would lead to a substantial reduction of 
the military potential of States, and consequently would substantially 
lessen the danger of war. Such a measure would justify also the 
establishment of appropriate international control over its implemen
tation, provided, of course, that such control would not be a means of 
interfering in the internal affairs of States and an instrument of inter
national espionage. At the same time, a freeze of strategic delivery 
vehicles would not be at all a disarmament measure but would be 
connected with extensive international control capable of uncovering 
the whole defensive system of peace-loviag States, which could answer 
only to the interests of a potential aggressor.

 ̂Ante, pp. 7-9.
 ̂Ante, pp. 88 £f.
ENDC/PV.197, pp. 11 ff.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Timberlake) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee: Destruction of B—47 and TU—16 Bombers 
[Extract), July 16, 1964 ^

• • • • • • •

Today I wish to deal with a United States proposal which would 
bring about the actual reduction in numbers of nuclear delivery 
vehicles. My Government proposes the physical destruction by the 
United States and the Soviet Union of an equal number of B-47 
and TU-16 bomber aircraft. We are prepared to carry out this 
destruction at the rate of twenty flyable aircraft per month on each 
side. We are further prepared to continue destruction of these 
bomber aircraft at this rate for a period of two years. We are also 
prepared to increase the total number of bomber aircraft to be de
stroyed by adding to the rnonthly quota an additional agreed number 
to be taken from bombers stored and preserved for emergency mobili
zation. The verification of this measure would be simplicity itself.

There are those who argue—and my Soviet colleague is one of 
them—that the physical destruction of these aircraft makes no real 
difference, because my Government plans to phase out the B^7. 
The United States does have plans to phase out such aircraft from 
its active forces, although not as fast as our proposal envisages. I 
expect that the Soviet Union has similar plans for its TU-16s. But— 
and this is important— t̂he phasing-out of bomber aircraft does not 
necessarily mean destruction. Bom'ber aircraft in storage can fly 
again; bomber aircraft in storage can be transferred to another 
Power; bomber aircraft in storage also retain the capability of carry
ing nuclear weapons.

We are not proposing the physical destruction of a toy gun; we are 
proposing the physical destruction of an equal number of formidable 
weapons of war. For example, the B^T is a six-engine jet bomber 
with a range of over 4,000 nautical miles without refuelling. It can 
carry a multi-megaton bomb load. As we have stated previously, the 
explosive yield from the bomb load of one B-47 is greater than that 
from all bombs dropped by all bombers in the Second World War. 
The TU-16 has roughly comparable capabilities.

My Soviet colleague need only say the word and our two Govern
ments can begin the process of negotiation for the destruction of equal 
numbers of these aircraft. If the Soviet Union wishes to negotiate in

 ̂ENDC/PV.199, pp. 14^19.
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terms of lesser numbers, we are prepared to consider any lesser num
bers selected by them. If the Soviet Union is not prepared to under
take destruction of any TXJ-16 aircraft at this time, perhaps it might 
suggest other types of aircraft—or other armaments— ŵith which it 
would prefer to begin.

The United States, in urging this measure, has kept in mind the 
matter of military balance. This proposal is squarely in line with the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.^ The over-all force structures 
of both sides would be maintained after these bomber aircraft are de
stroyed ; but they would be maintained at the reduced levels. No mili
tary advantage would accrue to either side and security would continue 
to be ensured equally for all.

In proposing such physical destruction, the United States also has 
in mind the matter of non-proliferation. Once destroyed, these air
craft could not contribute to arms races in the hands of other countries. 
Moreover, possession of such vehicles by other countries could increase 
concomitant pressures for development of a nuclear capability. Our 
measure would therefore make an important contribution towards 
stopping the spread of such capability.

There are those—and again my Soviet colleague is one of them—• 
who believe that physical destruction of equal numbers of B-47s and 
TU-16s is too small a step. I would disagree with that. Considering 
the formidability of the delivery vehicles under discussion, and the 
fact that agreement on this issue would represent the first—I repeat, 
the first—agreement by this Conference on physical destruction, I see 
this measure as an important one in the disarmament process. A 
journey of a thousand miles begins with a single step.

The adoption of our proposal would place into operation the very 
simplest of verification procedures, would provide needed experience 
in the process of physical destruction, and would call to the attention 
of the world the serious intention of this Conference to make real 
progress. I put it to the Committee: would it not be an historic moment 
if this Conference could inform the peoples of the world that we had 
agreed to eliminate substantial numbers of bomber aircraft capable 
of carrying over a thousand times the explosive power of all bombs 
dropped by bombers during the Second World War ?

Should this Conference endorse that measure, what are some of the 
essential elements in carrying it out ?

First, as indicated previously, the United States and the Soviet 
Union would agree to destroy an equal and agreed number of TU-16 
and B^T jet bombers over a two-year period.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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Second, destruction of tlie B-47s and TU-16s would take place in the 
United States and the Soviet Union respectively. One airfield in each, 
country would be designated for such purposes.

Third, the agreed number of bomber aircraft would be flown by each 
party and landed at its designated airfield on the first day of each 
month.

Fourth, destruction would be carried out under the supervision and 
direction of the host country by its personnel and at its expense.

Fifth, destruction would be comprehensive enough to ensure that 
each bomber aircraft could no longer be restored to flyable condition 
and its engines no longer used for propulsion.

Sixth, the host country could, prior to destruction, remove from its 
bombers any equipment, instruments and the like which in its discre
tion it would wish to retain.

Seventh, such destruction would be verified by adversary inspec
tion— ŷou inspect me and I inspect you—a process which is elementary, 
uncomplicated and nonintrusive. That is a point I hope my Soviet 
colleague will not overlook.

Eighth, we think it would be desirable for observers designated by 
the nonaligned members of this Committee, and by the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations, to participate in the verification 
process.

The verification process we envisage, as I have already emphasized, 
is an extremely simple one, sufficient solely to ensure that the agreed 
destruction is actually carried out. We would propose the designation 
of jperhaps six persons each by th  ̂United States and the Soviet Union; 
and those persons would verify the destruction of bomber aircraft at 
the designated airfield of the other party. Official personnel would be 
designated by the host country to accompany inspectors during the per
formance of their duties.

Inspectors would have the right to keep designated bombers under 
visual observation, witness their destruction, and make records of the 
destruction for their own gojY;̂ rnments. ^

inspectors would not have the right to examine any bomber before 
it had been destroyed or any equipment, instruments or the like re
moved if desired by the host country.

Inspectors would enjoy the same privileges and immunities ac
corded by the host country to diplomatic envoys.

What would be the responsibilities of the host Government to facili
tate the verification process ? They would be as follows:

To co-operate promptly with both inspectors and observers at its 
designated airfield, refraining from interference with the verification 
operations and giving assistance and support as may be required;
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To keep inspectors and observers informed in advance of the precise 
time and place of landing of bombers and their destruction;

To provide prompt transportation and suitable living quarters and 
other amenities for inspectors and observers, including supplies or sup
port to carry out their functions;

To permit and assist diplomatic officials of the designating country 
to visit and communicate freely with inspectors at the airfield of the 
host country.

The Soviet Union has proposed the destruction of all bombers, be
ginning with those of the major Powers.̂  Other suggestions have 
been made for destruction on a more ambitious scale than the United 
States proposal envisages.

The United States recognizes that bomber aircraft, as well as all 
other nuclear delifery vehicles, should be eliminated as the disarma
ment process proceeds. Our outline of a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament makes that quite clear.̂  But any proposal for the 
elimination of bombers, even on a phased or limited basis, in isolation 
from other armaments presents serious problems.

In the first place, the manned bomber is an important element in 
the United States deterrent forces and will remain so for the foresee
able future. It is true that the availability of missiles may make pos
sible the reduction of strategic bombers more rapidly than other 
armaments while still maintaining military balance. But, while our 
proposal to destroy B^Ts and TU-16s is balanced, the destruction of 
all bombers would eliminate completely many important elements in 
our military strength without imposing comparable reductions in the 
power of other States. Thus the intercontinental and submarine- 
launched missiles in the Western strategic force are supplemented 
primarily by heavy aircraft, of which the United States inventory 
is larger than that of the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the corre
sponding missiles in the Soviet strategic force are supplemehted in 
large measure by hundreds of medium-range and intermediate-range 
missiles, weapons in which the Soviet Union has superiority. The 
unbalancing effect which would result from the elimination of bombers 
alone is apparent.

In the second place, although such aircraft are nuclear delivery 
vehicles of enormous destructive capacity—as I have already indicated 
for the B-47—, they retain an important role in any non-nuclear con
flict, since destructive loads can be either conventional or nuclear. Thus 
the elimination of all aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons 
would have a serious destabilizing effect on the world military environ-

 ̂See supra.
Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, 718, 728-730.
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ment unless it took place in the context of a balanced and safeguarded 
reduction of all armaments and forces by all nations.

Furthermore, we believe that, while it is reasonable to destroy air
craft such as the TU-16 and B-47 along the lines we have suggested, 
without production limitations, this approach should not be applied to 
entire types of armaments constituting a vital part of a nation’s mili
tary capability. It would be unwise and unrealistic to attempt to 
eliminate large numbers of additional strategic delivery vehicles with
out the imposition of agreed production limitations.

I have presented to the Committee a proposal which, if implemented, 
would make a significant begimiing in turning down the arms race. 
It is simple to execute and simple to verify. Its execution would 
not only symbolize our determinp-tion to begin the disarmament proc
ess; it would also provide valuable experience which could pave the 
way for further measures of disarmament in the future. Its com
pletion would forever eliminate a significant number of vehicles of 
destruction from the arsenals of States. Thus we have a great deal 
to gain, and nothing to lose, by undertaking the destruction of B-47 
and TU-16 bombers. I urge that we begin now.

With regard to the conaments of the representative of the Soviet 
Union on the multilateral force, I shall reserve the right to make a 
reply at a future time. For the moment I shall restate the position 
which we have already set forth and which, I believe, is familiar to 
most if not all delegations.

The multilateral force is being devised to provide a responsibly- 
controlled deterrent in the face of a Soviet nuclear threat which, in
cludes hundreds of medium and intermediate range ballistic missiles 
armed with nuclear warheads and aimed at the densely-populated 
cities and industrial areas of Western Europe. The multilateral force 
will contribute to meeting this threat in a way which avoids the cre
ation of new national centres of control over nuclear weapons. As 
we have made clear many times, it is fully consistent with the United 
States policy against the proliferation of independent national nuclear 
forces.
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Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa by the 
Summit Conference of the Heads of State and Govern- 
ment of the Organization of African Unity, July 21,
1964^

TFe, African Heads of State and Go'vemment^
Gomcious of our responsibilities towards our peoples and of our 

international obligation, under the Charter of the United Nations 
and the Charter of the Organization of African Unity, to use our best 
endeavours to strengthen peace and security,

Gon/vinced that the conditions ensuring international peace and 
security must prevail in order to save humanity from the scourge of 
nuclear war,

Profoundly concerned at the effects of the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons,

Gonfirming United Nations resolution 1652 (XVI) calling upon 
all States to respect the denuclearization of the continent of Africa,^

Reaffirming the resolution on general disarmament adopted by the 
Conference of Heads of State and Government at Addis Ababa in 
May 1963,̂

Gonscious that the General Assembly of the United Nations, at its 
sixteenth session, called upon all States, and in particular upon the 
States at present possessing nuclear weapons, to use their best en
deavours to secure the conclusion of an international agreement con
taining provisions under which the nuclear States would imdertake to 
refrain from relinquishing control of nuclear weapons and from 
transmitting the information necessary for their manufacture to States 
not possessing such weapons, and provisions under which States not 
possessing nuclear weapons would undertake not to manufacture or 
otherwise acquire control of such weapons,

_ _ •» t

Gonvinced of the urgent necessity to redouble the efforts to reach an 
early solution to the problem of general disarmament,

1. Solemnly declare that we are ready to undertake, through an 
international agreement to be concluded under United Nations aus
pices, not to manufacture or control atomic weapons;

2. Afpeal to all peace-loving nations to accept the same undertaking;
3. Afpeal to all the nuclear Powers to respect this declaration and 

conform to it;

1 A/5730, Sept. 10, 1964.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648,
3 Jlidr., 196S, p. 195.
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4. Request the General Assembly of the United Nations, at its nine
teenth regular session, to approve this declaration and to take the 
necessary measures to convene an international conference for the pur
pose of concluding an agreement to that effect.

Tass Statement on the Nonproliferatioh of Nuclear 
Weapons, July 24, 1964'

Kecently the White House announced that the United States Gov
ernment had concluded an agreement with the NATO military bloc 
to make available to the latter various information concerning atomic 
weapons.̂  The agreement, according to the White House statement, 
provides for “widerdng the types of atomic information” which the 
United States of America will make available at its choice to the 
NATO military bloc as a whole or to individual members of this bloc. 
Particularly widened will be the transmission of information required 
for “developing the necessary atomic weapon delivery systems”, that 
is, information which will enable the allies of the United States of 
America to adapt their missiles and other combat weapons for fitting
with nuclear warheads.

In this connexion TASS is authorized to state the following:
r 1

This is not the first time that the United States of America has 
taken steps leading to the dissemination of nuclear weapons and each 
of them has been accompanied by assurances that no transfer, of nu
clear weiapons was yet taking place and that the nations could re
main unperturbed. That is how it was in 1955 when the United States 
of America officially began to make atomic information available to 
its allies.® This was also stated in 1958-59 when the United States 
of America concluded with the Federal Kepublic of Germany,̂  the 
United Kingdom ® and a number of other countries a bilateral agree
ment on an exchange of information concerning atomic weapons. 
There was no lack of tranquillizing statements also in 1962, when at 
the session of the NATO Council in Athens the United States spoke 
about its readiness to share more widely. with its European allies in-

 ̂ENDC/138, July 27,1964.
 ̂Ante, pp. 224-228.

* Amcricdn Fovoifffi Policy^ Basic Documents, 1950—1955, vol. II, pp. 2880—2883. 
 ̂10 UST 1322.

® 9 UST 195; 9 UST 1028; 10 UST 1274.
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formation concerning its nuclear arsenal. Not infrequently one has 
heard assurances by United States leaders that the creation of a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force has nothing to do with the dissemination of 
nuclear weapons. Again today, attempts are being made in Wliite 
House documents and in the American press to represent the new 
agreement between the United States of America and the NATO bloc 
as an innocuous undertaking which, allegedly, involves no risk of the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons.

But what other meaning can the new agreement have, if it states 
without any beating about the bush that military personnel of the 
allies of the United States of America are being instructed in the 
handling of nuclear weapons, if they are being given access to the 
plans for the use of nuclear weapons and to data containing an 
‘‘evaluation of the capabilities of potential enemies in regard to the use 
of nuclear weapons” and if they are being acquainted with United 
States scientific and technical documents concerning nuclear missile 
systems and so on ? From this alone it is obvious that if the United 
States of America is still not directly handing over nuclear weapons 
to its allies, it is preparing them for the possession of such weapons 
and for their use within the briefest periods and at their convenience. 
That is the only way in which the present agreement can be evaluated.

There is every reason to think that the appearance of this agreement 
is explained above all by the claims of Western Germany, which is 
playing no small role also in pushing through NATO the plan for 
the creation of a multilateral force, despite the objection of many 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty bloc. As is evident, the United 
States laws on the guarding of atomic secrets are unable to withstand 
the pressure of the West German militaristic circles, just as many of 
the so-called “restrictions” in regard to the re-armament of Western 
Germany, as laid down in the Paris agreements, have also been un
able to withstand it. In describing the in̂  eterate German militarists 
as peace-loving, the Governments of the United States of America 
and several other countries members of NATO are almost vying 
among themselves as to which of them will lead the Federal Republic 
of Germany by the hand to the already prepared nuclear bom'bs. 
Moreover, they delude themselves and others by asserting that the 
Federal Republic of Germany will be satisfied with what they allow 
it today and will not demand anything more tomorrow.

Surely it is known in the West that the former Minister of Defence 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, Mr. Strauss, declared that the 
possession of nuclear weapons and the right to dispose of them are
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“the symbol, the characteristic feature and decisive criterion of sov
ereignty”? And tl̂ e present Minister of Defence of the Federal Re
public of Germany, Mr. von Hassel, referring to the fact that the 
Federal Republic of Germany is second only to the United States of 
America in the size of its armed forces in NATO, demands a corre
sponding “share in nuclear planning and in nuclear responsibility”. 
That is how they understand in the Federal Republic of Germany 
“nuclear co-operation within the framework of NATO”. It is, there
fore, not surprising that Bonn has greeted with unconcealed satis
faction the new step of the United States of America in regard to 
widening nuclear information as a sort of advance for future 
adventures.

At the same time as the agreement to make information of nuclear 
weapons available is signed, at the same time as West German officers 
and ratings are already going on board the destroyer “Biddle”—the 
first ship which is the prototype of the multilateral nuclear force, 
the plan for the creation of which is being hatched within the recesses 
of NATO—^United States representatives at the disarmament negotia
tions in the Eighteen-Nation Committee give assurances that the 
United States of America is against the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons. Of course, such a divergence between words and deeds does 
not testify to the sincerity of the United States approach to the solu
tion of so important a problem as the prevention of the further spread 
of nuclear weapons. It turns out that while they say they are in 
favour of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, the United States 
politicians are at the same time consolidating juridically, in treaty 
form, the possibilities for its dissemination.

By concluding the new agreement for the exchange of atomic in
formation, the members of NATO are in fact disregarding the resolu  ̂
tion adopted at the sixteenth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly, which appeals to States, and particularly to the States now 
possessing nuclear weapons to exert every effort to secure the conclu
sion of an international agreement under which the nuclear Powers 
would undertake to refrain from transferring control over nuclear 
weapons and from communicating information necessary for the manu
facture of such weapons to States not possessing them.

The peoples of the world realize perfectly well the danger of the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons and the need for the immediate 
drafting of an agreement which would help to eliminate this danger. 
The line of the United States of America aimed at joint preparation 
with the Federal Republic of Germany and other members of NATO
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for nuclear war is the main obstacle to the conclusion of such an 
agreement. The quarantine against the spread of nuclear weapons 
must be effective; it must be such that it would be impossible to circum
vent it in any way.

By taking new steps to spread information on nuclear weapons the 
Governments of the United States of America and other NATO coun
tries are thereby taking upon themselves a grave responsibility in the 
eyes of the peoples.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, July
28, 1964"

Allow me first to express my deep appreciation for the kind words 
of welcome which so many of my colleagues have addressed to me on 
my, return here.

Personally, at this new encounter with the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, I have been struck by a remarkable change. 
It is not merely a question of the atmosphere, which we know may. 
fluctuate, like all climatic conditions; a more permanent gain has 
undoubtedly been achieved during the past six months in the degree 
of matter-of-factness in the proceedings. When the fireworks of 
polemics peter out, the real structure of any issue before us becomes 
revealed very much more clearly. Positions on the issues may well 
differ, but the discussion has become more detailed, more teclinical— 
in one word, more constructive—; and 1 congratulate our Committee 
on that. I wonder whether the outside world realizes how much 
progress this means in the work for disarmament— t̂hat is, progress 
within this Conference. The ground is now considerably better pre
pared for agreements, awaiting the day when the political authorities 
become ready to give the “go ahead” signal.

Returning to our Committee at tliis precise juncture m its delibera
tions on general and complete disarmament, I am particularly im
pressed by the progress which has been made towards a considerable 
area of agreement in regard to nuclear delivery vehicles. I might 
even say that sometimes, when I hear representatives lament the lack 
of agreement, I cannot help being reminded of Andersen’s tale about 
the invisibility of the Emperor’s garb; for I simply fail to detect 
any basic divergence of views. On the contrary, the remarkable

 ̂ENDC/PV.202, pp. 5-14.
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feature is that such a definite drawing together of positions has been 
established and such an important compromise reached by the two 
main negotiating parties: that certain nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery should be retained all through the disarmament 
process so as to provide a “nuclear shield”. I am deliberately choos
ing that term instead of some others hitherto used which seem to have 
become tainted with a partisan colouring. ’

This idea that the super-Powers should not shed all their nuclear 
armaments until the final stage of disarmament, when a new world 
security should have been created, was presented to us from the be
ginning as a Western one in the United States draft treaty.̂  The 
Soviet plan, on the other hand, called for the total elimination of 
nuclear delivery vehicles already in stage I, whicli would mean that 
it would be physically impossible from then on to wage niiclear war.̂  
The Swedish delegation did not pronounce itself on either Of those 
proj^sals. However, when Mr. Gromyko, first in 1962 ® and then in 
1963,̂  announced that the Soviet Union too was willing to extend the 
right of retaining some nuclear capability through the whole dura
tion of the disarmament process, Sweden was among the countries that 
welcomed this, precisely because it was a move which brought the 
petitions of the two sides together. We acclaimed it as providing 
an assurance that disarmament could henceforth be discussed in more 
realistic terms than the “either/or” position of yore had promised. 
I am referring to a rather coniprehensive statement by the Swedish 
delegation in the First Committee of the United Nations General As
sembly on 30 October 1963.®

The overriding phenomenon, of whicli we must never lose sight, is 
that a compromise has been achieved and that there is agreement in 
principle that a certain nuclear striking force may be retained by each 
of the two nuclear sUper-Powers to the end of the disarmament 
process. All other issues— ŝuch as those of the size, character, com
position and deployment of those forces, as well as the timing of the 
reductions needed to reach the agreed level, amounting to an elim
ination of all other means of nuclear delivery— m̂ust considigred 
in the second place, as “modalities”, appropriate for settlement 
after technical scrutiny in a working group*. In support of this 
summing-up, I might have quoted a number of statements made 
around our conference tiable; but at this stag© in our work- it would

* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382. 
pp. 103-127. 
vol. II, pp. 904-905.

" IMd , 1963, pp. 515-516.
® A/C 1/PV.1321, pp. 56 fe.
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have seemed redundant, as all aelegations are so thoroughly aware 
of the arguments.

When I stress that agreement on fundamentals can now be taken 
for granted, I admit that I am disregarding other statements from 
both sides which introduce specifications—or assume specifications— 
on which, according to our view, it would seem premature to expect 
unanimity before a detailed study is made. Let me add here that 
the Swedish delegation hails as an important sign of progress, full 
of promise for our future work, the very planning of a working 
group. We have always held that only with much more profound 
technical preparations can our labour become truly effective.

On the basis of such a propitious identity of views, it should not be 
too difficult to draft the terms of reference of the working group. 
Several nonaligned countries have also offered suggestions in order to 
assist our two co-Chairmen in their task. The co-Chairmen them
selves must of course in this exercise of seeking formulations find it 
more difficult to take initiatives, as these might be interpreted as affect
ing the negotiating positions of the nuclear Powers so highly concerned 
in regard to substance. It is admittedly easier for us to offer sugges
tions which are understood to be only tentative and thus easily amended 
or even discarded without jeopardizing anybody’s position or pres
tige.

The main quandary now seems to be the one referred to by, among 
others, Mr. Thomas at our meeting of 30 June, when he said:

Therefore it seems impontaut ito me that, in considering the basds on which 
the working group should be set up, we should try to steer a steady course 
between two extremes . . . On the one hand, the working group should 
not be on such a narrow basis that its detailed technical analysis fails to pro
duce helpful results. On the other hand, the working group should not be 
on such a wide basis that iits discussions become so diffuse as to be meaning
less.̂

That dilemma between terms of reference that are too wide or terms of 
reference that are too narrow ought to resolve itself if we bear in mind 
the possibility of indicating quite a wide frame within which the 
deliberations in the working group should be contained, but at the same 
time of prescribing in quite narrow terms the specific assignment with 
which the working group is more immediately charged. In other 
words, its members should be free within the frame to consider the 
whole problem of eliminating all means of delivery of nuclear weap
ons— t̂hat is, item 5(b) of the agenda agreed on earlier.̂  But they 
should not be expected to work directly and immediately on that whole 
problem, solving it for us for all stages and for all States.

" ENDG/PV.194, p. 22.
 ̂Dociiments on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, i)p. 679-681.



MYRDAL STATEMENT, JULY 28 301

Such solutions are highly dependent on solutions in other sectors 
of the disarmament process and therefore must be given only some 
provisional treatment. Rather what we should expect from them in 
the immediate phase of their work is a close technical study of what 
the retention of some of these nuclear delivery vehicles by the two 
nuclear super-Powers to the end of stage III should amount to. That 
is to say, the working group ought to begin by concentrating on the 
“shield” more specifically in stage III, while necessarily, from that 
centre of attention, gradually including in their considerations the 
effects of their suggested solution on all means of delivery not included 
in the “shield”, and particularly on the increased possibility of an 
early elimination of them which would result from the retention of the 
“shield”.

Following the opposite course—that is, starting from the outset with 
negotiations in the whole field of nuclear delivery vehicles—would 
seem to make the terms of reference too wide and the work plan too 
loose. The basic agreement which already exists on the principle of 
retaining a “shield” calls for a concentrated effort to circumscribe this 
concept more precisely, thus obtaining a fixed parameter which would 
make the wider equation so much easier to deal with. It goes without 
saying that the whole operation should be hypothetical, open to ad
justment so that it may fit in with subsequent agreements on other 
parts of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

I have purposely refrained from using the words “nuclear umbrella” 
to denote the problem on which attention should be primarily focussed, 
lest such a terminology might lend itself to being interpreted to mean 
that the group should study only the so-called Gromyko proposal, with 
its specifications for the nuclear striking power to be retained.̂  As the 
United States plan for a disarmament treaty also contains as a con
stitutive element the idea that a certain nuclear force should be 
retained until the end of the disarmament process, we must exploit 
the fortunate circumstance of having one specific problem to submit 
to the close technical scrutiny of experts, while, as I have said, also 
expecting from them guidâ nce on how to deal with features which 
lie within the wider circle of disarmament measures.

With that purpose in mind— t̂o provide in the terms of reference a 
fairly wide frame for the deliberations and a very specific mandate for 
the work—our two co-Chairmen, it seems to us, might be able to put 
to good use the suggestions already made for the formulation of the 
terms of reference by some of our colleagues from non-aligned coun
tries. I refer particularly to the terms indicated by India,̂  the work

‘ Ante, p. 22.
" ENDC/PV.194, p. 12.
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plan suggested by the United Arab Republic  ̂and the working docu
ment submitted by Nigeria.  ̂ Additional suggestions might be made 
informally.

In attempting to make the distinction between a wider frame for 
the deliberations of the working group and a more specific assignment 
for its work, the Swedish delegation has had very much in mind the 
practical aspect of how the group could proceed most effectively. 
Using such an approach, not based on a 'priori reasoning, it further 
seems to us that the whole task would be much more manageable if 
the work plan were turned upside down, so to speak. Instead of 
starting with what should happen in stage I, when the problems con
nected with the method of reduction—whether massive or by per
centages—of the existing means of delivery are immediately encoun
tered, the working group would do much better to focus first on what 
kind of nuclear shield should exist at the end of the disarmament 
process— t̂hat is, in stage H I—leaving to a second round the questions 
of the methods and the pace by which that level is to be reached. Such 
a procedure would have advantages both from the technical and from 
the political angle.

Politically speaking, such a procedure not only would avoid having 
to deal with the questions of balance in the period nearest to the actual 
existiiig situation, but would also make unnecessary any immediate 
divulgence of present strength by the two sides. These would, on the 
other hand, be two of the most pressing concerns if the starting-point 
were the existing level and the first task were to decide what nuclear 
delivery vehicles should be allowed to remain at the end of stage I, 
or what reduction should take place in stage I, which is the same thing.

From the technical point of view the advantage is no less important, 
since, without the issue having been prejudged, the working group 
can attempt to estimate directly what would constitute a suitable “mix” 
for each side in order to secure the desirable nuclear protection. That 
would free the Committee from pronouncing itself in advance on the 
question of whether the shield should be made up exclusively of mis
siles, and of only certain kinds of missiles.

Allowing the group to study as objectively as possible the appro
priate “mix” in the last phase of disarmament would also free this 
Conmiittee from the burden of having to define in advance by what 
method balance should be achieved. That a balance should obtain, 
that an equitable protection should be offered to both sides, must of 
course be an underlying premise for the work; otherwise there would 
be no prospect of agreement. The kind of balance that at present

 ̂Ante, pp. 282-283.
 ̂Ante, pp. 28S-284.
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seems to prevail is, as has been repeatedly stated by the United States 
delegation, only a “rough balance”. Thalt balance cannot be expressed 
als any exact numericial relationship between various weapons or their 
means of delivery, but is more a kind of mutual knowledge of an 
approximate “staibility”. Obviously the working group should try 
to find a similar kind of balance which would 'be satisfactory to both 
sides', although at a considerably lower level. In order to be able to 
strike that balance, I believe, we must leave the working group free to 
discuss relative quantities in terms of any conceivable “mix”. It 
might even use some modern technical devices for trying to determine 
an appropriate composition for the shield. That could become the 
first real international exercise in strategic programming. In this 
operation several hypothetical “mixes” must be tried out. I believe 
the working group should also be afforded the possibility of presenting 
not only one but several alternative constructions in its report to us.

Consequently our suggestion is that the working group—focussing 
first on stage III— ŝhould be given the specific assignment of'elab- 
'orating a formula for such a “mix” of types and quantities of nuclear 
delivery vehicles as would be suitable for an agreement on a nuclear 
shield of low capacity sufficient to act as a safety reserve. In this 
context we should remind ourselves that one reason for keeping the 
retained nuclear vehicles at a low level is to reduce the risk of unleash
ing a war through technical accident.

The second task would be to study how to reach that new “mix” at 
the low level— t̂hat is, taking up the questions of timing, phasing aiid 
methods of eliminating the residual means of delivery. That is a 
much wider problem and therefore must cede precedence to the one 
just otitlined as being the more specific and therefore primary one. I 
need only remind the Committee again that the elimination problem 
concerns all means of delivery and all States, whereas the retention 
problem directly concerns only two States. It should also be foreseen 
that the working group may be able only to give specific recdiMenda- 
tions for reducing those types of vehicles which are to be rietained in 
the “mix” of each party’s nuclear shield. In that' exercise the formula 
of reduction by agreed percentages might be applicable in a new way— 
that is, a percentage-wise scrapping, during a shorter or longer 
period, of the capability which lies above the agreed.level for the 
shield, in regard to each type of vehicle included in the “mix”.

While dealing with the technical character of the mandate to the 
working group I also wish to support suggestions made by some 
delegations, notably the Romanian delegation,  ̂that the group might 
submit not only a final report but also some interim reports. Whether

 ̂ENDC/PV.196, p. 10.
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they should be at regular periods or on an ad hoc basis is difficult to 
ju(%e. But on one score I am more certain. If the work procedure 
which I have suggested is accepted— t̂hat is, for the working group 
to start with some very specific questions regarding the retention of 
some nuclear delivery vehicles— t̂he group should be expected to refer 
to the Committee whenever it comes up against issues which, while 
of relevance to the deliberations within the group, have wider ramifi
cations—this in order that the terms of reference of the working group 
might be appropriately amended or that deliberations on such issues 
might be pursued within this Committee.

In the view of the Swedish delegation, some of these wider questions 
must be taken up with some urgency. If I briefly mention them here, 
I hope it might also serve to counteract any impression that our 
suggestions for the terms of reference and working procedure in rela
tion to tlie working group are simplifications to the point of naivete. 
We are deeply aware that soine very complicated issues are involved.

One of them has been emphasized in the work plan presented by 
the delegation of the United Arab Eepublic, which suggested that 
the first of the issues to be defined by the working group should be 
“the precise purpose and aim of the retained means of delivery.”  ̂ I 
fully agree with the representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. 
Hassan, that this question stands in need of clarification; but I wonder 
whether it would be right to consign such a matter of principle to the 
working group. Of course, if the stress is to be laid on the adjective 
“precise”, I agree. However, would it not be preferable to have a 
clearer imderstanding in this Committee of the very purpose of the 
nuclear shield? Or has a common understanding on this point al
ready been achieved? Let me try an interpretation by exegesis of 
what has been said by the representatives of the nuclear Powers. If 
I am not contradicted, we might consider the matter settled. Other
wise, I am afraid, the Committee will have to have further discussion 
for the sake of clarification.

The purpose of the retention of a nuclear shield by the United 
States and the Soviet Union during the disarmament process would be 
assumed to be to provide security for them against aggression. Words 
similar to those used by Mr. Tsarapkin on 14 July often recur:

. . . suflBcient for dealing an overwhelming, devastating blow at any
aggressor . .

They contain, it seems to me, an implicit assumption that the two 
super-Powers must preserve sufficient strength not only to countervail

 ̂Ante, p. 282.
® ENDG/PV.198, p. 29.
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wliat is •usually referred to as “the other side” but also to be capable 
of deterring attack by any other Power during the different phases 
of the disarmament process. However, it would also follow that the 
purpose of the deterrent should not be to deal with conflicts between 
what might be called third parties. ■

Of course, after disarmament we expect to live in a world where no 
armed conflicts should occur; but until the end of the disarmament 
process, as well as for erratic occurrences thereafter, recourse must be 
had to other means of security. The planning of the peace-keeping 
machinery must proceed, and the shape of the international security 
forces must be outlined. They must be so effectively organized that 
there should be no temptation to call for the use of the nuclei deter
rent for any purpose other than the very specific exigencies envisaged
for it.

It is only natural that this problem should be of pa,rticular interest 
to the non-aligned and non-nuclear States. If, for the sake of mak
ing a realistic start with the negotiations on general ajid complete 
disarmament, we are ready to accept the feature of a nuclear shield for 
the super-PowerSj we cannot deny that this means an incomparably 
greater strength for them in relation to all the other States. Thus it 
becomes legitimate to stress the necessity to build up the international 
security f orces during the disarmament process.

The purpose of these last comments of mine is to suggest that, 
simultaneously with the study on the nuclear shield and the elimina
tion of other means of delivery of nuclear weapons, which we hope will 
soon start within the working group, we in this Committee should 
urgently proceed to a consideration of the establishment of these in
ternational peace-keeping forces. In order that we shall be able to 
judge the merits of the recommendations made to us by the working 
group for a decrease in national security forces, we-must have a clearer 
view of the compensating increase in international security arrange
ments. Of course, there could be no intention to build up these new 
forces measure for measure as the old ones are retrenched; the new 
security must ultimately rely on a more solid foundation of confidence, 
to be engendered pWri 'pass'm with the disarmament process.

During earlier meetings ^veral speakers have stressed that the 
setting up of the working party should not bring to a halt the delibera
tions on general and complete disarmament within the Committee 
itself. The Swedish delegation wishes to suggest that the Conamittee 
should place on its agenda, as a “natural second”, the question of the 
establishment of the international peace-keeping force. Such a review 
would correspond with our present intentions to let the working group 
cover problems concerning nuclear vehicles through all three stages. 
Let me say within parentheses that in so doing we are actually going

774-«12rH6S.— S I
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beyond the agenda established two years ago for dealing with stage I— 
an agenda which could now stand some amendment.

We might do well to treat the problem of the international peace
keeping force in the same way— t̂hat is, to deal comprehensively with 
the proposals contained in the two draft treaties for all three stages 
of disarmament together with other proposals made or to be made in 
this Committee. I might even suggest that also on that item we start 
from the far end— f̂rom how we want that force to be shaped when 
it assumes the ultimate responsibility for world peace—and thereafter 
outline the course we should have to take in order to reach that goal 
from where we now stand.

I might make the parallel still more complete. This Committee also 
discusses collateral measures aimed at altering the present situation in 
the direction of our goal of disarmament, on the assumption that'such 
measures will one day be fitted into a scheme for general and complete 
disarmament. Similarly, the United Nations has felt the need for 

' establishing some ad hoc emergency forces; and more universal interest 
has recently been manifested in the initiatives taken by some States, 
including my own, to set iip stand-by contingents for service with the 
United Nations. But any arrangements of today—or, let us say, of 
tomorrow— ŵith regard to United Nations forces, organized ad hoc 
to be operative for defence, must sooner or later be linked up with the 
plans for such forc^ within the scheme of general and complete dis
armament. It is the task of our Committee to prepare such plans.

So let us begin. Let us stake enough courage and confidence in our 
own work. If this autumn we could report to the United Nations 
General Assembly that we have (1) set up a technical working group 
to deal with the problems of the nuclear shield aiid the concomitant 
elimination of all other means of nuclear weapon delivery and (2) 
started to tackle the problem of peace-keeping forces needed during 
and after disarmament, then I believe we should have a sufficiently 
proud record to show in the field of general and complete disarmament. 
I also believe that the world at large might start to take some solace 
from the work of our Conference. In order really to believe in dis
armament one needs some image of what the world would be like at the 
other end of the process, which it is our duty to blue-print.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Timberlake) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee: Nondissemination of Nuclear Weapons, 
July 30, 1964 ^

I apologize for prolonging this meeting, which has already been a 
long one. However, some of the statements made this morning have 
forced me to exercise the right of reply.

As I suggested last Thursday, previous Soviet statements on the 
multilateral nuclear force—and this applies also to statements that 
have been made this morning— ŝhould be yiewed in the perspective of 
past Soviet* attacks on other steps to improve NATO’s co-operative 
defence and to promote European unity and Atlantic partnership.  ̂
From those statements a clear Soviet preference emerges. It is that 
Western Europe should be debilitated, divided and defenceless. In
deed, the Soviet view that appears to be reflected in these attacks is of 
a; world dominated by two great Powers, themselves engaged in a 
peaceful but Darwinian struggle for the survival of the fittest, with 
all others being more or less helpkss bystanders. That seemed to be 
implied in today’s statement by the Soviet representative.

That is not the view held by my Gk>vemment, nor, as the representa
tive of Canada said this morning, is it the view of the Canadian Gov
ernment. Fortimately, to judge from other recent Soviet statements, 
it may not be the only authoritative Soviet view either. Ours has 
never been a policy of attempting to freeze the situation existing at 
the end of the Second World War, when in fact we ourselves had a 
dominant position. We began very early to help in restoring Europe 
to its rightful place. I may recall that our initial offer of aid was 
not limited to Western Europe.̂  At his press conference on 24 July 
President Johnson restated the policy of the United States in the 
following words:

Most Europeans know that the United States has never had any interest 
whatsoever in trying to dominate Europe or any other area of the world. 
On the contrary, the United States has constantly supported the strengthen
ing of the free nations of Europe. We believe that Europe and the United 
States have great common interests, common purj>oses and common obli
gations.^

 ̂ENDC/PV.203, pp. 50-54.
" ENDC/PV.201, p. 33.
® See A Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-49 (S. doc. 

123, 81st Cong,, 1st sess.), pp. 1268-1270. , . ^
* New York Times, July 25, 1964, p. 6.
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We have therefore welcomed the fact that, a,s a result of our early 
assistance and Europe’s major efforts of its own, Europe is no longer 
weak. We fully sympathize with its desire not to remain divided. 
Western Europe has now emerged as a major factor on the world 
scene. We welcome its new strength and hope to continue to work 
with it in close partnership, since we believe that this is in the best 
interests of Europe as a whole and of world peace.

We share the Soviet desire that history should not repeat itself. 
But, more than that, we are engaged in a co-operative effort with our 
allies to see to it that this does not happen. Our partnership with 
Europe involves more than co-operation in mutual defence, vital as 
that is. It is also, and perhaps more important, a creative effort 
looking towards the consolidation of European unity, world peace 
and better conditions of life for all peoples. It is based on a policy 
of reconciliation and hope for the future, not on outmoded punitive 
concepts which history has shown to be counterproductive. It recog
nizes the need for new forms of co-operation adjusted to present reali
ties in Europe.

One of these realities is that the Federal Republic of Germany is a 
memiber in good sending of the community of nations. It has worked 
in‘close and loyal partnership with its allies in Europe and also in the 
Atlantic community, and it continues to do so. It has merged its 
defence with theirs and has made clear in both word and deed its 
dedication to the cause of peace and human justice. This major ac
complishment of the post-war era has created a basis for a new 
Europe—a stable, prosperous and peaceful Europe*

It is unfortunate that Soviet statements often seem so intent on re
viving bitter memories for Soviet political purposes. Such statements 
obscure the gains already achieved through a policy of reconciliation 
and co-operation. They only make it more difficult to realize the 
promise these gains hold for the future of Europe.

In taking realistically into account the changes which have occurred 
in Europe, the United Sttos has never forgotten the special respon
sibilities which it shares with the Soviet Union because of our respec
tive positions in the world power balance. This is particularly true as 
regards our firm policy against the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Our consistent application of this policy is a matter of record, a record 
which can well stand comparison with that of any other government.

The proposed multilateral force is no departure from that policy. 
As was the case with other steps to improve NATO’s defences, the mul
tilateral force is designed as a prudent and fully-controlled response 
to existing Soviet armaments. It fits the situation which now exists in 
Europe.
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We have never believed in burying our heads in the sand. As Sec
retary of State Rusk put it, the multilateral force “would enable our 
allies to play a self-respecting role in nuclear deterrence, without pro
liferating national nuclear forces”.̂  With its principle of mixed 
manning and integrated control, such a force would fill the presently- 
felt political and military requirements for nuclear weapons to help 
defend the NATO area. It would do so in a way which provides the 
highest possible degree of assurance that the arrangements would be 
stable and would not involve dissemination. The concurrence of the 
United States would be required in any decision to use the force.

All this has been made clear to the Soviet Union; and, in addition, 
we have offered to enter into a formal agreement against dissemina
tion, an agreement which would also make possible important under
takings by non-nuclear Powers against acquiring control of or manu
facturing nuclear weapons. The Soviet response seems to be either 
that we do not mean what we say or that such a commitment would 
not be trustworthy. I may say that the Soviet Union is hardly in a 
position to imply that such would be the case. Our record is too clear 
for any doubts on this matter.

It is no answer for the Soviet representative to cite changes made 
in the course of the years in the Paris agreements.̂  In no, case have 
the agreements been violated. All changes have been made with the 
full consent of the signatories, and all have remained within the frame
work of the original. None in any way alters the Federal Republic’s 
obligation not to manuf acture nuclear weapons.

As regards the Toss article which was cited this morning by Mr. 
Tsarapkin,® he and the representative of Czechoslovakia have sought 
to portray the new agreement on the exchange of aitomic infoima'tion 
with NATO which President Johnson has submiitted to our Congress ’ 
as if it constituted a departure from our firm policy against tihe dis
semination of nuclear weapons or inf orma/tion. I can say categorically 
that that is not so. Apart from the formal statements against dis
semination which the United S tates has made in various intema/tional 
forums, and our readiness to enter into a non-dissemination agreement 
with other nuclear Powers, the United States has imposed on itself 
strict legal restrictions as regards the dissemination of nuclear weap
ons, materials or information. I may add that we should welcome a 
move by the Soviet Union to subject itself to comparable restrictions.

Ante, pp. &-10.
* See American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. pp. 972-989. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 295-298.

* Ante, pp. 224-228.
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The new agreement with NATO is based on the existing United 
States Atomic Energy Act as amended in 1958.̂  There has been no 
change in our l^islation. Within the limitations imposed by that 
legislation the United States has entered previously into bilateral 
agreements with most of its NATO allies for the exchange of atomic 
information for mutual defence purposes. Although we had a similar 
arrangement with NATO since 1955,̂  it was more restrictive than any 
of the bilateral agreements. The new agreement merely puts them in 
phase. It is no broader than the most r^rictive of the existing 
bilateral arrangements. Under both sets of agreements we can trans
mit only such inform̂ âtion ‘as is necessary for stated mutual defence 
purposes. Moreover, the United States retains the right to impose 
such further restrictions as it deems necessary on the transmission of 
information covered by the agreement. The agreement itself makes 
it clear that all information transmitted is to 'be used exclusively for 
the preparation or implementation of NATO defence plans and 
activiti^.

As President Johnson made clear in his message transmitting the 
agreement to Congress, this information is needed to enable our allies 
to make effective use of nuclear delivery systems being provided by 
the United States under bilateral procedures and agreements.® Its 
purpose is not to assist them to develop their own weapons or delivery 
systems. Moreover, the agreement itself states:

There will be no transfer by the Government of the United States of America 
of atomic weapons, non-nuclear i^rts of atomic weaiH>ns or non-nuclear parts 
of atomic weapon systems involving restricted data.

In short, the agreement permits more effective allied participation in 
NATO’s nuclear defence; it does not in any way depart from our policy 
of non-dissemination.

The real answer to any Soviet concern regarding the future of 
Europe is to be found in a just solution of the German problem on 
a basis responsive to the wishes of the German people, and one that 
would ensure the security of all concerned.. Until that becomes pos
sible, I hope that the Soviet Union will at least join us in a positive 
move towards peace and stability rather than reject such a move in 
fruitless recriminations over the past. Let us not go on for ever 
fighting the wars of the past; let us rather work with co-operation 
and understanding to make future wars impossible.

«

’̂ American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pp. 1439-1442. 
^American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. II,,pp. 2880-2883. 
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 20, 1964, p. 93.
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Statement by President Johnson on First Anniversary 
 ̂ of Test-Ban Treaty, July 30, 1964^

A year ago this week tlie nuclear test ban treaty was signed and 
agreed on.̂  Today, a year later, more than 100 nations have joined 
the three original signing countries. We have also seen a TJ.'N. reso
lution banning weapons of mass destruction in outer space,® and steps 
to cut back production of fissionable materials.^

A year without atmospheric testing has left our air cleaner. This 
is a benefit to every American family—and to every family every
where—since all radiation, however small, involves some possibility of 
biological risk to us or to our descendants.

At the same time we have taken every precaution to insure the 
security of the United States. To this end, we have put into full effect 
the progra-m of safeguards originally approved by President Kennedy 
on the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.® I can report that the Chiefs 
have reviewed the present program and agree that satisfactory prog-, 
ress is being made under it. Indeed the safeguards program leaves 
us much safer against surprises than we were in the period of mora
torium begun in 1959.

Even if this treaty should end tomorrow, the United States would be 
safer and stronger than before.

We owe the test ban treaty, and this year of progress, to the deter  ̂
mined and dedicated leadership of a great President and the Senate 
of the United States. This leadership toward peace had no partisan 
tinge. Four-fifths of the Democrats and three-fourths of the Repub
licans in the Senate voted for this treaty. It is therefore right that 
Americans, without regard to party, should give thanks in this anni
versary week for what the President and the Senate achieved last 
year.

This thankfulness can be traced to the deep desire that all of us 
have for a world in which terror does not govern our waking lives. 
We should think of a world in which we need not fear the milk which 
our children drink, in which we do not need to engage in agonizing 
speculation on the future generations and whether they will be de
formed or scarred.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 17,1964, pp. 228-229. 
/  ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp.,291-293.
. ® lUa., p. 638.

■* See ante, pp. 165-171.
® See ante, pp. 162-166.
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We can live in strength without adding to the hazards of life on this 
planet. We need not relax our guard in order to avoid unnecessary 
risks. This is the legacy of the nuclear test ban treaty,‘and it is a legacy 
of hope.

i

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
on Soviet Compliance With Test-Ban Treaty, July 3 I5 
1964 ^

Q, The President yesterday noted the first anniversary of the sign
ing of the nuclear test han treaty? A t the time it was under dehate in 
the Senate  ̂serious questions were heing raised hy critics of the treaty 
as to whether in fact it would he complied with hy the Soviet Union, 
Has therê  sir, in fact during the past year heen any serious question of 
possibly, surreptitious Soviet testing?

A. No. We have, as we indicated to the Congress, to the Senate, at 
the time of the test ban treaty, we have very important means for as
suring ourselves that violations do not occur. I do not believe that 
violations have occurred. I think that if there were significant viola
tions we would have known, and certainly, if there were violations, 
we would have made an issue of it, made the information public. No. 
We are satisfied that violations have not occurred.

r

Interview of Premier Khrushchev With the Editors of 
Pravda and Izvestiya, August 4, 1964 ®

Question: On 5 August 1963 the Governments of the Soviet Union, 
the- United States of America and the United Kingdom of (Jreat 
Britain put their signatures to a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.̂  What can be said 
in connexion with the anniversary of the signing of that treaty ?

Reply: With the signing of the Moscow Treaty its immediate result 
has already been evident— t̂he cessation of the contamination by radio-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 17,1964, p. 225.
“ Supra.
»END0/141, Aug. 7, 1964.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 291-293.
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active fiallout of the air which, man breathes, and of the food on which 
he lives. Today, a year later, we see more clearly the positive effect 
of the Treaty, to which over 100 States have become parties, on the 
international situation as well. The signing of the Moscow Treaty has 
contributed to the relaxation of international tension. Following the 
banning of nuclear tests in three environments, it was possible to bar 
the access of nuclear weapons into outer space  ̂and to reduce to some 
extent the flood of fissile materials flowing into the nuclear arsenals 
of States.̂

It can be said that the significance of the Moscow Treaty has already 
been recognized. It must be stressed, however, that neither that Treaty 
nor the achievement of agreement on the other questions I have referred 
to solves the basic problems of disarmament; they are still far from 
doing so. They merely help to get closer to those positions from which 
it is easier to set about the solution of that most important problem.

Question: How would it be possible, in your opinion, to strengthen
the course directed towards easing international tension, which has 
appeared as a result of concluding the Moscow Treaty ?

Refly: It is necessary that States, without stopping at what has 
been achieved, should concentrate their attention on other unresolved ̂ « 
questions, on which depends in the first place the improvement of the 
international climate. Above all, it is a matter of putting finis to the 
last war by achieving a German peace settlement. Without that it is

the importance of solving which is recognized by literally everyone.
Another matter that comes to the fore is the conclusion of an inter- * 
national agreement on the renunciation by States of the use of force 
for the settlement of territorial disputes and questions of borders. 
It is necessary to extinguish the hotbeds of tension existing in the area 
of the Caribbean Sea, in South East Asia, in Cyprus and in the Arabian 
peninsula.

In my view, the year which has passed since the day the Moscow 
Treaty was concluded has enriched international life with new expe
rience : with the creation of a certain fund of confidence it is possible 
to move further towards reducing international tension and achieving 
agreement in various fields, and not only by concluding oiEcial agree
ments but also on the basis of a policy of “mutual example”. For this 
reason it is particularly important to protect tlus fund of confidence 
and not allow it to be exhausted but, on the contrary, to strengthen and 
extend it in every way.

In a word, much work still needs to be done in order to get rid of

p, 538.
* See awtê  pp. 4, 165-166, 166^168.
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m

international tension and to consolidate world peace in the proper way, 
the blessings of which would be enj oyed in equal measure by all States 
large and small and by all peoples. In this noble field any delay, I 
can ^ y quite firmly, will not be on account of the Soviet Union.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Working 
Group on Nuclear Delivery Vehicles, August 4, 1964 ^

In the considerations and suggestions which have been put forward 
in the Committee by the representatives of a number of non-aligned 
States during discussion of the question of the terms of reference of 
the working group, there are undoubtedly important elements which 
may contribute to the progress of our negotiations on the question 
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. In our view, because of this 
circumstance alone it would be untimely and not altogether wise to 
interrupt the discussion of this question in the Committee and to pass 
on to the discussion of other items on the Committee’s agenda, as 
suggested by the representatives of Canada and Italy on 28 July.̂  
We think that, on the contrary, it would be appropriate to continue 
working on the question of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles.

It seems to us that the suggestions of the non-aligned States enable 
us to give more depth to our discussion on this question and, given 
goodwill, it would be possible even at this session of the Committee 
to achieve some positive results in this field. We have already stated 
in a general way at the meeting on 21 July our attitude towards the 
suggestions of the representatives of India, the United Arab Repub
lic, Nigeria and Ethiopia regarding the term  ̂ of reference of the 
working group.® Today we should like to dwell in rather more detail 
on what we consider to be the positive points contained in the views 
expressed by the representatives of the aforesaid non-aligned coun
tries, as well as by Sweden, whose delegation also made its contribu
tion on this question at the meeting on 28 July.*

As has been explained to the Committee by the representatives of 
the non-aligned States themselves who have put forward formulations

 ̂ENDO/PV.204, pp. 5-12.
ENDO/PV.202, pp. 21 ff. and pp. 26-27.

® For the Soviet statement, see ENDO/PV. 200, pp. 24r-26.
* Ante, pp. 298-306.
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for the basis of the activities of the working group, in drafting these 
formulations they were guided by the desire to find an acceptable basis 
for both sides. We consider that these attempts are in tiiemselves 
useful. In seeking for such a basis, however, it is important not to 
lose sight of the main thing: namely, the need to work out, by joint 
effoii^, such solutions to specific questions of general and complete 
disarmament as would really correspond to the aim of disarmament, 
the aim of eliminating the material means and instruments for waging 
war. In this case—where the question of eliminating nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles is concerned—such a criterion, which determines the 
value of any particular attempt to find a compromise approach, is the 
ensuring that the threat of the unleashing of a nuclear missile war. 
would be eliminated at the earliest stage of disarmament; that is, at 
the first stage.

This criterion derives from the most vital, the most profound inter
ests of all nations. If we approach from this point of view the evalu:

• *

ation of the suggestions made by the non-aligned States, we see that on 
the whole they meet this criterion. In one way or another, in all the 
suggestions made by the representatives of the non-aligned States it is 
envisaged that all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, except those which 
would form the “nuclear umbrella”—or, to use the terminology of some 
delegations, the “minimum deterrent”, the “nuclear shield”— ŝhould 
be destroyed at the earliest possible stage of general and complete 
disarmament.

Thus the formulation suggested by the delegation of India at the 
meeting on 30 June states that the crux of the matter is—

. . . ensuring that at the earliest practicable stage of the disarmament 
process the existing stocks of each nuclear side are reduced to the minimum 
level . . .  all other stocks of each nuclear side being destroyed under effective 
international control.̂

The same idea appears in the formulation put forward by the delega
tion of Nigeria in its working document, dated 14 Jidy, which 
mentions:

. . . the elimination of all other means of delivering nuclear weapons at the 
earliest possible and practicable time, in accordance with the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles.*

In the suggestions of the delegation of the United Arab Republic 
which were also submitted on 14 July for consideration by the Com

‘ ENDO/PV. 194, p. 12.
 ̂Ante, pp. 283-284.

r
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mittee, one of the tasks of the negotiations was formulated under par
agraph (3) as follows:

The method of eliminating the means of delivery of nuclear weapons at the 
earliest practicable stage.‘

This idea is expressed somewhat less definitely in the suggestion of 
the Swedish delegation of 28 July, but it seems to appear there also, 
since in the formulation put forward by Mrs. Myrdal it is pointed put 
that the working group ought to begin from the position that the re
tention of the “nuclear shield” increases the possibility of an early 
elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles not included in 
this “shield”.̂

In the suggestions put forward by the non-aligned States there is 
also reflected another fundamental aspect of the elimination of delivery 
vehicles: namely, that the number of retained nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles should be strictly limited and minimum in order to ensure 
a situation in which the “nuclear umbrella” itself could not serve as 
an instrument for unleashing a nuclear missile war.

The representative of Ethiopia, Lij Imru, referred to this in his 
statement of 30 June when he indicated that the working group would 
discuss “in all its aspects and implications, the concept of the minimum 
nuclear deterrent”.̂  In the statement of the representative of India, 
Mr. R. K. Nehru, at the same meeting on 30 June, the “minimum level” 
of a “nuclear umbrella” or “nuclear deterrent” was likewise stressed.̂  
In paragraph (2) of the formulation proposed by the representative of 
the United Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan, there is mention of—

Retention of an agreed quantity of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles which 
would serve the purpose of a minimum nuclear deterrent during the disarma
ment process . . .

The Nigerian delegation in its working document also emphasized that 
only “an agreed quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles, the minimum” 
should be retained during the whole disarmament process. That the 
capacity of a “nuclear umbrella” or “shield” should be “at a low level” 
was also indicated in the suggestion made by Mrs. Myrdal.

In all this there is expressed, as we see it, a perfectly natural and 
logical approach of the non-aligned States to the problem of general 
and complete disarmament. They see the principal guarantee of the 
security of States, the principal way of eliminating the threat of a 
thermonuclear war, not in the retention of any particular quantities

^Ante, p. 282.
 ̂Ante, p. 301.

* ENDO/PV.194, p. 28.
* Ibid., p. 12.
Ante, p. 282.
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of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles until the end of the disarmament 
process, but in the earliest possible and maximum possible comprehen
sive elimination of ail delivery vehicles, as well as the nuclear weapons 
themselves.

To conj&rm this, reference could be made to the statement of the 
representative of Mexico, Mr. Gomez Robledo, at the meeting on 7 
July when he said:

The peoples of the world do not wish to live under the shadow of the nu
clear menace. The,great Powers appear to feel that their security depends 
on the “nuclear umbrella”. Our own security, that of the non-nuclear coun
tries, depends more on the destruction of all nuclear weapons than on the re
tention of such a tninimum.*

We should like to introduce a more accurate detail into the point o | 
view expressed by Mr. Gomez Robledo.: not all the nuclear Powers ad
vocate the retention of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union bases it
self on the position that its own security, like the security of all other 
States, would be ensured in the most reliable way by the elimination of 
all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles without exception in the very first 
stage of disarmament. We agree to the retention of a “nuclear um
brella”, not at all because we consider it a necessary guarantee of secu
rity for the Soviet Union, but because we seek to bring the positions of 
the sides participating in the negotiations closer together, because we 
are striving for a compromise with our Western collea^es and, in an
swer to the fears expressed by them for their security during the proc
ess of general and complete disarmament, we have proposed to them an 
additional guarantee of security in the form of a “nuclear umbrella”.̂  

Since the proposal for a “nuclear umbrella” is a compromise ap
proach to the solution of the question of nuclear weapon delivery vehi
cles, it is logical that the working group should deal with precisely 
this proposal, which takes into account the interests of both, sides. The 
way we understand the matter is that in this regard the proposals of 
the del^ations of the non-aligned States concerning the terms of ref
erence of the working group approach the subject from the correct 
angle, since the proposals of the delegations of Sweden, Mgeria and 
the United Arab Republic provide that the working group should 
deal with concrete questions concerning the organization, structure 
and composition of the “nuclear umbrella” or “shield”. At the meet
ing on 28 July Mrs. Myrdal said the following on this score:

. . . our suggestion is that the working group . . . should be given titie 
specific assignment of elaborating a formula for such a “mix” of types and 
quantities of nuclear delivery vehicles as would be suitable for an agreement 
on a nuclear shield of low capacity . . .

 ̂ENDG/PV.196, p. 7.
* AnfOt pp. 22 ff.
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The same idea, as we understand, was reflected directly in the 
formulations for the basis of the activities of the working group which 
were suggested by the delegations of the United Arab Republic and 
Nigeria. At the same time, for the sake of truth, it should be recog
nized that in the suggestion of the delegation of India this part of 
the formulation is laid down in a less distinct manner. The same 
can be said of the statement made by the representative of Ethiopia,
Lij Imru, at the meeting on 30 June.

When we say that in our opinion the suggestions of the non-aligned 
States on the terms of reference of the working group are based in 
the main on a realistic approach to the solution of the problem of 
eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, and precisely for this 
reason contain important constructive elements, we of course do not 
mean at all that we consider everything in these proposals equally 
useful and acceptable. Noj in certain of their aspects the formula
tions for the basis of the activities of the working group which have 
been suggested by the delegations of the non-aliped States seem to 
us not entirely successful or, at least, insufficiently clear from the point 
of view of the main criterion: namely, the necessity of eliminating the 
threat of thermonuclear war at the very beginning of the disarma
ment process.

In this connexion I am bound to observe that we have noted that 
the Swedish delegation admits the possibility of applying the per
centage principle to the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery ve
hicles not included in the “nuclear shield”. We do not think that, even 
in this version of the percentage approach which has been put forward 
by the Swedish delegation, it would be possible to find a constructive 
solution to the problem of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery ve
hicles. The principle of a percentage reduction of these vehicles, as 
has been shown in the course of our discussions, is contrary to the idea 
of eliminating the threat of a thermonuclear war at the earliest stage 
of disarmament and cannot therefore serve as a basis for the solution 
of the problem of eliminating delivery vehicles.

In the statements made by the delegations of some non-aligned 
States on the question of the terms of reference for the activities of 
the working group, some other considerations have been put forward 
as well. We have, in particular, the suggestion of the delegation of 
Sweden that the working group should study specific questions, taking 
as a starting-point the “mix” of the “nuclear shield” at the third 
stage of general and complete disarmament. In this connexion Mrs. 
Myrdal expressed ideas which should obviously be thought over. 
However, we should like to point out at once that there are no rea
sons for the “nuclear umbrella” or “shield” being in the first stages, in
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its structure, capacity and “mix”, in any respect different from what 
it would be in the third stage.

In this question, however, one should above all bear in mind what we 
have already stated on several occasions: namely, that any talk about 
a working group is as a matter of fact premature and pointless until 
we here in the Committee have reached agreement on that aspect of 
the matter which concerns the principle. This means that we must 
first agree here that we accepit the idea of a “nuclear umbrella” to be 
established at the first stage of disarmament and to be retained until 
the end of the disarmament process. Not until we do will there be 
any sense in setting up a working group to deal with the practical 
questions connected with the implementation of the proposal for a 
“nuclear umbrella”.

The idea put forward by the representative of the United Arab Re
public, Mr. Hassan, and subsequently in a somewhat different form by 
the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, also requires further 
study. This idea is that the precise aims and possibilities of using the 
“nuclear umbrella” in the disarmament process should be defined. It 
cannot be denied that the posing of such a question is to some extent 
justified. When, where and how it would be most appropriate to seek 
for its solution is another matter. This also needs to be thought over.

What, then, is the situation, if we sum up all these considerations 
arising in connexion with the suggestions of the delegations of the non- 
aligned States on the question of the basis for the activities of the 
working group ? Although, as we have already pointed out, not every
thing in these suggestions can be accepted and certain points in them

♦

require, as we have already said, further study, at the same time we 
can say that the suggestions of the non-aligned States are on the whole 
in the right, constructive direction; they contain a number of valuable 
ideas and can consequently provide useful material in the search for 
an agreed solution.

Whether this will be done depends on the delegations of the United 
States and the other Western Powers. We, for our part, are prepared 
to continue work on this question and, in explaining in greater detail 
today our attitude towards the suggestions of the non-aligned States, 
we wished precisely to help to bring about progress in this regard. 
We think it important that the United States delegation should ex
press in the Ck>mmittee its attitude towards these suggestions. This 
is necessary in any case, in order to ascertain the possibilities of mak
ing progress.

Toniorrow it will be exactly one year since the Moscow Treaty ban
ning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under
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water was signed.̂  You will remember with what satisfaction and 
sincere joy this event was greeted throughout the world. The signing 
of the Moscow Treaty was evaluated by the nations as the first great 
success in the struggle for the relaxation of international tension. 
Millions of people hoped that, after the signing of the Treaty banning 
nuclear tests, States would take further steps to reduce the arms race 
and strengthen peace.

The Governments of the States which were the original parties to 
the Moscow Treaty expressed at that time the firm intention of going 
further along the road towards the lessening of international tension. 
Thus the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. 
Khrushchev, said then:

. . . now the main thing is not to stop at what has been achieved and 
not to end the struggle against the threat of a new war, for the reduction of 
international tension, and for a stable peace throughout the world.̂

The Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. Rusk, when signing 
the Moscow Ti*eaty, stated:

If collectively we and other nations pursue a course to insure that the 
forward momentum of this agreement is maintained by further steps, man’s 
long, hopeful quest for peace will cease to be only a dream and will begin 
to acquire solid reality.*

Sir Alec Douglas-Home, at that time the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs and now Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, pointed 
out that after the signature of the Treaty banning nuclear tests 
the task would be to continue and complete the efforts that had been 
begun.

And in fact, after the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapons 
tests in the three environments, additional steps followed promoting 
the growth of confidence and the reduction of international tension 
and of the arms race, such as the reaching of agreement to refrain 
from placing in orbit ariy objects carrying nuclear weapons,̂  the deci
sion of a number of States to reduce their military budgets, and the 
cut-off of the production of fissionable materials for military purposes 
in the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom.® 

However, after these steps the development of events in the direction 
of slowing down the arms race seemed to stop, and there have even 
appeared signs of a movement backwards. The most dangerous of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Izvestiya, Aug. 6,1963, p. 1.

* Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 26,1963, p. 314.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 538.
''Ante, pp. 4, 165-166, 166-168.
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these signs is imdoubtedly the speeding up by certain States of the 
negotiations for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force, 
within the framework of which it is proposed to allow the West Ger
man revenge-seekers to have acĉ ess to nuclear weapons. At the same 
time in the Eighteen-Nation Committee there has been no real progress 
in the negotiations on general and complete disarmament, or even on 
individual measures to slow down the arms race. Such a course of 
events caniiot but cause anxiety.

Nevertheless we are convinced that, if all the participants in the 
negotiations approach the questions which we are discussing from a 
position of goodwill and with a real desire to achieve practical results, 
it will undoubtedly prove possible to move forward. Such possi
bilities exist both on the question of general and complete disarmament 
and in the field of collateral, partial measures. Such an important, 
urgent question as the conclusion of an agreement on the non-dissemi-
O X '  O > ^

5 - i

nation of nuclear weapons can undoubtedly be solved also. The 
Soviet delegation appeals to all members of the Committee to exert 
the utmost efforts to achieve positive results in our negotiations before 
the end Of the present session of the Committee.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Timberlake) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee: Working Group on Nuclear Delivery 
Vehicles, August 4, 1964 ^

I should like to make a few remarks in my capacity as representative 
of the United States.

It is disappointing to my delegation that the co-Chairmen have so 
far been unable to agree on the basis for a working group on nuclear 
delivery vehicles. It is especially disappointing because we are deal
ing here with a relatively straightforward procedural matter. All 
the necessary ingredients for the creation of a working group seem 
to be present. First, there is general agre^ent that a huclear deter
rent should be retained by both sides throughout the disarmament 
process. Second, we all seem agreed, as the representative of the 
United Arab Republic pointed out,̂  that the time has come for detailed 
studies of the technical problems involved in reducing nuclear vehicles.

 ̂ENDC/PV.204, pp. 18-21.
 ̂Antey pp. 281-282.
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Third, every delegation has welcomed the idea of a working group 
as a forum for such studies.

In regard to the scope of the working group, it should of course 
operate in accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles/ 
Moreover, logic dictates that the terms of reference for tlie working 
group should flow from our plenary discussions on item 5b.̂  This 
means that the group should consider the various positions taken on the 
broad problem of nuclear delivery vehicles during those discussions. 
However, the group should not be limited by the arbitrary adoption of 
a principle for reduction of nuclear vehicles which is not mutually 
agreed by the nuclear sides.

Taking those factors into consideration, the non-aligned members of 
our Committee have tried to help us to find a suitable formula for the 
group’s basis. They recognize that it is impossible to press beyond 
the degree of agreement reached to datê  and that the terms of refer
ence will have to reflect the true situation. Mrs. Myrdal succinctly 
expressed this view in her very thoughtful and interesting statement of 
28 July. Referring to the general agreement on the retention of a 
nuclear deterrent—or “nuclear shield”, as she described it— t̂lirough- 
out the disarmament process as sufficient basis for a working group, 
she said:

All other issues—such as those of the size, character, composition and deploy
ment of those forces, as well as the timing of the reductions needed to reach 
the agreed level, amounting to an elimination of all other means of nuclear 
delivery— m̂ust be considered in the second place, as “modalities”, appropriate 
for settlement after technical scrutiny in a working group.®

Statements by other non-aligned speakers have reflected the same 
conviction that the scope of the working group should not be too 
restricted. Mr. Obi, on 23 June, stressed that the forum should be 
given flexibility of approach and hoped that the working group would 
confirm “the soundness of one plan or the other, or, even more likely 
and appropriately, a realistic compromise solution.” •* Lij Imru, on 
30 June, stated that the working group should “examine and appraise 
all proposals”.® At the same meeting Mr. Nehru stipulated that the 
working group should not be confined to the proposals of only one side.® 
On 14 July Mr; Hassan specified that no party should impose its plan 
as the sole basis for the terms of reference of the working group.Mr.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442. 
^lUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.
 ̂Ante, p. 299.

* ENDC/PV.192, p. 19.
® ENDC/PV.194, p. 28.
«Ihid., p. 11.
Ante, p. 282.
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Gomez Robledo also made it clear that the terms of reference should 
be precise as well as flexible.̂

If the non-aligned States have not succeeded in finding a middle 
road between the Soviet and United States approaxjhes to the working 
group, it is because the two approaches are qualitatively different—and 
this has been made abimdantly clear again this morning by Mr. 
Tsarapkin and Mr. Kurka. Whereas the Soviet del^ation is present
ing its position on nuclear delivery vehicles, the United States is 
presenting a procedural concept for a working group. Some of the 
non-aligned delegations have referred to terms such as “’minimum de
terrent” or “nuclear umbrella”, hoping that somehow these terms could 
represent the compromise between the two sides; but this is like trying 
to mix oil and water. Unfortunately there is no present basis for 
agreement on such terminology.

Mr. Tsarapkin has urged acceptance of the “principle of the nuclear 
umbrella”; but on 21 July he very clearly stated that this so-called 
“nuclear umbrella” to which he referred was “a very strictly limited 
and agreed quantity of intercontinental, anti-missile and ground-to- 
air mifteiles”.̂  The Soviet representative is very simply asking us to 
accept the Gromyko proposal ® as the sole basis for the working group. 
In so doing he is also asking us to exclude discussion of the United 
States plan,'̂  and he did so again this ̂ orning. Western questions and 
doubts about the Gromyko proposal are well known to all representa
tives. As regards the working group, however, we have always main
tained our readiness to examine that proposal in detail, even on a 
priority basis. We have refused only to accept it “sight unseen” and 
to abandon our own proposal in its favour.

We naturally desire discussion by a working group of our plan for 
percentage reductions. We still regard it as a sound and practical ap
proach to the reduction of nuclear delivery vehicles. But we have 
never asked for discussion of our plan alone. In fact, we do not be
lieve that any specific principle for reduction needs to be agreed on 
before the establishment of a working group. We know, as does the 
Soviet representative, that no agreement on nuclear vehicle reduction 
will be possible until there has been a careful and detailed examination 
of both our positions, an examination which can better be done in a 
working group than in plenary meetings.

At one time we found encouragement in the Soviet statement that 
the working group should consider all proposals; but it has gradually

 ̂ENDO/PV.196, p. 6.
 ̂ENDO/PV.200, p. 23.
 ̂Ante, p. 22.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, 718, 728-730.
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become clear that this statement referred only to proposals coming 
mider the so-called “nuclear umbrella”; and then it turned out, as I 
have indicated, that the “nuclear imibrella” was really the Gromyko 
proposal.

As Mrs. Myrdal pointed out last week, it is premature to expect 
unanimity on specifics before a detailed study is made.̂  This is a 
matter on which we must be realistic. It will not help us to establish 
a working group on the basis of terminology which has been given a 
definite meaning by one side only. We do not believe that the non- 
aligned speakers using the term ‘'nuclear umbrella” intended to sup
port the Gromyko plan. Yet that is precisely what the Soviet repre
sentative means by this term.

On 21 July I set forth the concept which we believe serves the in
terests of all concerned— n̂amely,

. . . the retention of agreed levels of nuclear delivery vehicles throughout the 
disarmament process, with the elimination of all other nuclear delivery vehicles 
at the earliest practicable time consistent with the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles.*

This concept reflects the elements of agreement between the Soviet 
and Western plans for nuclear vehicle reduction which we believe are 
adequate for an effective working group. It would allow discussion 
of all relevant proposals, in the spirit expressed by the non-aligned 
delegations. We believe that it meets their desire for terms of ref
erence which are flexible and yet precise enough to allow progress to
wards ail increased area of agreement between our two positions.

We hope that it will yet be,possible to find a basis for establishing a 
working group before the end of this session. Agreement on such a 
working group would in our view be a valuaJble step in maintaining 
the hopeful atmosphere which has been created by the limited test ban 
agreement. We shall continue in the co-Chairmen meetings to seek 
such agreement.

Ante, p. 300.
" ENDC/PV.200, pp. 1^20.
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Tripartite Statement on the First Anniversary of the 
Test-Ban Treaty, August 5, 1964'

One year ago today the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space and under water was signed by the repre
sentatives of the US, UK, and the USSR."

This treaty moved our planet toward a further strengthening of 
peace. It helps restrict the arms race. It gives all men and women 
confidence that they and their children will be breathing purer air 
and living in a healthier, a less contaminated world. The states taking 
part in the disarmament negotiations at Geneva made their con
tribution to this cause. The positive role played by the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations, U Thant,, in the ,conclusion of 'the 
treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the three elements is worthy of 
note.

Since the signing of the treaty, most of the world’s states— m̂ore than 
IDO—have joined the three original signatories. Since then, also, addi
tional̂ —if limited—steps have been taken to reduce nuclear hazards to 
mankind. Such are the E-esolution of the G;eneral Assembly of Octo
ber 17, 1963, on the banning of weapons of mass destruction in outer 
space  ̂ and the steps taken by the United States, the UK and the 
USSR in the early months of this year to cut back production of 
plutonium and enriched uranium.̂

These have been significant and valuable steps, but only first steps; 
serious problems and differences remain to be dealt with in order to 
achieve a downturn in the arms race, effective disarmament and secure 
peace. With a sincere concern for the true interests of all nations 
and through a constructive effort to achieve agreement consistent with 
those interests, we can seek to move along the 'road to understanding 
and to peace.

In marking the first anniversary of the signiiig of the treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, 
we declare our intention to do everything possible for the solution 
through negotiations of unresolved international problems in order 
to strengthen general peace, the benefits of which would be-enjoyed 
by all states, big and small, and by all people.

^ENDC/140, Aug. 6, 1964. The statement was issued jointly by tiie U.S., 
the U.K., and the U.S.S.R.

^Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
•Jftitf., p. 538.
* See ante, pp. 4, 165-166, 16&-168.
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Economic and Social Council Resolution 1026 
(XXXVII): Economic and Social Consequences of 
Disarmament, August 11, 1964^

The Economic and Social Council̂
Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1378 (XIV) of 20 Novem

ber 1959,  ̂1516 (XV) of 15 December 1960, ® 1837 (XVII) of 18 De
cember 1962,  ̂1931 (XVIII) of 11 December 1963 ® and Council reso
lutions 891 (XXXIV) of 26 July 1962,® and 982 (XXXVI) of 2 
August 1963,

Fully sharing the hope expressed by the General Assembly and by 
the recent United Nations Conference on Trade and Development that 
the Governments of all States will intensify efforts to achieve an 
agreement on general and complete disarmament under effective in
ternational control,

Raving considered the work already accomplished and now going 
forward, both nationally and internationally, bearing on the economic 
and social consequences of disarmament,

1. Expresses its a'ppreciation to the Secretary-General for his in
formative report; ®

2. Further expresses its appreciation for the co-operation of govern
ments, particularly of those significantly involved, in responding to 
the Secretary-Oeneral’s request for pertinent mformation;

3. Deems it necessary that the activities within the framework of the 
United Nations, including those of the regional economic commis
sions and of the specialized agencies and the IAEA, relating to the 
economic and social consequences of disarmament as called for by 
resolutions of the General Assembly, the Council and the governing 
bodies of the specialized agencies and the IAEA, be continued and 
accelerated as far as possible;

4. "Welcomes in this connexion the recent agreement by the Secre- 
tary-General and the Directors General of the specialized agencies and 
of the IAEA in respect of all studies of the economic and social aspects

^E/RES/1026 (XXXVII), Aug. 11, 1904. The resolution was adopted unani
mously at the 1345th plenary meeting.

 ̂Doc/uments on Disamiament, 1945—1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
® IMd., 1960, pp. 368-369.
* lUd., 1962, Yol. I I ,  12Z^12Z8.
® IMd., 1963, pp. 638-640.
® Idid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 697-699.

lUd., 196S, pp. 279-281.
«Ante, pp. 256-275.
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of disarmament and that the agencies and the IAEA will co-operate 
with the Secretary-General in the preparation of concerted pro
grammes of work, and for this purpose will establish a committee of 
agency representatives;

6. Recognizes that at a later time establishment of a new ad hoc 
group, such as that envisaged in General Assembly resolution 1931 
(XVIII), may be advantageous;

6. Bequests the Secretary-Gfeneral to submit to the Council at its 
thirty-ninth session a further progress report on the question of the 
economic and social consequences of disarmament.

Statement by the U.A.R. Representative (Hassan) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nondis
semination of Nuclear Weapons, August 13, 1964^

Although the topic for today ŝ discussion is the cut-off of production 
of fissionable material for weapon uses, nevertheless, having listened 
with great interest to the exchange of views between the two sides 
recently on the subject of the non-di^mination of nuclear weapons, 
I should like this morning to state the position of my deleg;ation on 
that important stilbject.

Our intervention in connexion with this matter is motivated by three 
main considerations:

First, the question of non-dissemination, while affecting inter
national peace and security, has a direct bearing on the security of small 
States, which therefore have a vital and special interest in sharing 
in the debate on this question and stating their views regarding it.

Secondly, our intervention is in line with a resolution adopted, by 
the African summit conference of Heads of State and GoveMnent 
held in Cairo from 15 to 21 July 1964.̂  In that resolution the Heads 
of African States and Governments, conscious of their responsibility 
towards their peoples and their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations and the charter of the Organization of African Unity, 
and deeply concerned with the disastrous effects resulting from the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons, have among other things solemnly 
declared their readiness to undertake in an. international treaty, to 'be 
concluded under the auspices .of the United Nations, not to manu-

* BNDC/PV.207, pp. 5-12.
* See pp. 291-295.
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facture or acquire control of nuclear weapons. The resolution called 
upon all peace-loving nations to adhere to the same undertaking.

Thirdly, our intervention is in response to the request made by the 
nuclear Powers parties to this Conference to the eight non-aligned 
countries to contribute to the debate with the aim of widening the areas 
of agreement.

Indeed, the discussions we have had in this Committee so far on the 
question of non-dissemination, the particular circumstances surroimd- 
ing it and the irremediable and disastrous consequences which would 
follow if the present tacit embargo on dissemination were broken, 
compel us to pause for a long time when confronted with the problem 
of dissemination and the difficulties blocking the way to its solution. 
It might be helpful in our search for a possible way out to endeavour 
to place the problem in a clearer perspective by reviewing the stated 
positions of both sides on the question of non-dissemination. This 
might enable us to overcome the stalemate in our deliberations on this 
important question. We find great encouragement for our move in this 
respect in the clarity and decisiveness of the positions of both parties, 
as well as in the attitude of the United ISTations General Assembly and 
world public opinion towards the idea of the non-dissemination of 
nuclear weapons.

Both nuclear Powers provide, in their respective draft treaties on 
general and complete disarmament, provisions for preventing the 
further spread of nuclear weapons. Both parties equally have stressed, 
in this Committee and on the highest level, the importance and urgency 
of the problem of preventing wider dissemination of nuclear weapons. 
Statements by both sides are not lacking, and their vigorous stands 
against dissemination are quite eloquent. As an example, let me quote 
what the late President Kennedy said in his address of 26 July 1963 
on the signature of the partial test-ban treaty. He said:

f *

During the next several years, in addition to the four current nuclear Pow-
«  -

ers, a small but significant number of nations will have the intellectual, 
physical, and financial resources to produce both nuclear weapons and the 
means of delivering them.

PriBsident Kennedy also stated:
. . . this treaty can be a step towards preventing the spread of nuclear 

weapons to nations not now possessing them.̂

The official position of the United States was summed up in this Con
ference when Mr. Foster said at our meeting of 2 July:

. . . the United States has been seeking, and will continue to seek, an 
international agreement uhder which t̂he nuclear Powers would commit

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1963, p. 254.
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themselves not to transfer nuclear weapons into national control of States 
not now possessing them, as well as not to assist such States in manufacturing 
nuclear weapons/

As regards the Eastern point of view, we find that the Government 
of the Soviet Union in its memorandum presented to this Conference 
stated:

As the stocks of nuclear weapions increase, and the methods of manufac
turing them are improved, and as ever new types of such weapons are be
ing devised, the question of preventing their further dissemination becomes 
increasingly important.^

Mi*. Zorin reiterated on 2 July the position of his Government regard
ing the conclusion of such an agreement when he said:

. . . we have mentioned . . . that we are prepared to conclude an agreement 
and are prepared to negotiate on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons on 
the basis which we have set forth in detail.

Then he went on to say:
We said that it was necessary to conclude such an agreement on the non- 
dissem^ation of nuclear weapons as would preclude any possibility for [their] 
lisseiDLination, and would close every loophole of access to these weapons to 
those who do not now possess them but are striving at all costs to gain direct 
or at least indirect access to them, either by establishing their own national 
control over nuclear weapons or by participating within the framework of 
military alliances in the possession, disposition and control of them.®

From the preceding review two conclusions eiherge clearly. First, 
both sides realize the dangers inherent in the spread of nuclear weap
ons, and are therefore in accord on the importance, necessity and 
urgency of the question of non-dissemination. Second, both sides have 
shown their ardent desire and eagerness to reach an agreement before 
it is too late.

WMle welcoming such a policy and such a tendency on the part of 
the nuclear Powers, we have to express our deep regret that the way 
towards an appropriate international agreement has been blocked by 
a sudden obstacle: the multilateral nuclear force. We sincerely believe 
that, when the tides appear to be running so strong in the direction of 
non-dissemination, it would indeed be a pity if we failed to exert the 
utmost efforts to reach a compromise solution which would reconcile 
the positions of both sides with the general and determined aim of 
humanity in tliis respect. One could ask whether we should stand 
still and watch the existing embargo on dissemination crack under the 
pressure of a multitude of factors and qircumstances. Such a possibil
ity will become a fact if this Conference allows non-dissemination to

 ̂Ante, p. 252.
 ̂Ante, p. 15.

® ENDC/PV.195, p. 40.
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remain an unadhieved goal, while the atmosphere both inside and out
side the Committee is so favourable to that goal. The matter calls for 
immediate action on our part.

Today I wish to offer some fresh ideas regarding desirable action to 
be taken without delay. However, before spelling out those sugges
tions, we have to address ourselves to the main obstacle to an inter
national agreement on non-dissemination and try to assess its proper 
role in our discussions.

Disagreement on the multilateral nuclear force has its sources in 
a number of historical, political, military and psychological considera
tions which, while having a bearing on the attitudes of both sides 
towards the multilateral nuclear force, should nevertheless be relegated 
to their proper places within the sphere of over-all relations between 
East and West. As we are discussing the particular issue of non- 
dissemination, we should limit ourselves to the aspects of the multi
lateral nuclear force which pertain to non-dissemination. Viewed 
from that angle, the impasse can be summed up in one single sentence: 
does the multilateral nuclear force envisaged within the NATO al
liance constitute an act of dissemination, and therefore become objec
tionable, or not ? Unfortunately the answer to that question is not so 
simple, for both sides hold conflicting views in that regard.

On the one hand, our Western colleagues emphasize that the ar
rangements made or contemplated for the multilateral force would 
not increase the number of independent nuclear weapon capabilities 
and are thus consistent with their objective of preventing the spread 
of such capabilities. Moreover, they believe that, by offering an 
alternative to national nuclear weapons, the multilateral nuclear force 
should increase incentives and improve chances for the limitation of 
national weapon-producing centres.

It might be useful to take note of what Mr. Timberlake said in this 
respect on 23 July:

The multilateral force will contribute to meeting this threat in a way which 
avoids the creation of new national centres of control over nuclear weapons. 
As we have made clear many times, it is fully consistent with United States 
policy against proliferation. No single participant would be able to fire the 
missiles, since firing of missiles in war-time would be by decision of the United 
States and an agreed number of other participants. Furthermore, no nation 
participating in the multilateral force could withdraw any element of the force 
and place it under national control.̂

On the other hand, our colleagues from the socialist countries find 
that the establishment of a multilateral nuclear force would not be 
compatible with the idea of non-dissemination, as they think that it 
would allow access to nuclear weapons by countries not possessing

" ENDG/PV.201, p. 33.
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them, and that therefore there would be no sense in concluding an 
agreement on non-dissemination before solving the problem of dis
semination raised by the creation of the multilateral force.

It seems, therefore, that the differences boil down to an issue of in
terpretation. Does the multilateral force constitute a dissemination 
of nuclear weapons or not ? Are the fingers of the participating States 
on the firing trigger or on the safety catch ? What is to be the eventual 
development of the multilateral-foi’ce system, and what legitimate 
apprehensions can it provoke for the future ? Will it be a stepping- 
stone to wider dissemination, and how can the door be closed to such 
an eventuality? Will ownership and control of multilateral-force 
weapons be»confined exclusively to the United States?

We can only trust the United States declarations—coming from 
official sources, which, I am sure, are aware of the responsibility of such 
declarations— t̂o the effect that the multilateral force will not lead to 
dissemination. However, as has often been pointed out in this Com
mittee, in such vital matters one party cannot take another party’s 
word for granted. Therefore we cannot but emphasize the importance 
of considering very carefully the concern and anxiety expressed by our 
Eastern colleagues regarding the impact of the creation of the multi
lateral nuclear force on the concept of non-ldssemination.

In the light of previous developments, which clearly show that the 
principle of non-dissemination not only is desired by both sides but 
hais also been agreed upon, niy delegation submits for consideration the 
following three measures which might overcome the obstacles to agree
ment:

(1) The nuclear Powers should engage in negotiations with a view 
to issuing a declaration on non-dissemination, based on the Irish reso
lution,̂  which will bar any access to nuclear weapons and in which 
both sides undertake to refrain from relinquishing control of nuclear 
weapons, from transmitting the information necessary for their manu
facture to States not possessing such weapons, and from transferring 
the weapons themselves to those States.

(2) Parallel to the negotiations oil the declaration, the nuclear 
Powers might engage in a discussion of a technical nature in a body 
of experts, which in our opinion might be in a better practical position 
to state whether the multilateral force leads to dissemination and 
whether the fingers of the other States iare on the firing trigger or on

 ̂ ‘ #

the safety catch. Pending the result of the work of that technical 
body, in order to facilitate the discussion, the existing arrangements 
should not be developed beyond the present stage, and both sides

r

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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should refrain from taking any action which might jeopardize the 
success of an eventual agreement on non-dissemination. That tech
nical discussion would of course be limited to a reasonable time or 
have a fixed target date.

(3) The declaration of the nuclear Powers should be transformed 
in due course into an appropriate international treaty to be concluded 
under the auspices of the United Nations, one to which it would be 
open to all States to become parties.

We are confident that the negotiations on the proposed declaration 
on non-dissemination would be successful, and that the technical dis
cussions on the multilateral force would be satisfactory enough to 
pave the way for the transformation of the declaration into an inter
national treaty. Thereby we should be closing the door completely 
to the dissemination of nuclear weapons. Of course, an escape clause, 
which would be provided in the declaration, would come into effect, if 
need be, to safeguard the interests of both sides.

Those three ideas constitute, in our assessment, a possible method 
of moving forward and finding a way out of the existing situation. 
In putting them forward we are acting in accordance with the Irish 
resolution, which called upon all States “to use their best endeavours 
to secure the conclusion” of such an agreement and “to co-operate to 
those ends”. In presenting those ideas we have tried to be helpful in 
widening the areas of understanding for any private talks that the 
two parties might hold on the prevention of the spread of nuclear 
weapons—a matter which has been referred to at our previous 
meetings.

In suggesting the issuing of a declaration by the nuclear Powers 
now, we have in view the materialization of what both sides have 
been urging: that is, the achievement of a joint effort based on the 
existing points of contact in the positions of both sides. We believe 
that such a declaration would be useful and necessary as a provisional 
measure until we can reach a final and appropriate agreement. The 
practical effects of the undertakings of the nuclear Powers stated in 
the declaration should minimize the danger which lies in the non
participation of the non-nuclear States at this stage. Moreover, such 
a declaration would not include any kind of inspection or control: 
in other words, it would be made in the same spirit as that of the 
partial test-ban treaty.

The idea of establishing a technical body is offered by us because 
it seems to us that the real answer to the question of whether the multi
lateral force would or would not lead to dissemination is a technical 
one. A competent technical body would be an appropriate forum to 
give an effective answer to that question. Besides, if we let the
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charges and counter-charges continue, we shall have merely polemics, 
and it will n6t lead to proving hether or not the multilateral nuclear 
force is a means of dissemination of nuclear weapons.

If the political will exists, and if the two parties concerned refrain 
from lingering over their political divergences, the creation of such a 
technical body will not prejudice the position of either party. On the 
contrary, we strongly feel that it would be in the interest of the 
nuclear Powers to participate in such a body, since it is most probable 
that in such a technical body the discussions would produce more light 
than heat.

If I have taken so much of the time of the Committee to expose, in 
a somewhat elaborate way, a method of overcoming the difficulty 
standing in the way of a non-dissemination agreement, it is because we 
want to avert, while we ^ill have the time and the opportunity, the 
disastrous consequences which will follow if proliferation of nuclear 
weapons becomes a fact.

That brings me to a matter of the greatest concern to my Govern
ment. The latest incidents in our part of the world make us wonder 
what would have happened if some countries had been in a position— 
by way of any arrangement, whether multilateral or otherwise—to 
acquire nuclear weapons which might be used against innocent vil
lagers. This emphasizes what the late President Kennedy said almost 
a year ago in his address on the concluding of the partial test-ban 
treaty:

I ask you to stop and jthink for a moment what it would mean to have 
nuclear weapons in many hands—in the hands of countries large and small, 
istahle and unstable, responsible and irresponsible, scattered through the 
world. There would be no rest for anyone then, no stability, no real security 
and no chance of effective disarmament. There would only be increased 
chances of accidental war . . . .

All these recent developments prove one thing: that every delay in 
coming to grips with the collateral measures presented to the Con
ference will only lead to further tensions, especially in the light of the 
current complicated international situation. While expressing my 
Government’s concern at the present situation, I think that this should 
be an incentive for the Committee to shoulder its responsibility and 
exert relentless efforts to secure agreement on some of the collateral 
measures aimed at reducing the armaments race and at lessening inter
national tension. Indeed, I find it rather difficult to sit here taking 
part in a debate on disarmament in isolation from the flaring-up of the 
international situation.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Timberlake) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee, August 13, 1964 ^

First I should like to say that the United States Government wel
comes the important initiative on the part of the member Governments 
of the Organization of African Unity which was brought to our atten
tion this morning by the representative of the United Arab Republic.̂  
This is a hopeful further step towards the objective of stopping the 
spread of nuclear weapons. The Organization of African Unity reso
lution is a gratifying response to the will of the United Nations as ex
pressed unanimously in the Irish riesolution adopted by the General 
Assembly.̂  The Organization of African Unity has thus given con
crete evidence of the united African desire to progress on the road to 
international peace and security. The Organization of African Unity 
resolution and the long-established United States policy of non-pro
liferation of nuclear weapons are clearly in harmony.

I shall, of course, want to study carefully Mr. Hassan’s further 
remarks concerning non-dissemination. At this time, however, let me 
simply state again the policy of the United States on this question.

In recognition of the grave threat to the security and peace of all 
nations, large and small, nuclear and non-nuclear, of the further pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, the United States for its part does not 
intend to take any actions inconsistent with the terms of the Irish 
resolution. That is the declared policy of the United States. That 
policy is clearly relevant to that part of the Organization of African 
Unity resolution which calls upon all nuclear Powers to respect and 
abide by the Organization of African Unity members’ declaration of 
their readiness to undertake in an international treaty not to manu
facture or acquire control of nuclear weapons. The United States 
Government may be coimted upon to play a responsive and construc
tive role in future consideration of the means of achieving the goal of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, a goal which we share in com
mon with the members of the Organization of African Unity.

Now let me turn to the subject with which I propose to deal today.
It has often been said at this Conference that the most pressing 

problem before us is the threat posed by nuclear weapons. On this 
we all agree, I believe. It is essential, therefore, that we develop and

‘ ENDC/PV.207, pp. 17-22.
“For the O.A.U. resolution, see ante, pp. 294-295. The U.A.K. statement 

appears supra.
® Boouments on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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agree on ways and means of reducing that threat. The cut-off in 
production of fissionable materials for weapon use is a measure which 
the United States believes would limit that threat. Moreover, we be
lieve that it would provide a basis for further steps which will have to 
be taken if the threat is to be. finally eliminated. It is therefore a 
measure which we consider to be of great importance.

In his letter of 21 January to this Conference, President Johnson 
proposed the cut-off as one of five potential points of agreement.̂  To 
the United States there seemed to be a reasonable prospect that prog
ress in this direction was possible. Today we believe this even more 
strongly.

First, we have already witnessed an encouraging initial step—I refer 
to the independent announcements made last April by the major nu
clear Powers concerning a cut-back in fissionable material production.̂  
It was our hope then, as it is now, that this cut-back would serve as a 
preliminary step towards a possible verified cut-off agreement.

Secondly, research undertaken by the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency made it clear that the verification require
ments in the case of a cut-off could be limited in scope. One?important 
reason for that is that under a cut-off, as a separable measure, the risk 
of small diversions of fissionable material is less significant than it 
would be under general disarmament.

Third, there is flexibility in the manner in. which the cut-off could 
be executed. There are options to be exercised. These permit the 
parties concerned to select any one of several methods of halting pro
duction which seems best in the light of their security needs. The cut
off, for example, can be so devised as to be immediate and total. Or 
it can be approached gradually oh the basis of a plant-by-plant shut
down, leading eventually to a complete cut-off.

And finally, we are approaching—if we have not already attained— 
a degree of balance and mutuality of inter^t which permits the nu
clear Powers to undertake this step immediately. This is a practical 
and necessary measure. Military, political and economic considera
tions combine to reinforce this conclusion.

What, then, would constitute an agreement on a separable, verified 
cut-off in the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear 
weapons ? The essential obligations are few. Each party would have 
to agree to these basic undertakings:

(a) To halt, prohibit and prevent the production of fissionable 
material for use in nuclear weapons at all facilities under its jurisdic
tion and control;

^Ante, pp. 7-9.
Ante, pp. 165-166,166-168.
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(b) To refrain from rendering assistance to anyone for the purpose 
of production anywhere of fissionable material for use in nuclear 
weapons; and

(c) To accept appropriate inspection.
In addition, to protect the vital interests of all concerned, the agree
ment should contain a provision for withdrawal which could be similar 
to that of the limited test-ban Treaty.̂

In enumerating these undertakings, I would direct special attention 
to the matter of inspection, which all too frequently is thought to be 
the bogey-man in our disarmament efforts. As I have stated, inspec
tion is mandatory. Its scope, however, is dictated by the necessity to 
guard against any significant diversions of fissionable materials. The 
system we envisage for the cut-off would be precise and limited in 
scope. It would recognize the desire to protect the sensitive facilities 
of the inspected parties.

The inspection system we advocate has been described in some 
detail in the statement made by Mr. Foster on 25 June  ̂and in a work
ing paper submitted to this Conference.® However, I should like to 
stress again the limited extent of the inspection required.

Following appropriate declarations concerning identification, loca
tion and production activities of facilities involved in the agreement, 
three kinds of inspection would be undertaken. One type would 
ensure that closed plants remained closed; another would check 
against diversion or over-production at operating plants; and the 
last would check on illegal or clandestine production. For those 
facilities which have been completely shut down, an initial inspection 
would be required to verify that production had, in fact, ceased. 
Thereafter, only occasional inspections would be required to confirm 
the shut-down.

To check allowed production at declared facilities, methods would 
differ depending on the kind of plant involved. In the case of U-235 
separation plants, ground access at the perimeters of processing plants 
would suffice. Operating reactors could be inspected under Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency procedures. Only in the case of chem- 
ical-separation plants would inspection require complete access to the 
facilities at all times. This is necessary since the possible products of 
chemical separation—which are plutonium, U-233 and enriched 
uranium fuel—are potentially useful in weapons. Should this prove 
difficult to accept, a substitute inspection procedure could be adopted. 
A nuclear Power could instead place under international safeguards

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
’ ENDO/PV.193, pp. 10 ff.
* Ante, pp. 235-238.
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an amount of the same type of fissionable material equal to that to be 
processed in the chemical-separation plant.

The third category— ûndeclared facilities which could be engaged in 
illegal production— ŵould be subject to a limited number of inspec
tions. These inspections would be on an adversary basis. They 
would require internal access to the suspected facility. But, in the 
case of a particularly sensitive installation, an agreed external inspec
tion procedure would probably be sufficient.

I would also point out that, should the cut-off be initiated through 
a plant-by-plant shut-down, inspection could be even more limited than 
in the case of an immediate and complete cut-off. Verification, in this 
case, might well be confined in the begiEo^g to the specific plants 
involved in the shut-down.

Let me emphasize that in no instance would there be inspection of 
mines. Nor would there be inspection of refineries. Nor would exist
ing nuclear weapon stockpiles be inspected.

In brief, we have sought to avoid excessive intrusion. I believe a 
careful study of the United States working paper will bear this out. 
The important point is that the inspection system we have proposed for 
the cut-off is designed simply and solely to provide a high degree of 
assurance that no significant increase in nuclear stockpiles could result 
from violations of the agreement.

I hope that all delegations, and particularly the Soviet delegation, 
will give the system we have proposed the^same careful study as we 
have given it. We have had lengthy discu^ions of verification re
quirements more or less in the abstract. Now we have an opportunity 
to examine a specific system for a particular measure. I am certain 
that close study of our proposal wUl confirm both its practicality and 
its reasonableness.

As I said at the outset of my remarks, the United States believes 
the cut-off to be of special importance. There are telling reasons why 
this is the case.

First, a limit would be placed on the quantity of fissionable material 
available for nuclear weapons. A cut-off agreement could also open 
the door to a reduction of fissionable materials for weapon use. The 
transfer of fissionable material from the stockpiles of nuclear explo
sives to non-weapon use is a natural companion measure to a cut-off 
agreement.

The United States has already stated its willingness to transfer a 
sizable quantity of weapon-grade U-235 to non-weapon purposes.̂  
We are prepared, in the event of a cut-off, to transfer 50,000 kilo
grammes of that material to non-weapon use shoidd a similar transfer

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 327-330.
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be made by the Soviet Union.  ̂ Furthermore, we have indicated our 
wiUiQgness to consider transferring a larger amount than the Soviet 
Union if the latter felt our original proposal was inequitable. We 
have suggested a transfer of 60,000 kilogrammes by the United States - 
to 40,000 kilogrammes by the Soviet Union.̂  In this way we could 
move towards limiting the dangers posed by the nuclear weapons of 
today and the potential weapons of tomorrow.

Moreover, a cut-off would definitely decrease the pressure other 
nations may now feel to produce or acquire nuclear weapons. If tied 
to a transfer, this would further restrict proliferation by limiting pres- 
ently-available amounts of fissionable material. An agreed cut-off 
by the major nuclear Powers would signify to others a real intent to 
come to grips with the threat posed by nuclear weapons. In this 
connexion, I would add that we should wish to consider the accession 
of non-nuclear Powers to the cut-off agreement. Fiually, an agreed 
cut-off, particularly if it were coupled with a transfer, could give an 
added impetus towards meeting the opportunities for the peaceful 
use of the atom. Science, medicine and mankind as a whole would be 
the beneficiaries.

In sum, the United States believes that a halt in the production of 
fissionable material is practicable. We believe it can be made effective. 
We believe it is a logical move if action is to be taken to halt the nu
clear arms race.

*

The United States has now explained two significant approaches 
towards reducing the nuclear threat. The strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicle proposal would freeze the number and characteristics of nu
clear weapon carriers. The other measure would cut off the produc
tion of fissionable material available for nuclear bombs and warheads.

0 •

These are complementary measures. If they are put into effect, 
significant reductions can be made in the present threat to civilization 
which modern weapons of war present.

 ̂m a., 1962, vol. I, pp. 14&-147.
* nm ., 1963, pp. 332-333; ENDC/PV.191, p. 9.
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Statement by the Soviet Repiresentative (Tsarapkin) to
T

the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, August
13, 1964"

Having listened this morning to the statement made by the United 
States representative, Mr. Timberlake, on the question of a cut-off of 
production of fissionable material for military purposes, we should 
like to make a few observations.

In connexion with a ciit-off of production of fissionable materials, 
there is bound to arise an extremely complicated problem which, it 
must be said quite frankly, is insoluble in the absence of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament. We refer to the problem of 
control over the execution of this measure.

The crux of the matter is that here it is a question of establishing 
control without disarmament. In its statements concerning a cut-off 
of production of fissionable materials for military purposes at the 
meeting of 25 June,̂  and at today’s meeting, the United States delega
tion has been inclined to minimize the importance of the difficulties 
to which we have just referred, by attempting to represent the control 
proposed by the United States over the implementation of this meas
ure as very simple and limited to the sole function of verifying the 
fulfilment by States of their commitments to discontinue the produc
tion of fissionable materials for military purposes.

Let us see how the fulfilment of this function would work out in 
practice, if we examine the working paper submitted by the United 
States delegation on this subject® and consider also the statements 
made by the Uriite^ States representative in this regard.

Let us take, first of all, that provision in the working paper which 
states that each nuclear power will declare at the outset “by individ
ual identification and location, all U-235 separation plants, chemical 
separation plants, and reactors”, and also the nature of the production 
of fissionable material required for allowed uses and schedules for 
j)roduction at each operating facility. Anyone reading those words 
in the working paper wiU naturally ask himself what this means in 
practice. In practice it means that, in a situation where no measures 
of disarmament are being carried out, when there are tremendous 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of the nuclear Powers 
and, consequently, when the threat of thermonuclear war still exists. 
States would have to submit such information as would enable the

 ̂ENDC/PV.207, pp. 22-36.
* BNDO/PV.193, pp. 10 f£.
* Ante, pp. 235-238.
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other side to ascertain the location of all plants producing uranium- 
235 and plutonium—that is, the basic materials for the production of 
nuclear weapons. It is not difficult to see how seriously this would 
affect the security of States.

But this is by no means all. The provisions of the working paper 
concerning the nature and extent of the inspection of atomic facilities 
also turn out to be not so simple and limited as the United States rep
resentative, Mr. Timberlake, has tried to make out today. The inspec
tion measures proposed by the United States delegation make it pos
sible not only to establish the volume of the current production of 
uranium-235 and plutonium, but also to ascertain the volume of the 
nuclear resources stockpiled by States. This follows directly from 
those provisions in the working paper which provide for the access of 
inspectors to all basic data connected with the operation of plants pro
ducing fissionable materials (direct access to the plants, the measure
ments of the energy used, and so on).

Moreover, the inspection proposed by the United States would make 
it possible to ascertain the volume of the stockpiles of individual types 
of nuclear weapons in the possession of States, and in any case the 
volume of the stockpiles of nuclear weapons based on uranium-235 and 
the volume of the stockpiles of such weapons based on plutonium. 
Furthermore, the visits by inspectors to the atomic plants subject to 
control under the United States proposal would reveal the whole tech
nology of the production of nuclear materials. All this—as you your
selves are bound to realize, gentlemen—represents extremely important 
and strictly-guarded information relating to the most intrinsic inter
ests of State security.

Further, the United States working paper contains a provision re
garding the right to withdraw from the agreement to discontinue the 
production of fissionable materials. Moreover, the State which wished 
to withdraw would merely have to declare that it was not satisfied with 
the data submitted by the other side on its atomic industry. This pro
vision in the working paper in fact makes it possible for one side, after 
obtaining information about the quantity, production capacities and 
locations of the atomic plants of the other side, to refer to this provision 
of the treaty and to withdraw from the agreement— t̂hat is, to refuse 
to carry out the agreement once it had received the information of 
interest to it and wished to use this information for purposes having 
nothing to do with the maintenance of peace. It is obvious that no 
State concerned with its security and not harbouring any plans directed 
against the security of the other side could accept such an agreement 
without relinquishing very important, very serious interests of its 
people.
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Those are the ideas which inevitably arise in connexion both with 
Mr. Foster’s statement at the meeting on 25 June and Mr. Timber- 
lake’s statement this morning, and also in connexion with the United 
States working paper on a cut-off of production of fissionable mate
rials for military purposes. In the light of the aforesaid considera
tions, we doubt whether attempts to solve this problem outside the 
framework of general and complete disarmament could lead to any 
useful results. It is self-evident that the achievement of agreement 
on general and complete disarmament would also solve the problem 
of a cut-off of production of fissionable materials for military purposes 
together with the establishment of tlie necessary control over the im
plementation of that measure. But imfortunately there is as yet no 
agreement on general and complete disarmament, and so far we have 
not even come anywhere near it.

The Soviet delegation would now like to revert to the question of 
the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons which is on the agenda of 
the Committee as an extremely important and most urgent question 
requiring an immediate solution. To revert to this question at today’s 
meeting is necessary, above all, in order to dispel the fog which the 
United States representative spread over certain well-known facts at 
the meeting of 30 July.  ̂ I have in mind in particular Mr. Timber- 
lake’s attempt to create the impression that the recent agreement be
tween the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
to transmit secret nuclear information to other members of NATO  ̂
should not be regarded as conducing to the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons.

In this connexion I should like to recall that in the TAS/S statement 
of 27 July circulated by the Secretariat as an official document of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee  ̂ the true significance of tliis agreement 
between the United States and NATO was revealed. The afi:reemento
will in particular widen transmission of the information required for 
“developing the necessary atomic weapon delivery systems”—that is, 
information that will enable the allies of the United States to adapt 
their missiles and other combat weapons for fitting with nuclear war
heads. The agreement shows that military personnel of the allies of 
the United States are heing instructed in the handling of nuclear 
weapons, dre heing given access to the plans for the use of nuclear 
weapons and to data containing “an evaluation of the capabilities of 
potential enemies in regard to the use of nuclear weapons”, and are

 ̂Ante, pp. 307-310.
 ̂Ante, pp. 224-228.

® Ante, pp. 295-298.
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heing acquainted with United States scientific and technical documents 
concerning nuclear missile systems and so on.

From all this it is apparent, as mentioned in the TASS statement, 
that if the United States of America is still not directly handing over 
nuclear weapons to its allies, it is preparing them for the possession 
of such weapons and for their use within the briefest periods and at 
their convenience.

No matter how hard Mr. Timberlake tried to depict the new agree
ment between the United States of America and NATO regarding 
the transmission of nuclear information in an innocuous light, never
theless he could not avoid admitting the true purpose of this agree
ment. He said:

. . , this informatiom is needed to enable our allies to make effective use of 
nuclear delivery systems being provided by the United States under bilateral 
procedures and agreements.^

It is clear from these words of Mr. Timberlake that the United States 
is preparing its NATO allies—and in the first place, of course, Western 
Germany—for the effective use of nuclear weapons. We note that 
the aforementioned agreement between NATO and the United States 
under which the United States will make secret nuclear information 
available to other members of NATO is a new link in the chain of 
measures opening the way to further dissemination of nuclear weapons.

I should now like to refer to the statement made by the United States 
representative at our meeting of 30 July regarding the non-dissemi
nation of nuclear weapons and the plan for the creation of a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force. The United States representative tried to 
give a very peculiar twist to the question; he tried to cover up its 
peace-endangering aspect and to give to the whole of this affair a 
sentimental rather than a political character. Mr. Timberlake made 
a speech asserting that our criticisms, our decisive objections to the 
plan for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force, our 
warnings about the danger of bringing nuclear weapons within the 
reach of the West German revenge-seekers, could be explained by the 
fact that the Soviet Union is guided in this matter by “bitter mem
ories”, and, as Mr. Timberlake put it, by “outmoded punitive concepts 
which history has shown to be counterproductive”.

We do not intend to engage in polemics with Mr. Timberlake about 
“bitter memories”, although the Soviet people, more than any other, 
have grounds for such bitterness. We deem it essential, however, to 
dwell on certain facts which determine and characterize the present 
situation and give an idea of what may be a dangerous development 
of events in the future if preventive measures are not taken. We

‘ Ante  ̂ p. 310. The words were underscored by Ambassador Tsarapkin.
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shall cite only a few facts which, show that, when it is a question of 
West German revenge-seekers to whom the United States wishes to 
^ant access to nuclear weapons within the framework of a NATO 
multilateral force, it is not at all a matter of “bitter memories” of 
events dating back to Second World War, but of political realities 
of the present day and the future plans of the German revenge- 
seekers. These political realities are sufficiently serious to justify 
that concern about the future development of events which is being 
felt by the peoples of the world. We shall adduce facts alone— p̂ro
nouncements and statements reflecting the political programme of the 
West German revenge-seekers, which has been put forward by them 
at the, present time. We shall have little to say about these statements, 
since they speak for themselves.

In January 1960 Mr. Schroder, who was then Minister of the Interior 
of the Federal Kepublic of Germany and is now Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, said:

Germany is a Federal Republic. The rest of Germany consists of the ter
ritories which have been torn away from it and which must be reunited to it.

In July 1960 Mr. Seebohm, Minister of Transport of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, made the following statement explaining the 
attitude of certain West German circles towards the so-called “in
tegration of Europe”:

Our purpose, our aim, is to do away with the frontiers between the Federal 
Republic of Germany and the nations of Europe, in order to gather strength and 
then to do away with the frontiers beyond the Iron Curtain. Yes, we wish 
to go our way with a clear view,4 ready to devote to it all that we have.

In June 1961 Mr. Stein, Minister of Labour for Bavaria, said:
We must not forget that once again Germany needs greater Lebensraum. 

We do not have enough space. We can j&nd this space in neighbouring countries 
which do not need it. On the other side of the frontiers, to the East, thinly- 
populated areas await us.

“Today there is not a single reasoning German”—said the Prime 
Minister of North Rhineland-Westphalia, Mr. Maiers \Meyerŝ ~\̂  
“who in his efforts for re-unification is not thinking of the 1871 
frontiers of the German Reich.”

Here is another quotation:
We are living in an age of technology when the joint efforts of our allies 

will be sufficient to wipe the empire of the Soviet Union off the map of the 
world.

Those words were spoken as long ago as 1956 by the then West German 
Minister of Defence, Mr. Strauss. Subsequently Mr. Strauss has
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made similar statements in many different forms. Thus in November 
1961 he declared:

I share the opinion of Prof^sor Beloff of the United States that sovereignty 
in the field of foreign policy consists essentially in the right and the ability 
to wage WOT.

Later, as is well known, he also spoke of the possession of nuclear 
weapons and the right to use them as being “the symbol, characteristic 
feature, and decisive criterion of sovereignty.”

Mr. Strauss’s successor, Mr. von Hassel, the present Minister of 
Defence of West Germany, wrote in the newspaper Deutsche VolJcs- 
zeitwig as far back as December 1961: “Our territorial claims extend 
far beyond the Oder-Neisse line. We wish to regain the former 
territories of the German State.” Shortly afterwards Mr. von Hassel, 
referring to the fact that the Federal Republic of Germany had the 
second largest military contingent in NATO (after the United States), 
demanded that West Germany should have a corresponding “share 
in nuclear planning and nuclear responsibility”.

Here is another, very recent, example which is probably familiar 
to those present in this hall. Speaking on 19 May at the Association 
of Sudeten Germans at Nuremberg, the same Mr. Seebolim whom I 
mentioned earlier put forward a demand for the revision of the State 
frontiers with Czechoslovakia, and asserted that the Munich Agree
ment of 1938 for the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia still retained 
its legal force and was “unimpeachable from an international point of 
view.” You probably remember that after that statement by Mr. 
Seebohm the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany not 
only did not request him to resign, as was demanded by wide circles 
of world opinion, but expressed the hope that the Government of 
Czechoslovakia would adopt a “liberal” attitude towards that state
ment and revanchist demand.

We have taken at random just a few statements by prominent West 
German revenge-seekers, but we could continue such quotations in
definitely. The whole spirit of the political life of West Germany 
wMch is being instilled by those in power has a revenge-seeking char
acter. This is dangerous—dangerous from the point of view of the 
interests of peace, and from the point of view of the security of the 
States of Europe. Therefore, Mr. Timberlake, this is not a matter of 
memories of the past; it is above all a matter of the present and future 
development of events.

The Soviet Union and the peoples of our country wish to maintain 
the very best businesslike relations with the Federal Republic of Ger
many, to develop and strengthen links with the people of that coun
try. The Soviet Government has expressed itself to this effect on
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many occasions; it has done and continues to do a great deal to con
tribute towards the development of relations between the Soviet 
Union and the Federal Eepublic in every way. We are, however, 
most decisively opposed to giving the West German revenge-seekers 
access to nuclear weapons. But this is precisely the policy that is 
being carried out by the United States: it is doing everything to enable 
the Federal German Republic to have access to weapons of mass 
destruction, and in fact it is organizing such access.

The whole world knows that the plan to create a NATO multilat
eral nuclear force was initiated in the United States in order to satisfy 
progressively, stage by stage and phase by phase, the claims of West 
Giei:many to possess nuclear weapons. It is very characteristic that 
the West German leaders cover up and camouflage their militarism, 
their policy of re-arming the West German Bundeswehr with nuclear 
missile weapons, by putting forward demands such as “equality of 
rights for Germany”, the right of the German State to exercise “full 
sovereignty”, and so on. In the Federal Republic of Germany it is 
being said in this connexion that to deprive the West Germak Bun
deswehr of nuclear weapons, to deny the Bundeswehr access to nuclear 
weapons (at first through a NATO multilateral nuclear force), is 
incompatible with equality of rights for West Germany and is a 
restriction of its sovereignty.

This contrivance of the West German revenge-seekers is not a new 
one. It brings to mind the not so distant past when the German 
Nazis, using similar demagogic slogans to cover up their designs, did 
away with all the military limitations imposed on Germany after the 
First World War. We all remember that ominous period when the 
muddy waters of national jingoism raged in Hitler’s Germany  ̂when 
militarism came again into the forefront of German policy, when the 
re-armament of Hitler’s Germany and its military preparations went 
on at an accelerated rate.

Something similar can be observed today in West Ge^any, whose 
leaders are carrying out a policy of militarism and, using the “argu
ments” and demagogic slogans I have mentioned regarding “equality 
of rights” and the “sovereignty” of West Germany, are steadfastly 
seeking to obtain access to nuclear weapons. Those who are facilitat
ing and actively promoting the access by West Germany to nuclear 
weapons should not forget that any attempts, in whatever guise, to 
satisfy the persistent demands of the Federal Republic of Germany 
in regard to nuclear weapons are in fact tantamount to a furthec dis
semination of nuclear weapons.

In such an event another question would immediately arise. No one 
could deny to other States the same right to such “equality of rights”' 
and to such “full sovereignty” as is claimed by West Germany; and.
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basing themselves on similar arguments and considerations, they too 
could proclaim their right to have access to nuclear weapons in one ' 
way or another.

We already hear voices asking why, in addition to the NATO multi
lateral force, should not CENTO, SEATO and ANZUS multilateral 
forces be established? All this would appear to be logical and con
sistent. After all, if the plan to establish a NATO multilateral nu
clear force is carried out, how can there be any objection to the estab
lishment of other multilateral forces ? Certainly it is difficult to deny 
that there is a certain amount of logic in such arguments. Indeed, 
other States in other parts of the world may draw up their own plans 
regarding nuclear weapons in accordance with, or taking into account, 
the experience of West Germany. Basing themselves on similar argu
ments to those of the present-day champions of the creation of a NATO 
multilatei^al nuclear force, other States in their turn may seek to ac
quire access to nuclear weapons in one way or another.

That is what the scheme to create a NATO multilateral nuclear 
force will lead to. The access of West Germany to nuclear weapons— 
at first through a multilateral nuclear force— ŵill still further whet 
the appetite of the West German revenge-seekers who are striving to 
obtain. complete possession of nuclear weapons. The participation of 
the W^t German Bundeswehr in the NATO multilateral nuclear force 
is only an intermediate step towards this goal.

Nor should we close our eyes to the fact that the implementation 
of the plan to create a NATO multilateral nuclear force not only would 
not prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons, as the representa
tives of the Western Powers try to assure us, but on the contrary 
would be a form of access to nuclear weapons for those States which 
at present do not possess them, and thus would give an impetus to a 
further and even more dangerous round in the nuclear arms race, in 
which other States, or even groups of States, would be involved.

The representatives of the Western Powers in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee— t̂he representatives of the United States, the United 
Kingdom, Canada and Italy— în trying to prove what cannot be 
proved: namely, that the creation*of a NATO multilateral nuclear 
force would not entail dissemination of nuclear weapons, put forward 
the following reasons and arguments.

First, they assert :that the West German armed forces will not be 
given access, speaking figuratively, to the firing trigger— t̂hat is, to 
the actual machinery for setting nuclear weapons in action for combat 
use—, but will merely be given the opportunity to put their finger on 
the safety catch. In other words, within the framework of NATO 
West Germany will, so to speak, merely have the right to veto the 
utilization of nuclear weapons— t̂hat is, their combat use. The
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absurdity of this thesis is obvious because, if that were really the case 
and if it were merely a question of giving West Germany, as a precau
tionary measure, the right to veto the utilization of nuclear weapons, 
then it is incomprehensible why it should be necessary to create a 
NATO multilateral nuclear force with the participation of West 
German military contingents. The right to veto the utilization of 
atomic weapons is essentially a political decision, and for such a 
decision the participation of West German military contingents in a 
NATO multilateral nuclear force is not required at all.

It is also impossible to justify from this point of view the presence 
of West German military contingents on board the destroyer 
“Biddle” for training in the use of nuclear weapons. Indeed, anyone 
is justified in asking whether the participation of West Germany in 
the multilateral nuclear force is limited to giving it the right to put its 
finger on the safety catch— t̂hat is, to giving it the right to prevent, 
when it so wishes, the* taking of a decision on the use of nuclear 
weapons; that is, to use its veto. For this purpose, as everybody real
izes, there is no need at all for the training of West German military 
contingents in the techniques of the combat use of nuclear weapons; 
nor is there any need for the West German a^ ed  forces to be given 
nuclear missile combat training.

Comparing these facts and considerations, it is easy to see how 
false is the thesis of the Western Powers alleging that the creation 
of the NATO multilateral nuclear force, and the access* by the West 
German Bwndeswehr to nuclear weapons through this force, is a 
harmless measure aimed at preventing the possible utilization of nu
clear weapons and not the opposite. This thesis of the Western 
Powers does not stand up to criticism; it falls to the ground when 
confronted with the facts of real life.

Secondly, the Western Powers, in their attempts to justify the crea
tion of the NATO multilateral nuclear force and access by West Ger
many to nuclear weapons through it, have tried in every way to impress 
on us the idea that we ought not to fear the participation of West 
Germany in such a force. They have endeavoured to persuade us that 
by means of this force West Germany will be bound hand and foot 
and unable to act independently, and that the access of the West 
German Bwndeswehr to nuclear weapons through the NATO multi
lateral force constitutes a guarantee for other States that West Ger
many will not represent for them a military danger or threat. This 
thesis of the Western Powers has been repeated many times by their 
representatives at meetings of the Committee and also outside its 
confines— în the statements of responsible statesmen of the Western 
Powers. *
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However, this thesis likewise falls to the ground when confronted 
with the facts of actual life. It suffices to look at the events relating 
to Cyprus. The whole world is witnessing armed action by Turkey 
against the Kepublic of Cyprus. Recently the Turkish armed forces 
forming part of NATO have bombed a number of places in the terri
tory of Cyprus. We have no intention of going into an assessment of 
the political significance of this action; it is not part of our task to do 
so. At present, in connexion with the plan to create a NATO multi
lateral nuclear force with the participation of the West German 
Bundeswehr  ̂ we are concerned with another aspect of the matter. 
We are concerned with the fact that the Turkish Air Force is part 
of the NATO air forces. We now know precisely that Cyprus was 
bombed and machine-gunned by net aircraft forming part of Squad
ron 112 of NATO.

What conclusion follows from these facts of actual life ? The con
clusion is that the participation in NATO of any military units 
cannot be a guarantee that these units will not be used in the interests 
of this or that individual member of NATO. No one can guarantee 
that the West German revenge-seekers who are firmly entrenched 
in the Government and the Bundeswekr of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, once they have been given access to nuclear weapons through 
the NATO multilateral nuclear force, will abandon their revenge- 
seeking plans. On the ground of past experience it can be assumed 
that they will not stop at any extremes to accomplish their plans, 
which may lead to an outbreak of nuclear war.

It is well known that, after the armed forces of the United States, 
the West German armed forces at present rank second in size and 
strength amongst the NATO forces, and in Europe these West German 
forces may be said to hold a predominant position. Their influence 
and importance are growing continually and if the plan for the crea
tion of a NATO multilateral nuclear force is carried out, the powerful 
armed forces of West Germany will undoubtedly become the decisive, 
dominating power in the NATO military alliance. If even such a 
comparatively weak country as Turkey did not hesitate to use NATO 
military forces at its own discretion to accomplish its political aims 
and ambitions, would anyone be so naive as to believe in the meekness 
and peaceful nature of the West German revenge-seekers once they 
have obtained access to nuclear weapons through the NATO multi
lateral force ?

It is obvious that nobody will believe that fairy-tale. The events in 
Cyprus are merely an eloquent illustration of the possible development 
of events when individual members of NATO avail themselves of the 
armed forces of NATO, regardless of whether they are multilateral
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or multinational, or whatever else they may be called, in order to 
accomplish their own aims and ambitions. Those events emphasize 
even more forcibly the danger and political recklessness of the plan 
to create a NATO multilateral nuclear force, through which the West 
German revenge-seekers would be able to gain access to nuclear 
weapons.

In general, from whatever angle the representatives of the Western 
Powers have attempted to approach the matter, in their efforts to 
reconcile the plan to create a NATO multilateral nuclear force with 
the idea of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, all their argu
ments have proved to be untenable. We have endeavoured to go into 
the problem in the most detailed manner. We have carried out a 
thoroughly objective analysis of the position of the Western Powers 
and, in the first place, of course, the position of the United States in 
all this affair, and we have to recognize with regret that in this regard 
the United States is playing a double game. W iile its representatives 
in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament continue to assure 
us that the United States is against the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons, outside the Committee it signs agreements to transmit to its 
NATO allies, including the Federal Republic of Germany, a wider 
range of information on nuclear weapons. West German naval officers 
and ratings are already aboard the destroyer “Biddle” for the purpose 
of being trained in the techniques and use of nuclear weapons.

In this regard the Tass statement which I have already mentioned 
states the following:

Of course, such a divergence between words and deeds does not testify to 
the sincerity of the United States approach to the solution of so important a 
problem as the prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons. It turns 
out that while they say they are in favour of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons, the United States iwliticians are at the same time consolidating 
juridically, in treaty form, the possibilities for its dissemination.

Obviously such a course of action can only be condenmed. By acting 
in that way the Governments of the United States and other NATO 
countries are assuming a heavy responsibility in the eyes of the peoples 
of the world. The policy of the United States aimed at making, 
together with the Federal Republic of Germany and other members 
of NATO, joint preparations for nuclear war is the main obstacle to 
the conclusion of such an agreement. That policy should be changed.

The peoples of the world realize perfectly well the threat involved 
in the dissemination of nuclear weapons and the urgent need to work 
out an agreement that would contribute to the elimination of that 
threat. There is every possibility to do so; all that is needed is good 
will on the part of the Western Powers and in the first place, of course, 
the United Staites.
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In concluding, I should like once again, on behalf of the Soviet 
delegation, to appeal to all members of the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee on Disarmament to set to work without any further delay on a 
practical solution of the problem of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons—such a solution as would shut off all possibilities of access 
to nuclear weapons for those States which do not now possess them.

Such a solution should provide that the nuclear Powers shall give 
an undertaking not to transfer to non-nuclear Powers nuclear weap
ons and technical information necessary for their production.

Such a solution should also provide for a commitment by the non
nuclear Powers not to manufacture and not to acquire nuclear weap
ons from other States, and also not to obtain technical information 
for their production.

Such a solution should also contain clear provisions precluding the 
possibility of granting access to nuclear weapons to States not pos
sessing them, through military alliances, whether indirectly through 
the access of their military personnel to such weapons within the joint 
armed forces of such alliances, or through the participation of non
nuclear States in the possession, disposition and control of such 
weapons.

That would be a comprehensive agreement on the prevention of the 
further spread of nuclear weapons, the conclusion of which is awaited 
with so much hope by the peoples of the world. The Soviet Union is 
prepared to sign such an agreement this very day. It is now up to the 
Western Powers and, above all, the United States, to take the next 
step.

Lastly, I should like to mention that we listened with great at
tention to the statement made today by the representative of the 
United Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan, and were most interested in his 
ideas and suggestions.  ̂ Above all we welcome, and we note with deep 
satisfaction, the decision taken by the leaders of the African States 
and Governments at the Cairo Conference, at which the African States 
expressed themselves ready to conclude, under the aegis of the United 
Nations, an agreement renouncing the production of nuclear weap
ons and the acquisition of control over such weapons.̂  There is no 
doubt that this resolution represents a substantial step forward on 
the road to the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons and towards 
lessening the threat of thermonuclear war.

Mr. Hassan also proposed three measures to help overcome the dif
ficulties that have arisen in our negotiations. We highly appreciate 
this attempt by the United Arab Republic to help to widen the possi-

 ̂Ante, pp. 327-333.
 ̂Ante, pp. 294r-295.
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bilities of agreement of such an important and urgent question as the 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. We shall study very atten
tively and carefully the considerations put forward by Mr. Hassan 
today, and shall make known our views on them in due course.

j

Interview Between Premier Khrushchev and Lord 
Thomson {Extracts}, August 13, 1964^

w

During his three-hour conversation with Mr. Khrushchev, in the 
personal coach of the Soviet leader’s special train travelling through 
the Virgin Lands of Kazakhstan, Lord Thomson asked him: “If 
President Johnson and Sir Alec Douglas-Home are re-elected, do you 
think it would be a good idea to hold a Summit conference for the 
primary purpose of making an agreement banning the use of nuclear 
weapons in war ?”

Mr. Khrushchev said that the Soviet Union would respond to such 
an approach. “If others are ready and willing we would be,” he told 
Lord Thomson. He indicated that the United States and United 
Kingdom should make the approach and, if nuclear arms are to be dis
cussed, that France should be included.

Lord Thomson asked: “For the purposes of a treaty banning nu
clear weapons— îf France won’t co-operate—what then?”

“I think it would still be useful to negotiate an agreement anyway. 
It would not be disarmament but it would be a step forward.”

“Then you would favour a Summit conference early next year?” 
“We would be ready,” said Mr. Khrushchev. “A new initiative 

would be welcome.”
During the cut and thrust of question and answer, Mr. IQirushchev 

agreed with the view, strongly advanced by Lord Thomson, that an 
agreement by all the nuclear powers never to use these weapons in war 
would be a major breakthrough. However, he expressed doubt that 
even such an agreement could be completely effective. “The trouble 
is,” he said, “the losing side will always use nuclear weapons in the 
last resort to avoid defeat. If a wrestler has been gripped by the 
throat in the last minute of life he won’t stick to ethics. If a' man 
thinks he’s going to die he’ll take any steps.”

“In principle,” asked Lord Thomson, “you would favour a treaty 
to ban nuclear weapons ?”

“Yes indeed,” said Mr. Khrushchev.

' Sunday Times (London), Aug. 16,1964.
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“Through, a summit meeting 
“Yes indeed—with anyone.”

Discussing the question of a disarmament agreement, Lord Thom
son said: “The West thinks any real progress has been held up by 
Soviet reluctance to allow the principle of free inspection on her own 
territory. Is there any chance of real progress being made?”

“What do you mean ? If we make a disarmament agreement and 
a start is actually made on disarmament, then we will allow free in
spection as part of the specific programme—and close inspection, too, 
so no one cheats.”

“Should not this be on the agenda at the Summit ?”
“Undoubtedly,” said Mr. Khrushchev. “As soon as an agreement 

is signed and a start has been made to eliminate arms then we can 
begin free inspection.”

• • • • • • •

Statement by the Ethiopian Representative (Imru) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Testing 
and Use of Nuclear Weapons, August 20, 1964 ^

I intend to devote my observations this morning, as our agenda in 
part permits, to two subjects: that of a comprehensive nuclear test- 
ban treaty, and the question of convening a conference for the pur
pose of prohibiting the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. 
My delegation considers that the questions raised by both those sub
jects are ones on which agreement should not be difficult to attain. 
The implementation of those measures would not involve intricate 
and complicated verification operations touching upon sensitive de
fence installations, for which the Powers are not yet ready. The 
achievement of both those measures would reinforce and assist the 
continuing search for agreement on more difficult and delicate meas
ures of disarmament, since they could generate a better atmosphere 
for negotiations and be a source of confidence among nations. Fur
ther, they would prepare the way for peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
for which the world is in such great need.

As far as the question of a comprehensive test ban is concerned, it 
is evident that an uncompleted task remains unsatisfactory. All the 
effects of the present ban, like the Treaty itself,  ̂ are partial. The

 ̂ENDO/PV.209, pp. 5-10.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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partial test-ban Treaty, although it has contributed to improving the 
atmosphere of negotiations, has, we fear, not led to further disar
mament measures within a reasonable interval of time; nor have any 
significant political settlements promoting peace and reducing ten
sions among nations been forthcoming. Indeed, recent events in 
many parts of the world are a source of concern and alarm to all those 
who seek in disarmament measures a means of reducing the areas of 
conflict and encouraging peaceful co-operation among all nations and 
peoples. The less progress we make in disarmament negotiations, the 
gloomier the international situation looks, with limited conflicts 
threatening to engulf the world.

This year’s meetings of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament have so far proved sterile; and, if the remaining weeks do 
not yield results, observers might well be inclined to think, not un
justifiably, that we are still basking in the afterglow of the partial 
test-ban Treaty. The Treaty has not even been rounded out by a 
comprehensive ban on all tests. As long as the ban already achieved 
is partial, the future of the Treaty is threatened, since it holds the 
seed of its own destruction in the reservations it embodies and the 
partiality it favours; for, if a few countries continue the nuclear arms 
race by testing underground, others might well claim the right to 
test in the prohibited environments.

The lack of interest in completing the nuclear test-ban Treaty can
not be entirely explained by the degree of complacency that it has 
generated. The problem of how to verify that a ban on underground 
tests is being respected is a difficulty which we have not made any 
serious attempt to surmount in this year’s negotiations. The Sub- 
Committee on nuclear tests has remained inactive. The teclinical re
ports on the progress of detection and identification teclmiques, for 
which we have been very grateful in the past, have not been available 
this year. Yet we cannot rule out the possibility that much progress 
has taken place in this field. A little improvement in the means of 
detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions could no 
doubt bridge the narrow gap that divided the two sides in the negoti
ations of last year, and an acceptable measure of inspection might be 
devised which would ensure the carrying out of a ban on underground 
tests.

We must not forget that it was specifically in regard to underground 
nuclear tests that the positions of both sides were closest on the subject 
of inspection. Last year we missed our opportunity in this matter ; 
but it is even more necessary today that a relatively simple method 
of inspection, such as is feasible in respect of underground nuclear 
tests, should first be agreed and tried before complicated verification 
schemes are mooted.
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If an agreement is not forthcoming in this matter, it is difficult for 
my delegation to believe that more complex methods have any chance 
of success. The principle of inspection and verification has been ac
cepted by both sides, but the extent, type and methods of inspection 
are still a subject of protracted discussion. In time, as tensions dimin
ish and mutual confidence is based on more solid ground, there will 
be no pressing need for detailed verification schemes; but today it is 
necessary to agree on and try simple inspection measures that may 
generate trust and render more complicated inspection measures safer 
to accept.

It is precisely in the field of underground tests that we have the op
portunity to implement such a simple inspection measure and be in 
a position to acquire essential experience in carrying out international 
inspection. This question acquires more importance with the passing 
of time, for every disarmament measure is vitiated by a lack of agree
ment on how to verify its implementation. The Ethiopian delegation 
urges the nuclear Powers not to miss this opportunity but to continue 
negotiations with a view to fulfilling the promise given in the pre
amble to the partial test-ban Treaty.

In accordance with the agenda for today’s meeting, we wish to 
discuss United Nations General Assembly resolution 1909 (XVIII) 
on the question of convening a conference for the purpose of signing 
a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons.̂  The General Assembly has requested our Commit
tee to study this question and report its findings to the nineteenth 
session of the General Assembly. The General Assembly has already 
expressed itself in favour of a ban on the use of nuclear weapons. This 
Committee’s task is clearly, therefore, to examine the possibilities of 
reaching agreement on the question of convening a conference for the 
purpose of signing such a convention, and to recommend the appro
priate time at which such a conference could usefully be convened. It 
is self-evident that such a conference would require the support of all 
States, and especially of those States which possess or are on the way to 
possessing nuclear weapons.

It is difficult to divorce completely questions of substance from 
purely procedural aspects in the consideration of the subject before us. 
It is therefore worth remembering that this matter has been extensively 
discussed in the General Assembly of the United Nations for a number 
of years. It has been a subject of consultations between the Secretary- 
General and Governments of Member States of the United Nations; 
and the urgent need to safeguard the human race from the terrible 
physical and spiritual catastrophe of nuclear war is accepted by all

 ̂I'bid., p. 626.
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governments consulted by the Secretary-General. It is necessary that 
the international community should take all necessary measures to 
protect mankind from the dangers of nuclear war until such time as 
nuclear weapons themselves shall have been completely eliminated— 
and that for the following reasons.

First of all, it is absolutely necessary that there should be recognition 
of the vital fact that nuclear war is not a conflict between combatants 
but a war against humanity, its cultural heritage and everything it 
holds of value. It is a weapon of mass destruction which does not dis
criminate between combatants and innocent civilians, between installa
tions of war and factories of peace, between social services and arms 
depots, between museums and missile sites. It is a blind force, the 
unleasliing of which cannot be reasonably controlled and which leads to 
the destruction of both good and evil. It imposes unlimited damage 
upon the victim, which is morally untenable, and thus leads to the 
moral bankruptcy of the user. It ruins a people by introducing 
diseases that can affect unborn generations, thus visiting the sins of 
one generation upon innocent succeeding generations. It threatens the 
complete destruction of some peoples whose concentrated populations 
make their regions, their economies and their means of livelihood 
vulnerable.

It is a tribute to the wisdom of the leaders of the nuclear Powers 
that they do not put exclusive trust in nuclear weapons in order to 
safeguard their various interests. There is a deeper understanding 
today of the destructive power of those weapons and the wider dan
gers involved in their employment. We trust that this fund of wis
dom will not be exhausted. However, by prohibiting their use by 
means of an international convention we should be exerting a univer
sal moral pressure against nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. This 
is an obligation we cannot neglect.

Secondly, since the United Nations General Assembly declared on 
24 November 1961 that “The use of nuclear and thermonuclear weap
ons . . .  is contrary to the rules of international law and to the laws 
of humanity”,̂  the flicker of light and hope shed by the partial test- 
ban Treaty and the slow and difficult negotiations undertaken by the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament have not arrested the 
arms race. Stockpiles of nuclear weapons are mounting, nuclear 
weapon vehicles are being perfected, “over-kill” capacities have be
come overwhelming, and the problems attendant upon the prevention 
of further dissemination of nuclear weapons are becoming intractable. 
Technological and economic progress and the lack of a strict agree
ment on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons are making it pos-

 ̂m a ., 1961, pp. 64&-650.
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sible for more Powers to acquire those weapons of mass destruction, 
thus diminishing the margins of safety. New possessors of these 
weapons may lack the sense of responsibility which, we are happy to 
say, characterizes the present possessors of these weapons. With the 
passing of time the danger greatly increases, and we slowly edge 
towards the nuclear abyss. In these dangerous circumstances, is it 
not vital to take all precautionary measures to protect humanity and 
its rich and varied heritage from the hazard of nuclear catastrophe ? 
The prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons by an international 
convention is one such precautionary measure.

Thirdly, in the protracted negotiations undertaken by our Commit
tee to formulate a disarmament treaty acceptable to all sides, the 
earlier we achieve a ban on the use of nuclear weapons the better, be
cause of the improvement it would bring about in the atmosphere of 
the Conference, thus helping the course of negotiations. We do not 
harbour the illusion that a convention prohibiting nuclear weapons 
would by itself be a sufficient safeguard against the danger of nuclear 
annihilation. It is only through a decisive break-through in the dis
armament negotiations by which nuclear weapons and their means of 
delivery would be reduced and eventually eliminated from the arse
nals of the Powers that effective security could be gained from the 
dangers inherent in these weapons of mass destruction.

To secure a safer world through realistic and effective measures of 
disarmament is our principal task in this Committee; but the discus
sions of the past two years have clearly demonstrated that this is a 
laiborious and complicated task— t̂hough by no means a hopeless one. 
Success depends not only upon the practical possibilities but also on 
the political will of governments to undertake disarmament measures, 
on a long-term improvement in the relations between States and be
tween peoples, and on a deeper appreciation of the interest and con
cern of every nation. Apprehensions that have developed in the long 
process of a nation’s history cannot be relieved overnight. To achieve 
any success in concrete disarmament negotiations, steps that help to re
duce the legitimate concern of other States should be followed. Above 
all, sensitive suspicions and fears bom out of dire historical experi
ence must be gradually allayed and a spirit of trust established.

A convention that prohibits the use of nuclear weapons will con
tribute to those objectives. A firm moral obligation not to use nuclear 
weapons will underscore the need to arrive at an agreement to reduce 
and eventually destroy those weapons. A ban on the use of nuclear 
weapons is obviously not a substitute measure but a preliminary step 
preparing the ground for their total destruction. A posture based 
on a total commitment to use nuclear weapons is not conducive to their
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reduction and eventual elimination, and is diametrically opposed to 
the spirit of disarmament negotiations now prevailing in our Com
mittee.

«

Fourthly, the longer the use of nuclear weapons remains unpro
hibited by international convention—and therefore, by implication, 
tolerated—, the greater the number of countries which will attempt to 
find security and protection in dependence upon them. Nations will 
be tempted to hold the false view that great-Power status would be ac
quired by the possession of such weapons. Those weapons, in turn, 
might absorb a huge proportion of the nations’ resources and to some 
extent might deplete their conventional defences and make them com
pletely and solely dependent on nuclear arms. Thus they would be
come unreliable partners in the task of building a better and safer 
world. A clear undertaking, by the international community to pro
hibit the use of nuclear weapons will no doiibt have a sahjtary effect 
upon the armament programmes of many States and will undermine 
the kind of false legitimacy which nuclear weapons would otherwise 
acquire.

Finally, from the first days of the discovery of atomic energy its 
utilization has been mainly directed towards weapon purposes. That 
is a result of weaknesses and limitations inherent in human nature and 
in the societies that human beings establish. But man’s vision is un
limited, and it is time that we saw our human needs in wider terms 
and in the global context. In the past twenty years we have devoted 
nuclear energy mainly to armament purposes. Is it not high time that 
this orientation was radically changed and atomic energjr made to serve 
the innumerable and varied needs of men and women throughout the 
world ? Should we not now make a serious start towards bridging the 
gap between the highly-developed and the developing nations by 
making more extensive use of nuclear energy, thus alleviating deep 
causes of tension that would otherwise remain a dangerous heritage of 
our troubled world ? Nuclear energy should be used for human welfare 
and not for human destruction. It should be a blessing and not a curse. 
It should be a bond of friendship and creative activity among peoples, 
and not a bond of mutual terror.

For the afore-mentioned reasons the Ethiopian delegation is con
vinced that the time is ripe for the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee to reconmiend to the nineteenth session of the General As
sembly the convening of an international conference for the purpose of 
signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and ther
monuclear weapons; we urge that such a recommendation be made. 
That is in line with the responsibility of every nation to minimize the 
risks which nuclear weapons present to mankind. That is an obligation 
we cannot afford to avoid.
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Statement by the Acting British Representative (Tahour- 
din) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Testing and Use of Nuclear Weapons, August 20,
1964"

The subject on our agenda this morning— r̂esolutions adopted by the 
General Assembly of the United Nations concerning the work of the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee—could allow our discussion 
to range over a wide field. In my own remarks today, however, I 
should like to concentrate on only two of those resolutions. In that 
I am following the example set this morning by the representative of 
Ethiopia. I have listened with considerable interest to his statement. 
As will be seen, there was much in it with which my Government has 
considerable sympathy.

I turn now to the two resolutions to which I have referred. The first 
is resolution 1910 (XVIII), adopted at the eighteenth session of the 
General A s s e m b l y I t  is concerned with the need for a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban.

I must begin by emphasizing the importance which my Government 
attaches to the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. That 
has consistently been United Kingdom policy. We see such a treaty 
as completing the agreement reached last year in Moscow when the 
partial test-ban Treaty  ̂ was signed. It would be a fulfilment of the 
intention we then proclaimed of continuing our negotiations until 
we could all agree to ban every means of testing nuclear weapons and 
so halt their f urther terrible development.

A comprehensive test-ban treaty must, however, contain adequate 
provisions for ensuring that it is loyally being carried out. In our 
view this would still involve some on-site verification. Regarding 
that need I would suggest, with great respect, that in the face of the 
complicated technical questions involved some misunderstanding seems 
to have arisen in the minds of certain recent speakers in our debates. 
There seems to be an impression that there exists a level, or “threshold”, 
at which it is possible by existing national means not only to detect 
but also to identify with certainty underground events of a given 
kiloton magnitude. But, according to our scientific advice, that is 
unfortunately still not the case. We are doing all we can to increase
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our seismological knowledge. But, as the United Kingdom Foreign 
Secretary, Mr. Butler, said in the House of Commons on 13 July:

I am advised that it would be very diflaciilt to define a threshold above which 
scientists would be prepared to assert that all underground tests could be con
clusively identified, unless it were so high as to permit the great majority of 
tests to continue.^

This misunderstanding or confusion to which I have referred may 
have arisen because we are indeed able to detect—and I would empha
size the word “detect”—an increasing number of underground events 
by purely national means. But this is very far from meaning that we 
can identify their nature without some on-site verification. In other 
words, without additional verification we could not be certain whether 
an underground event which we might have detected was a natural 
phenomenon or the result of an underground test. That is the reason 
for which we maintain the need for some inspection and verification, 
although we have done our best to limit this and make it as little in
trusive as possible.

It is disappointing that in this respect our Soviet colleagues seem 
to have taken a backward step from their earlier position when they 
were prepared to accept a limited amount of on-site verification. 
They have argued, and will doubtless argue again today, that Soviet 
scientific knowledge now makes on-site verification unnecessary. But 
they have not told us how. Consequently it is disappointing also that 
they are still not prepared to pursue with us the possibility of holding 
expert talks between scientists of both sides in the hope of establishing 
an agreed verification basis for a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

For our part, we remain as ready as ever to conduct such talks, and 
I would express the hope that the Government of the Soviet Union 
might reconsider its attitude on this point. As the United Kingdom 
Prime Minister said in the House of Commons on 12 March:

There have been no scientific advances that would justify us in proposing a 
comprehensive treaty without adequate provision for effective on-site verifica- 
tion . . . there have been no new scientific advances to justify a change of 
attitude. It would be helpful if Russian scientists got together with United 
States and British scientists and tried to thrash these matters out and come to 
an agreed formula.*

If they were to do that, it would be a most useful step towards reaching 
agreement on a comprehensive test-ban treaty—an objective which is. 
shared by all members of the Conference arid indeed by the peoples 
of the whole world. I fear that until they are prepared to do so it

^Hansard, Parliamentary Debates; House of Commons, vol. 698, no. 141, 
col. 164.

* m a., vol. 691, no. 72, cols. 662-663.
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will be impossible for us, despite all our sense of urgency, to report 
progress to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

The second General Assembly resolution which I should like to dis
cuss this mornhig is resolution 1909 (XVIII), in which this Confer
ence was asked 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.̂

I think it is known to all my colleagues that the United Kingdom 
was not able to vote for that resolution when it was laid before the 
General Assembly last year. I should like to emphasize that in voting 
against the resolution we did not wish to minimize the motives of those 
who had sponsored it; we recognize that those motives were of the 
highest. But this is a field in which, if we are to make true progress, 
we must constrain ourselves to be severely practical in our approach. 
Unfortunately, idealism is not enough. As my Government stated in 
its reply to the Secretary-General’s letter of 2 January 1962 concern
ing this question:

Her Majesty’s Government strongly sympathize with all efforts to remove
the danger of nuclear war and understand th e natural and justified wish to
free the world of this danger.

Unfortunately, however, Her Majesty’s Government do not consider that 
this danger can be eliminated by a simple prohibition of the use of the weap
ons concerned.*

Let me recall briefly our reasons for taking that view. First, we 
must all recognize that so long as these weapons exist, and indeed so 
long as the danger of war exists, we should delude ourselves if we re
fused to acknowledge that the danger of nuclear war exists also. If, 
despite all our efforts to the contrary, we were to be faced with the 
dreadful possibility of an outbreak of war between the nuclear Powers, 
it would be vain, it seems to us, to imagine that a prohibition on the 
use of nuclear weapons would be the deciding factor. The decision 
whether or not to use nuclear weapons in that terrible situation would 
not be governed, or even mainly governed, by the existence of such a 
declaration alone. I thiak that all of us seated here must acknowledge 
that such a decision would in fact be taken as a result of a calculation 
in regard to the intentions of the other side.

At this point I should like to draw the attention of the Com
mittee to the similar view expressed by Mr. Khrushchev in a press 
interview on 8[5] September 1961. This is what he then said:

. . .  if atomic weapons are preserved and if war is unleashed it will 
be a thermonuclear war. Therefore, world peace must be assured not by 
undertakings to refrain from the use of nuclear weapons

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 626.
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—and I hope the Committee will note that phrase—
but by a radical solution of the cardinal issues.

Mr. Khrushchev concluded:
. . . The best guarantee of peace is the destruction of armaments and the 

elimination of armies— în other words, disarmament.^

That is an exceptionally clear statement of Mr. Khrushchev’s view. 
Indeed, it is a position which he has maintained consistently. On 
16 August, in the account of his interview with Lord Thomson, the 
proprietor of the Sunday Times newspaper, Mr. Khrushchev is re
ported to have said when asked about the possibility of an agrepnent 
to ban the use of nuclear weapons—and I quote the Swnda/y' Times 
report:

The trouble is the losing side will always use nuclear weapons in the last 
resQrt to avoid defeat. If a wrestler has been gripped by the throat in the last 
minute of life he won’t stick to ethics. If a man thinks he’s going to die he’ll 
take any steps.®

Mr. Klhrushchev’s position is shared by my Government, which 
agrees that the only sure way to remove the danger of nuclear war is 
by general and complete disarmament. I should add, however, that 
my delegation not only thinks that such a declaration would be in
effective, because imenforceable; we also fear that, however well-inten
tioned, it might in fact prove positively dangerous. The existence 
of such a declaration might breed a false impression that aggressive 
action could be undertaken without risk of nuclear war. If such an 
impression were to gain ground, international security would be 
impaired in a highly dangerous way.

In concluding, I should like to remind the Committee that my 
Government has, of course, like all other Members of the United 
Nations, undertaken in the Charter to refrain from the threat or the 
use of force. In its reply to the Secretary-General to which I have 
just referred, it solemnly repeated its assurance that it will not use 
any weapons at its disposal, either nuclear or otherwise, for purposes 
of aggression.

I am sure that all of us round this table share the sincere desire 
of the sponsors of the resolution that this terrible threat of nuclear 
war should be removed. But I would repeat once more our belief 
that this must be done through general and complete disarmament, 
and I would express the hope that we can all devote, and indeed in
tensify, our efforts to this end.

p. 358.
Ante, p. 351.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Testing 
and Use of Nuclear Weapons {Extract}, August 20,
1964^

• • • • • • •

Among the instructions given by the General Assembly to the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee an important place is assigned to the 
study of the question of convening a conference for the purpose of 
signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and ther
monuclear weapons. We have listened with great attention this morn
ing to the statement made in this regard by the representative of 
Ethiopia, Lij Imru.̂  In resolution 1909 (XVIII) our Committee is 
requested to report on this subject to the nineteenth session of the 
General Assembly.®

As you know, the raising of the question of convening a conference 
for the purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons was the result of efforts made over many years 
by Ethiopia, which is a member of our Committee, and by other Afro- 
Asian countries. It should be stressed with particular satisfaction 
that in the struggle for the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
Ethiopia has not been alone. It has beeii joined in the struggle by 
dozens of countries of Africa and Asia which have recently thrown off 
the shackles of colonialism and are vitally interested in the strengthen
ing of peace. They are steadfastly endeavouring to ensure that the 
African and Asian continents should never become an arena of nuclear 
devastation. Ethiopia’s initiative has been firmly supported by the 
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries which are consistently 
pursuing a policy of peace, a policy aimed at eliminating the menace 
of nuclear war.

It was precisely because of the formation of such a wide associa
tion, which could be called a common front, of the peace-loving coun
tries that it proved possible to achieve such a success as the adoption 
by the sixteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly of 
the Declaration on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons. It is very significant that in this Declaration it is 
stated that the use of nuclear weapons is contrary to the spirit, letter 
and aims of the United Nations. It declares that:

Any State using nuclear and thermonuclear weapons is to be considered as

' ENDC/PV.209, pp. 24-30.
‘‘ AntCj pp. 352-357.
® Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 626.
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violating the Charter of the United Nations, as acting contrary to the laws
of humanity and as committing a crime against mankind and civilization.^

That resolution of the General Assembly, I would remind the United 
Kingdom representative, is not at all a display of idealism. It ex
presses the determined will, the imperative demand of all the peoples 
of the world that the use of nuclear weapons should be prohibited. 
This demand should be respected and fulfilled, and its fulfillrhent 
should not be shirked by sticking on to this demand and on to the 
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly on this subject 
the label of idealism, as the United Kingdom representative has done 
in his statement today.

The question before us now is that of giving the provisions of 
this Declaration, which has been approved by the overwhelming ma
jority of States members of the United Nations, the binding legal force 
of a treaty through the conclusion of an appropriate international con
vention, It is obvious that now the States members of the Committee, 
in order to comply with the aforementioned resolution of the Gen
eral Assembly, cannot limit themselves to statements of a general 
nature in support of the idea of prohibiting the use of nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons. This question was settled at the sixteenth 
session of the General Assembly, and now that is already a bygone 
stage. At present our Committee must deal with a very concrete 
question: namely, that of expressing its attitude towards the con
vening of a conference for the purpose of signing a convention on 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons and 
submitting a report on this subject to the nineteenth session of the 
General Assembly.

On behalf of the Soviet Government, I wish to inform the Committee 
that the Soviet Union supports the proposal for the conclusion of an 
international convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. We 
support this proposal because the conclusion of a convention pro
hibiting the use of nuclear weapons would be an important step for
ward towards solving the key problem of the present day—the problem 
of eliminating the threat of nuclear war.

The conclusion of a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons would lead to a further relaxation of international tension 
and would be a great contribution towards strengthening conJ&dence 
in relations among all States and— ŵhat is especially important from 
the point of view of strengthening peace—in the relations between the 
nuclear Powers. Such a convention would be in fact an international 
agreement on nuclear non-aggression, a reciprocal renunciation by the

 ̂ma., mi, pp. 648-650.
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nuclear Powers of the use of nuclear weapons against each other or 
against any other State.

Of course we all realize that, in the absence of disarmament, a 
treaty alone on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons cannot 
in itself be considered a complete guarantee against the possibility of 
nuclear war, since States would still possess enormous stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons and their means of delivery. Everybody under
stands that in these conditions it would not be possible to preclude 
completely both the possibility of nuclear war being unleashed by 
an aggressor, and the possibility of nuclear weapons beiiig used as a 
“last resort” by the side which found itself on the verge of defeat, 
say, in a war with the use of conventional weapons. All this is be
yond dispute, and we should not give ourselves any illusions here in 
this regard.

This was also mentioned by the Chairman of the Council of Min
isters of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, in his talk with Lord 
Thomson, to which the United Kingdom representative has referred 
this morning. But, as reported by the Sunday Times (16 August 
1964), in that talk Mr. Khrushchev also said something which the 
United Kingdom representative omitted to mention today: namely, 
that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would really 
diminish the possibility of nuclear war breaking out.̂  That is truly 
so, and for the following reasons.

First, it is logical to expect that the conclusion of a convention pro
hibiting the use of nuclear weapons would entail a definite slowing- 
down of the armaments race. Indeed, in the conditions that would 
be brought about in the world as a result of the signing of such a con
vention, nuclear weapons would not only be under a moral and politi
cal international ban, as was the case after the adoption by the General 
Assembly at its sixteenth session of the Declaration on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, but also under a

«

legal ban in international law. In these conditions it would be very 
difficult for the government of any country to explain to its own 
people, let alone the peoples of other countries, its adoption of any 
measures aimed at further increasing nuclear armaments and the 
appropriations for such armaments and at further preparations for 
nuclear war.

Secondly, the conclusion of a convention prohibiting the use of 
nuclear weapons would undoubtedly reduce to a considerable extent 
the menace of the actual utilization of this weapon. Any aggressor 
would have to take into account in one way or another the fact that, 
in the event of his using nuclear weapons, he would be challenging

 ̂Antey p. 351.
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not only the victim of his aggression but all countries of the world 
as well, and would inevitably find himself in the position of universal 
political isolation, not to mention other consequences of such an action.

Lastly, it must be emphasized that the conclusion of such a con
vention would in many respects prepare the way for the achievement 
of agreement on an essential solution to the question of the destruction 
of nuclear weapons, on general and complete disarmament. Once all 
States had declared that they would not use nuclear weapons, the 
physicial elimination of those weapons, their complete removal from 
the arsenals of States, would be the logical next step. In these con
ditions it would also be easier to some extent for the people to crush 
the opposition of the opponents of disarmament and compel them to 
submit to the general will.

Those are the considerations on the basis of which the Soviet Union 
supports the proposal for the conclusion of a convention prohibiting 
the use of nuclear weapons. It goes without saying that the Soviet 
delegation fully supports the proposal made today by the repre®pn -̂ 
tive of Ethiopia, Lij Imru, that the Committee should recomni&d to 
the nineteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly the 
convening of a conference for the signing of an international conven
tion prohibiting the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. We 
are convinced that the conclusion of such a convention would be an ex
cellent thing, and the Soviet Union is prepared to assume the relevant 
international obligations and strictly to abide by them, if, of course, 
similar obligations are assumed and complied with by the other side.

Among the instructions given to the Committee by the United 
Nations General Assembly, there is also another: the Committee is re
quested to continue its negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement 
banning underground nuclear tests as well.̂  This, of course, is a,n 
important instruction. Everybody imderstands that the banning of 
undergromid nuclear tests, in addition to the banning of nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, as 
provided for by the Moscow Treaty,  ̂would block the way to the fur
ther improvement of nuclear weapons and thereby lead to a substantial 
restriction of the nuclear arms race and contribute towards improving 
the international situation. The "Soviet Union is decisively in favour 
of prohibiting underground nuclear tests as speedily as possible. This 
can and must be done, especially as it is not difficult to do so, provided 
there is goodwill on the part of those States which are still testing 
nuclear weapons.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 627.
* Ihid,, pp. 291-29S.
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In the memorandum of the Government of the USSR on measures 
for slowing down the armaments race and relaxing international ten
sion, it is stated that:

Actual ©xperience has fully confirmed that no special international control 
need be organized to detect underground tests any more than it is needed to 
detect tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.^

And indeed, the achievements of recent years in science and technology 
and in seismology, no matter what the representatives of the Western 
Powers may tell us here, testify that, with the help of existing national 
means of detection and identification of underground events, it is pos
sible to pin-point all underground explosions, wherever they take place. 
This is acknowledged not only by Soviet scientists but also by many of 
the leading authorities in the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
other countries. Consequently from the scientific and technical point 
of view there are no obstacles to the inmiediate conclusion of an agree
ment banning nuclear tests underground.

How, then, can we explain that the simple question of discontinu
ing underground nuclear tests is still unsolved ? The only explanation 
is-that its solution is of no interest to the United States, which for a 
number of years has been systematically carrying out imderground 
tests for the purpose of further improving its nuclear weapons. That 
is the gist of the matter. And in order to camouflage its position, which 
in fact is a challenge to the nations that are striving to curb and end 
the nuclear arms race, the United States puts forward artificial, far
fetched and baseless arguments: for example, that if underground 
nuclear tests were prohibited it would be impossible to do without 
international control, on-site inspection, and so on. But all this is 
merely a pretext, an excuse and nothing else.

Where the Soviet Union is concerned, we have already stated on 
a number of occasions that the Soviet Government is prepared, even 
immediately, to conclude an agreement extending the prohibition of 
nuclear tests to tests carried out underground, under the same condi
tions as those laid down in the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water: that is, with
out the establishment of international control but with the use of 
national means of detection for the verification of compliance with the 
agreement banning nuclear tests underground.

The question of concluding a convention prohibiting the use of 
nuclear weapons, and the question of prohibiting underground nuclear 
tests, have a certain internal nexus. Both are steps towards solving 
the problem of reducing and completely eliminating the danger of 
an outbreak of nuclear war; both are interrelated as intermediate

 ̂Ante, p. 17,
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measures towards solving the problem of the complete prohibition and 
elimination of nuclear weapons. The first steps in this direction, 
as we know, were the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, the 
achievement of agreement not to place in orbit objects carrying nuclear 
weapons,̂  and the parallel actions* of the Soviet Union, the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom in regard to reducing 
the production of fissionable materials for military purposes.^

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Timberlake) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee: Verification of Strategic Delivery Vehicles 
Freeze, August 27, 1964 ®

T •

In his message of 21 January President Johnson presented to this 
Conference a series of specific proposals for collateral measures of 
disarmament.̂  Those proposals were designed as practical, meaning
ful ways of arresting the arms race and reducing the dangers present 
in today’s world. They were designed to be readily possible of agree
ment, and to bring about real progress now towards the goals of this 
Conference. Among those proposals is one of the most significant 
and far-re£iching measures before this Conference, short of general 
and complete disarmament. I refer to the verified freeze of offensive 
and defensive strategic nuclear vehicles, the exploration of which 
President Johnson urged upon this Committee.

Today I should like to elaborate on that proposal by presenting 
some illustrative material on the nature of the verification that would 
be required in its support. The procedures which I shall outline 
will, of course, require further detailed discussion and negotiation 
within this Conference. Also, it is not intended that this presentation- 
should cover all aspects of the verification of the freeze. For example, 
I shaU not discuss the problem of verifying the freeze of strategic 
anti-ballistic-missile systems, which we have previously indicated 
would be included along with offensive delivery vehicles.® However, 
I believe that the material which,! present today will provide a basis

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 538.
* Ante, pp. 4, 165-166,166-168. ' '
’ BND 0/PV .2li, pp. 5-11.
*Ante, pp. 7-9.
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for a sound understanding of the nature of the verification system we 
contemplate and for initiating explorations of the freeze proposal.

I believe that it is appropriate to set forth this material on verifica
tion of a freeze in some detail at this time for two reasons. First, ques
tions raised by other delegations in past discussions, especially by the 
delegation of the Soviet Union, indicate that there is some misunder
standing of the nature and extent of the verification measures we pro
pose. Second, we wish to make this information available for study 
by the other delegations and their Governments while the Conference 
is in recess.

As regards the matters to be negotiated, it might be helpful to begin 
by noting those elements which would be necessary for effective opera
tion of the verification arrangements. It will, of course, be necessary 
to agree on the armaments affected by the agreement. Each party 
would submit a list indicating which of its armaments it considered to 
be affected. It will also be necessary to agree on the non-strategic 
military and non-military vehicles possessing weight, thrust and range 
characteristics falling within the categories included in the agree
ment. Any differences of opinion would be negotiated.

Agreement would also have to be reached on the specified major sub- 
assemblies affected by the agreement. The United States believes that 
the following sub-assemblies should be specified: (a) for ballistic 
missiles— l̂iquid rocket engines and tankage, solid rocket motors, stage 
assemblies and mobile launchers; (b) for cruise-type missiles and 
aircraft—fuselages.

Affected armaments and specified major sub-assemblies could con
tinue to be produced on the basis of a one-for-one replacement by an 
armament or sub-assembly of the same type. Each party would 
submit a list indicating which of its armaments it considered to be 
of the same type and describing each model within a type by gross 
external characteristics, such as major dimensions and gross con
figuration. Any differences of opinion would be negotiated. This 
procedure would assist in precluding the possibility of introducing 
more advanced weapons through replacement production. The par
ties would seek to agree on acceptable replacements for the arma
ments and specified major sub-assemblies no longer in production.

It would be necessary also to agree on annual production quotas for 
each of the allowed armament and specified sub-assembly replace
ments. This would be done by deciding upon (a) an annual number 
of permitted confidence and training firings for each type of missile;
(b) an estimate of the number of vehicles lost annually by accident 
for each type of vehicle; (c) the anticipated number of replacements 
due to natural attrition—such as end of maintenance life or malfunc
tion—for each type of armament and specified sub-assembly.
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We believe that there should be an arrangement under which all 
quotas would be reviewed at the request of any party. Parties would 
have to agree, of course, upon arrangements relating to verification, 
such as the annual quotas of inspections and the rights of inspectors.

As regards declarations, each party would describe and give the 
location of the facilities involved, or those which had been involved, 
in producing the affected armaments and the specified major sub- 
assemblies and retaining a capability to produce those items. The 
parties would identify those facilities intended for use for allowed re
placement production and those to be converted to peaceful uses or 
closed down.

The facilities to be declared would include the following:

(a) Facilities performing final production-line assembly of the 
armaments or vehicles in the affected categories. However, this would 
not be interpreted to include military installations not engaged in 
manufacturing at which partial assembly or disassembly might be 
performed for operational or maintenance purposes.

(b) Facilities producing the specified major sub-assemblies— t̂hat 
is, those producing or testing ballistic-missile liquid-fuelled engines or 
solid-fuelled motors; those fabricating and assembling tankage, ballis
tic-missile stage assemblies and mobile launchers; and those manufac
turing aircraft or cruise-type missile fuselages.

(c) Facilities manufacturing ship hulls used for launching sea- 
based missiles.

Armament production quotas would also be declared. Thus the 
yearly amount and type of each affected armament and/or specified 
major sub-assembly to be produced at each of the facilities performing 
allowed replacement production would be declared. Each party would 
be responsible for scheduling its production in conformance with its 
annual quota.

In addition, each party would describe and give the location of those 
facilities involved, or which had been involved, in space or aircraft 
programmes which retain a capability to produce affected armaments 
or specified major sub-assemblies. Those facilities would be allowed 
to continue to perform their declared allowed activities, and the antici
pated production of specified sub-assemblies of aircraft and space 
boosters would be declared.

/ i

Parties to the agreement would declare all installations to be used 
for space vehicle launchings and all sites to be used for allowed firings 
of vehicles affected by the agreement. No other operational laimching 
sites would have to be declared.

The aforementioned disclosures would be made after any agreement 
had been concluded but before implementation had begun. During
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the course of the agreement the following additional disclosures would 
have to be made. The parties would declare any facilities which were 
converted or constructed after the initial declarations and which could 
be used to produce or assemble the affected armaments and specified 
sub-assemblies. The declarations would be made at the time conver
sion or construction was begun.

The parties would, in addition, give notice of any armaments and 
specified sub-assemblies to be destroyed because of natural attrition. 
They would supply the date and location of the destruction, with suffi
cient advance notice to permit observers to be present at the destruction 
site. In the event of accidental destruction, appropriate evidence 
would have to be supplied as a basis for replacement production. If 
no replacement production were required, no notice or evidence would 
be required. To the extent that launcher replacement is permitted, 
appropriate declarations relating to such replacement would be 
required.

Parties would also have to give appropriate notice of the planned 
production of space boosters, including the anticipated utilization of 
each booster in their space programmes, to provide reasonable assur
ance against stockpiling. That would not mean, however, that the 
nature of the payload would have to be announced.

As regards all space lamichings and allowed missile firings, the 
parties would have to give advance notice of the time and launching- 
site location. Information to be provided would include identification 
of the booster designated for each space launching and the type of 
missile for each allowed firing. Notification would have to be given 
in sufficient time to permit on-site observation of the vehicle prior 
to launching. In the case of missiles launched from submarines or 
ships, notification would have to be sufficiently in advance to permit 
observation ships to be in the vicinity.

With respect to the question of scheduling, each party would be 
responsible for maintaining a balance between the accidental destruc
tion or expenditure of armaments, including allowed missile firings, 
and the scheduled annual production. That is to say, for each year 
and for each type of armament the number of armaments produced 
would not be permitted to exceed the number destroyed or lost through 
firings or accidents; a similar balance would be required for each 
specified major sub-assembly and for space boosters.

Turning now to the verification procedures, we believe that inspec
tors should conduct an initial check of declared facilities no longer 
producing the affected armaments and specified sub-assemblies to 
ensure that they had been dismantled, closed or converted to other 
producti(m activities. This initial inspection probably could be accom
plished at each facility in several days and would include an exami
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nation of all manufacturing areas of the facility. Since many ̂ months 
are required to establish the production lines of relevant armaments 
and the specified sub-assemblies and to attain a reasonable production 
rate, occasional unannounced checks of these facilities subsequent to 
the initial inspection would be adequate.

As regards declared operating production facilities, inspectors would 
monitor the allowed production of armaments and specified major 
sub-assemblies at the declared facilities. They would verify that only 
agreed numbers and configurations of affected items were being pro
duced for purposes of replacement or allowed missile firings. The 
allowed production of aircraft and space boosters falling within the 
affected cat^ories would also be monitored to ensure that only declared 
permitted activitiesj were taking place.

The inspectors would conduct an initial check of declared operating 
production facilities* With the assistance of liaison personnel from 
the inspected country, they would determine the layout and organi
zation of the facilities to be inspected. The inspectors would develop 
inspection procedures most suited to each facility. Suitable production 
schedules would be provided by the inspected party.

After this initial check, the inspectors would have access to manu- 
factuimg, testing and assembly areas involved in the production cycle 
of the declared facilities. Within these areas the inspected country 
would be required to expose equipment and processes only in so far 
as tMs was necessary to permit the inspectors to confirm the number 
and configuration of affected items produced. I should point out that 
in monitoring the production of these items the inspectors would check 
their external chaiucteristics by visual observation and would not 
require detailed information such as engineering drawings.

The destruction of armaments to be replaced would be performed 
by the party owning the armaments. Inspectors at the designated 
depots would verify by visual observation that the armaments and 
specified major sub-assemblies submitted for destruction were of the 
declared types, and would record the numbers and types destroyed.

Observers would witness announced missile and space firings to 
ensure that the proper types and numbers of vehicles were being 
launched. It is our view that pre-launch inspection should consist 
of visual obsei^ation of the gross characteristics of the vehicles being 
laimched.

Accidental losses or destruction of vehicles and launchers would 
nomally be verified by on-site inspection. If physical difficulties 
prevented such inspection, provision would have to be made for con
firmation of such losses in a manner satisfactory to all parties. Ih 
the event that one pf the parties could demonstrate to the ssitisfaction 
of the other parties that its aceident rate had exceeded that allowed
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in any annual period, it could produce agreed replacement items during 
the succeeding year to replace those accidentally expended. Should 
no replacement allowance be required, no inspection to confirm acci
dental loss or destruction would be required.

There would be appropriate inspection procedures relating to limita
tions on launchers, for the purpose of ensuring that violations of any 
agreed limitations on launcher replacement, construction and improve
ment were not taking place. The United States, however, does not 
feel that either declarations or inspection of existing inventories of 
armaments or of the numbier and deployment of existing launchers 
would be required as part of a strategic nuclear vehicle freeze agree
ment. This would not preclude the inspection of existing launchers or 
launching sites for possible unauthorized launcher construction and 
improvement activities as provided for in the following discussion.

With regard to any undeclared production facilities or unauthorized 
launcher construction and improvement activities, an inspection sys
tem that would include a specified number of inspections per year at 
times and places selected by the inspecting power would be required 
to provide reasonable assurance against possible prohibited activities 
and to deter possible violations. The inspectors should, of course, have 
at their disposal appropriate transportation to ensure that inspections 
could be conducted without delay.

Within the agreed quotas, inspections would have to be initiated and 
carried out by parties other than the party whose territory was to be 
inspected. This is sometimes referred to as “adversary inspection”. 
For example, the United States would be allowed to initiate and carry 
out inspections in the territory of the Soviet Union, and the Soviet 
Union, on the other hand, would be allowed to initiate and carry out 
inspections in the United States; suitable arrangements would be made 
for inspection in the territories of other parties which might 
participate.

It would not be necessary to disclose any evidence to justify the 
selection of the site to be inspected. However, mutually-accepta-ble 
arrangements should and, we believe, could be developed to protect 
the host country against abuse of inspection privileges for the purpose 
of observing sensitive activities or facilities which did not legitimately 
fall within the scope of objects subject to inspection. In particular, 
while the inspected country would endeavour tjD provide the other 
parties with assurance that undeclared production and unauthorized 
launcher construction and improvement were n ot taking place, it would 
be permitted to institute appropriate saf egur̂ rds to ensure the security 
of sensitive in^allations.

The United States has already indica t̂ed that a treaty embodying 
the provisions of a freeze should conta^ a withdrawal clause similar
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to that contained in the partial test-ban Treaty.̂  I know the Com
mittee is familiar with the text of that Treaty, and I know the Soviet 
representative is familiar with its history and development. The freeze 
agreement should also contain a provision that a conference would be 
held, periodically or at the call of any party, to consider whether the 
treaty should be continued or modified. It should be further provided 
that after such a conference any party could consider whether to exer
cise its right under the withdrawal clause on the basis of the results 
of the conference. That withdrawal clause could be used to prevent 
the safeguards designed to ensure the security of sensitive installations 
from being used to evade the provisions of the agî eement. If, in its 
judgement, a party felt that a safeguard was being used to evade the 
provisions of the agreement, this could be a reason for that party to 
invoke the withdrawal pro^dures of the agreement.

The United States believes that an inspection arrangement of the 
type I have just described, together with such additional procedures 
as might be required, would be much less intrusive than that required 
for general and complete disarmament and yet sufficient to afford the 
necessary level of assurance of compliance with the proposed freeze of 
strategic nuclear vehicles.

I have noted both the extent and the limits of the verification re
quirements. Some degree of technical complexity cannot be avoided; 
but it is necessary not only to ensure that a freeze can be achieved with 
security and confidence of compliance, but also to ensure that verifica
tion requirements are not excessive. The procedures I have sketched 
would, as I have said, require further detailed discussion and negotia
tion. They have been put forth as a basis for exploration in the same 
spirit as that in which my Government has already proposed the basic 
principles of the freeze. It is my sincere hope that other delegations 
will examine this proposal further. That hope is particularly directed 
at those delegations whose countries also possess such vehicles and 
therefore also bear particularly heavy responsibility for the continued 
security of the human race.

■ #

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
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Statement by the Indian Representative (Nehru) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, August 27, 
1964^

I propose now, with your permission, to speak in my capacity as 
representative of India.

We have listened with great interest to the important and con
structive statement which Mr. Timberlake, the United States repre
sentative, has just made. We shall, of course, study the statement 
carefully and perhaps make some comments on it at some later stage. 
The United States proposal for a verified freeze of strategic nuclear 
vehicles is an important collateral measure which we have discussed 
at several meetings. It is again on our agenda today; but I should like 
to deviate slightly from the agenda. Our procedures, as we all know, 
are flexible, and such deviations are permitted.

I propose today, on behalf of my delegation, to speak briefly on a 
number of measures, or on collateral measures as a whole. I think there 
is some advantage in following such a course. We have discussed 
many of these measures very fully at previous meetings. The 
discussions have been of great value and have given us a clear idea of 
the positions of each side. Now our session is drawing to a close, 
and there is not much time left for further discussions in depth. 
Unless there is some change in our programme, there will be only 
two or three more meetings on collateral measures. It seems desirable, 
therefore, instead of going over old arguments, to concentrate more 
fully on the search for solutions or agreements, however limited, so 
that our report to the General Assembly may show some positive 
results.

I am sure we are all agreed that we must show some results, or 
greater progress in our work. It would be a disappointment for us all 
if our work, which has been going on for six months, showed no results. 
The Assembly also would be disappointed, as it expects us to make 
some contribution to a further improvement in the international atmos
phere. The existing improvement was brought about by last year’s 
agreements and some unilateral decisions of the great Powers based 
on the policy of mutual example. Both the agreements and the uni
lateral decisions show a spirit of compromise and mutual accommoda
tion which has brought about a change in the atmosphere.

It is true, of course, that none of those agreements, which have 
been welcomed so widely, was reached in our Committee. However, I 
think I am right in saying that both the agreements and the unilateral
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decisions owe. a good deal to our work. Constructive suggestions were 
made in our Committee which may have helped the great Powers to 
take other positive steps. Thus suggestions which aim at closing the 
gap between the two sides on specific measures seem important to us. 
Any suggestion that we might make must of course take full account of 
the higher interests of the world community. This is the kind of 
solution we might aim at if agreements cannot be reached during our 
present session. The suggestions must of course be recorded in some 
appropriate way which would suit the convenience of the Assembly. 
The Assembly and the governments concerned may find them of some 
value; and at some early date, if not immediately, they may help to 
pave the way for further agreements or unilateral decisions.

Bearing those considerations in mind, I propose today, on behalf of 
my delegation, to consider briefly the task which was aUotted to us, 
the area of agreement which we have achieved, and the possibilities of 
enlarging the area, either now or at some later date. I propose also to 
stat6 the views of my delegation on some of the me^ur^ which we 
have been discussing.

The three resolutions of the General Assembly which form the 
basis of our work relate both to disarmament and to collateral meas- 
ures. We are not concerned today with general and complete dis
armament. However, I should like to say that, in spite of the ob
stacles that have arisen, our Work has not, in our view, been completely 
fruitless. The proposal for setting up a working group on the key 
problem of disarmament, namely the elimination of missiles, has been 
generally accepted. The terms of reference are, of course, in dispute, 
but the special concerns of each side have been clarified in the course 
of our discussions. The non-aligned countries have made some sug
gestions which take full account of those concerns. They have offered 
their assistance to the co-Chairmen in framing the terms of reference. 
Although their suggestions have not yet been accepted, I have lio 
doubt that in due course they will help us to advance along the road 
to an agreement.

As far as collateral measures are concerned, we have been asked, 
first, to make efforts to seek agreements on measures which could 
serve to reduce international tension, and so on;  ̂ secf|idly, to study 
urgently and to report upon the question of convening a conference 
for the purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons;  ̂ and, thirdly, to continue, with a sense of 
urgency, our negotiations for the extension of the test-ban Treaty to

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 624^625.
• IMd.i p. 626.
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underground tests.̂  We have had a brief but useful discussion on 
(he last two collateral measures. On the more general collateral 
measures proposed by the United States and Soviet delegations,* 
much lengthier discussions have taken place.

An important feature of some of these measures is that they deal 
primarily with the question of nuclear disarmament. This is a matter 
of deep concern to the world as a whole. The arms race, and more 
particularly the accumulation of nuclear arms, is a growing threat 
to humanity. Some of the collateral measures which have been pro- 
]:)osed by the United States and Soviet delegations aim at reducing 
the immediate threat. We welcome the initiatives which have been 
taken by the two delegations on that question. No agreement is yet 
in sight, but the non-aligned countries have made some suggestions, 
and we have no doubt that those suggestions will lead to some results. 
It is about those suggestions that I should like to speak briefly today.

First, there is the proposal for convening a conference for the pur
pose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons. The brief discussion which has taken place in our Com
mittee shows that the vital importance of eliminating the risk of 
nuclear war is fully recognized by all delegations. There is no dif
ference of opinion on this, or on reaching the necessary agreements 
for eliminating such a risk. Opinions differ, however, on the desir
ability of signing a convention, or the effectiveness of such a conven
tion, before other agreements have beien reached. I should like to 
explain briefly India’s position on this question.

Although we are making rapid progress in the field of nuclear science 
and technology, the Government of India has taken a firm decision that 
in no circumstances will our nuclear capabilities be used for non-peace- 
ful purposes. We have no intention of producing or acquiring nuclear 
weapons, irrespective of any action that any other country may take. 
We have always been opposed, and we continue to be totally opposed, 
to the use of nuclear weapons. We have supported the Ethiopian reso
lution on the convening of a conference for the purpose of signing a 
convention. We agree that the use of nuclear weapons is a violation 
of the United Nations Charter and is contrary to the laws of humanity. 
We also agree that any such use is a crime against mankind and against 
civilization. Those are the views which we have expressed in our reply 
to the Secretary-General,® who made some inquiries from Member 
States. However, we have also expressed the view that if a convention 
is to be effective it will require the active support of all States, and

" m d., p. 627.
“ Ante, pp. 7-9, 12r-17.
’ General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, Annexes, Agenda 
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more particularly of States which possess such weapons. Without the 
participation of all States the proposed convention would not, in our 
view, be effective.

Our Western colleagues have pointed out that the proposed conven
tion might have the effect of undermining security. Suggestions have 
also been made that, in the absence, of means of control or measures 
of disarmament, such a convention might not be useful at the present 
time. Our suggestion is that, if a conference were held on the basis of 
the Ethiopian resolution, all such objections could be considered in 
that conference.

Another collateral measure on which we have been asked to continue 
our negotiations is the extension of the test ban-Treaty  ̂ to under
ground tests. Our position on this question is well known. We have 
always attached the highest importance to the banning of nuclear tests. 
Ten years ago the late Prime Minister of India urged the conclusion 
of a standstill agreement on nuclear tests of all kinds.̂  Thereafter, 
year after year, the Indian delegation has brought this question before 
the United Nations. We have welcomed the partial test ban, which has 
helped to reduce the radiation hazards and brought about a break in 
the ice of the cold war. However, underground tests have not yet been 
banned; the danger of radioactive fall-out has not been completely 
eliminated; and the tests which continue, for the development of new 
weapons or the improvement of old weapons, are a constant threat to 
stability and peace.

I should like to make three suggestions in this regard on behalf of 
my delegation.

First, it is imperative that the partial test ban should be subscribed 
to by all States, and we hope that the nuclear Powers will continue 
their eff orts to make the ban universal.

Secondly, while we welcome the fact that the nuclear Powers have 
expressed their determination to continue their negotiations for the 
banning of all tests, we regret that their negotiations have not yet led 
to any results. We realize that there are differences among the nuclear 
Powers on the question of the identification of underground tests. 
However, in the interest of halting the arms race, reducing inter
national tension and eliminating the adverse effects of radiation by 
seepage or other means, with the resultant risk of possible repudiation 
of the partial test-ban Treaty, we consider it imperative that all under
ground tests should be discontinued immediately, either by unilateral 
decisions based on the policy of mutual example or in some other 
appropriate way, while negotiations are going on for reconciling the 
differences between the nuclear Powers.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂ 19-^5~1959, vol. I, pp. 408~411.
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Thirdly, the nuclear Powers might also take steps towards the con
clusion of a formal treaty on the cessation of underground tests by 
stagesi Thus another partial treaty might be entered into for cessation 
of tests above a limited threshold. For establishing such a threshold, 
or considering the possibility of the establishment of such a threshold, 
it might be necessary for the nuclear Powers to exchange scientific and 
other data. The threshold could be lowered subsequently as a result 
of the continuiag exchange of scientific and other data and other 
negotiations.

As regards the remaining collateral measures proposed at the com
mencement of our last session, some have been discussed more or less 
fully, while on others the discussion is still going on. On some of those 
m̂ 9,sures my delegation has made certain suggestions or expressed its 
views. Our purjpose has been to reconcile differences while taking full 
account of the higher interests of the world coromunity. I shall not 
repeat our views and the suggestions we have made, except on the 
important proposal for the conclusion of a non-dissemination agree
ment.̂  For purposes of the record, however, I might point out that 
our suggestions on such measures as cuts in military budgets, the 
v-erified freeze of strategic vehicles and the production of fissionable 
material for weapon use, and the destruction of bombers, are con
tained in the statement which we made at the 187th meeting. We made 
other suggestions at earlier meetings, but I am confining myself now 
to our latest statement. On some of those measures discussions are 
still going on, and, if necessary, we may modify or add to our previous 
suggestions.

I should now like to deal in greater detail with the proposal for a 
non-dissemination agreement. In our view, that is a proposal of ma j or 
importance.

• t

First, it is a j oint proposal in the sense tha;t both the nuclear Powers 
have shown their concern over that matter and have expressed their 
readiness to conclude an agreement which will prevent the dissemina
tion or proliferation of nuclear weapons. We fully share their con
cern, as the number of countries with nuclear capabilities is steadily 
expanding; there is grave danger that nuclear weapons wiU spread to 
other countries.

Secondly, a non-dissemination agreement is, in our view, the logical 
next step to the Moscow Treaty. Although there are no specific pro
visions to that effect in the Treaty, we consider that by implication 
the non-nuclear States which have signed the Treaty have renounced 
the dubious ambition of becoming nuclear Powers. The Irish resolu-

 ̂Ante, pp. 15-16.
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tion also, in spite of some of its provisions which are not completely 
clear, has imposed on the nuclear Powers the obligation to refrain 
from relinquishing control of nuclear weapons and from transmitting 
information, and so forth, and a corresponding obligation on non
nuclear States not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control of such 
weapons.̂  Many developments have taken place since the Irish reso
lution was adopted, and it is clear to us that relinquishment of control 
should be interpreted today in the broadest possible sense so as to pre
clude the transfer of nuclear weapons to any non-nuclear Power, either 
under joint or under individual control.

Thirdly, all such questions should, in our view, be settled by negoti
ations. However, what seems to be coming in the way of negotiations, 
according to our East European colleagues, is the Western proposal 
for setting up a multilateral nuclear force. The Western view seems 
to be that the proposed force will not involve any relinquishment of 
control of nuclear weapons, and that the Soviet missile threat to cer
tain countries of Western Europe has made the setting-up of such a 
force necessary, as the countries concerned wish to participate in their 
own defence. The East European view seems to be that the proposed 
force will not only lead to the dissemination of nuclear weapons but 
will also create a new threat to the countries of Eastern Europe. 
According to our East European colleagues, the setting-up of such a 
force will lead to a grave setback in the international situation.

I have stated, very briefly, the views of the two sides as we under
stand them. We have expressed our own views on non-dissemination 
at the l74th and 187th meetings. The crux of the matter seems to be 
that, so long as certain Powers continue to possess nuclear weapons and 
no serious effort is made to bring about nuclear disarmament, there 
will always be some danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
The danger arises from the fact that other countries may be encour
aged to demand nuclear weapons or to develop their own nuclear 
armouries. Therefore, in our view, an immediate agreement on non- 
dissemination must be accompanied by a more serious effort to bring 
about the total elimination of nuclear armaments, and general and 
complete disarmament.

At the 207th meeting the representative of the United Arab Re
public made an important statement on that subject. Basically, his 
views are the same as ours, though we differ on one or two points. We 
have welcomed the declaration of the Organization of African Unity 
on nuclear disarmament and non-dissemination.  ̂ Many of the sug
gestions made in the declaration are in line with our own policy. On

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
 ̂Ante, pp. 294-295.
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behalf of my delegation, I should like again to state onr views on non- 
dissemination.

First, negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement on non- 
dissemination should be started without delay, as proposed by the 
United States delegation. We can see no objection to a joint declara
tion being made, as suggested by our United Arab Republic col
league ;  ̂but, if that is likely to cause some delay, the more substantive 
negotiations could start even without any joint declaration.

Secondly, there should be a clear understanding or agreement that 
while negotiations are going on no change will be made by either side 
in any arrangements that may exist at present for the control, use, 
possession or transfer of nuclear weapons, or for training nationals of 
non-nuclear States in the use of such weapons, and that all existing 
arrangements will be frozen on each side. That, in our view, is a 
reasonable basis for negotiations on matters which have aroused strong 
reactions on one side or the other. How can one expect serious nego
tiations if, on questions relating to transfer or control of nuclear weap
ons which raise some fundamental issues, pre-emptive action by either 
side is taken in advance ?

Thirdly, the negotiations should be completed with the least possible 
delay. There is no reason why they should go on indefinitely. A target 
date might be agreed upon, if necessary. In the course of the negotia
tions, such threats or fears as may have led to a demand for some 
change in existing arrangements on one side or the other should also 
be fully examined. A serious effort should be made to remove or re
duce the legitimate fears of each side.

Fourthly, the negotiations should lead as soon as possible to the con
clusion of an agreement or international treaty, and all States should 
be invited to sign the treaty.

We think it nec^sary that some such steps be taken in the immediate 
future. It is possible, of course, that private discussions between the 
nuclear Powers are already going on. If so, we should welcome an 
early agreement so that the danger of proliferation may be removed 
and the improvement in the international atmosphere may not suffer 
a setback. It does not seem to us necessary for a technical body to be 
set up to examine the nature or characteristics of the multilateral nu
clear force. As we all know, the questions at issue are not technical
but political. However, that is a matter for the nuclear Powers to

1__

consider. They may take such action as may be neceissary on matters 
of detail after the negotiations have started.

 ̂Ante, p. 331.
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United States Note to the Soviet Union: Proposed 
Multilateral Nuclear Force, August 28, 1964 ^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and has the honor to refer to the Ministry’s note 
of July 11,1964, which sets forth the views of the Soviet Government 
on the question of the creation of a multilateral nuclear force now 
under discussion among a number of NATO members.̂

The United States presented a full exposition of its views on the 
question of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, the question of the 
multilateral nuclear force and on the unfounded accusations against 
the Federal Republic of Germany, in its note of May 18,1963.® This 
note was in reply to Soviet charges in the Ministry’s note of April 8, 
1963,̂  which are similar to those which it now reiterates.

In order to clear away any possible misunderstanding, the United 
States sets forth once again its views on these important issues.

First, the proposed multilateral force is entirely defensive in pur
pose. It is designed to provide NATO with a deterrent against an 
extensive array of Soviet nuclear weapons directed against the mem
bers of the Atlantic Alliance. Its purpose is not aggressive, either in 
conception or in fact. It is, of course, inconceivable that the nations 
of NATO should unilaterally deny themselves the weapons necessary 
to meet the dangers posed by Soviet arms which the Soviet Govern
ment has explicitly threatened to use against them on a number of 
occasions.

Second, the United States reaflSrms its long-standing opposition to 
the proliferation of national nuclear weapons capabilities. The MLF 
is specifically designed to be consistent with this position. The prin
ciples of multilateral manning and ownership will assure that the 
multilateral force could be used only by decision of its governing 
body on which all members would be represented in accordance with 
control arrangements consistent with principles of non-dissemination. 
Furthermore, the force would be subject to the same safeguards as 
other NATO nuclear forces to prevent its use in an accidental or 
unauthorized manner.

Third, the United States stands ready to conclude an international 
agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, in conform

' ENDO/142, Sept. 10,1964.
‘ Ante, pp. 276-278.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 184-187.
* Ibid., pp. 161-170.
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ity with United Nations resolution 1665 (XVI) of December 4,1961.  ̂
Such an agreement has been a continuing goal of the United States in 
bilateral discussions, in discussions at the Geneva disarmament con
ference, and has been endorsed by the United Nations. If the Soviet 
Union is sincere in its view that the multilateral force is simply a 
stepping stone to the transfer of ownership and control of nuclear 
weapons to a specific non-nuclear power, the signature of an interna
tional agreement along the lines the United States has proposed 
would give additional assurance to the Soviet Union beyond that 
derived from the unilateral expression of United States policy. As 
President Johnson indicated in his letter of January 18 to Premier 
E[hrushchev, the United States remains ready at all times to discuss 
this urgent issue, but with the clear understanding that such discus
sions cannot be used to frustrate security arrangements for the defense 
of the United States and its allies.̂

A principal purpose of the multilateral force is to strengthen NATO 
and the political ties which bind together the nations of the Atlantic 
Alliance. Accordingly we recognize that certain governments will not 
abandon all objections to this force. However, it is important that the 
purposes and arrangements governing its creation not be misunder
stood, and We are prepared to reiterate these purposes and explain 
these arrangements.

The United States notes with extreme' disappointment that once 
more the Soviet Government has seen fit to characterize the aims and 
intentions of the Federal Government of Germany in terms which are 
nothing short of slanderous. The United States seriously questions 
whether these unrealistic and unrestrained charges serve any real pur
pose, for anyone, including the Soviet Union. As the Soviet Union 
knows, the Government of the Federal Republic has solemnly declared 
that it will resolve any international dispute by peaceful means.̂  It 
has voluntarily associated itself for purposes of common defense with 
other comitries of Europe with whom it shares a dedication to the ob
jectives, of a secure world peace. The desire to ensure the peaceful 
reunification of Germany on the basis of self-determination is not 
“revanchist” but a legitimate aim, which the United States fully 
supports, which it considers essential for a secure and enduring peace 
in Europe and which is a goal it will continue to seek through 
negotiation.

The United States expresses the sincere hope that these consultations, 
in addition to those expressed in its note of May 18 of last year, will 
receive the most thoughtful study by the Soviet Government.

 ̂lUa., 1961, p. 694.
'Ante, pp. 5-7.
 ̂American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 147&-1479.
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Statement by Department of State on First Anniversary 
of Washington-Moscow Communications Link, Au- 

u gust 29, 1964 ^

On August 31, 1963, the “hot line,” a direct condmunications link 
between Washington and Moscow, became operational.  ̂ The estab
lishment of this link between the two major nuclear powers Was an 
important first step in reducing the risk that war might occur by 
accident or miscalculation.

Arrangements for the “hot line” were negotiated with the full 
backing of our allies. The link constitutes a safeguard for them as 
well as for us. It has not yet been necessary to use it, and it will only 
be nsed by this country in an emergency. While immediate and 
effective communication with pur allies has never been a problem, this 
has not been the case with the Soviet Union. The “hot line,” which is 
not a panacea for the resolution of critical problems but a ready and 
effective means of emergency communication, remedies this deficiency.

This Government remains firmly committed to the unremitting 
search for effective ways to reduce the risk of nuclear war. The 
establishment of the “hot line”̂—one of a number of steps originally 
proposed by the United States at the 18-Nation Disarmament Con
ference in Geneva—demonstrates our dedication to this all-iinportaht 
purpose.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Verifi
cation of Strategic Delivery Vehicles Freeze [Ex
tract}, September 3, 1964 *

* * • . • • • •

Now a few words on the question of what is called a controlled 
freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.  ̂ We have shown at the 
previous session that this proposal, which leaves untouched the whole 
arsenal of nuclear destruction accumulated by States, and conse
quently the menace of nuclear war as well, at the same time envisages

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 14, 1964, p. 369.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238.
* END0/PV.213, pp. 44-45.
* Ante, p. 8.
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the establishment of a wide-spread system of international control 
which, in conditions where no disarmament measures were being car
ried out, could be nothing else but an international intelligence sys
tem.̂  We were told, however, that we should wait a while and the 
delegation of the United States would submit new proposals concern
ing verification of the fulfilment of an agreement to freeze strategic 
delivery vehicles, proposals which, they said, would eliminate any 
danger of espionage.

Now, after the somewhat lengthy statement made by the representa
tive of the United States, Mr. Timberlake, on this question at our 
211th meeting,̂  we have merely received further evidence of how right 
we were. As Mr. Timberlake’s statement showed, no new elements 
have been introduced into the actual substance of the United States 
proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. It re
mains just the same as when it was submitted to us at the previous 
session: a proposal which does not envisage any measures of actual— 
that is physical—disarmament.

At the same time this proposal, as Mr. Timberlake himself has 
confirmed, is linked with the implementation of extensive measures 
of control,® of verification in respect of objects of exceedingly great 
importance from the standpoint of the defence interests of the State, 
and would lead to the establishment of control over practically the 
whole territory of the country. The demand to establish control in 
conditions where no disarmament measures at all are in existence is 
bound, of course, to give rise to cautiousness and perfectly natural 
suspicion among the States in whose territories such control, such 
verification would be carried out.

The statement made by Mr. Timberlake at our 211th meeting con
firmed once again that the United States proposal for a freeze of 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles is in fact a direct substitution for 
disarmament of measures of control over existing armaments, and, in 
the first place, over those which form the basis of the defensive power 
of the USSR. It is self-evident that the Soviet Government, which 
bears the responsibility for ensuring the security of our country and 
which has commitments to ensure the security of other socialist coun
tries, cannot agree to such proposals and will not agree to them.

Speaking of this, I take this opportunity to emphasize once again 
that the Soviet Union is ready to exert the utmost efforts towards 
reaching agreement on genuine measures for curbing the nuclear 
arms race and, above all, on those urgent questions for the solution of

 ̂ENDC/PV.184, pp. 35-36.
“ Ante, pp. 367-373.
® See ar t̂e, pp. 235-238.
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which the peoples are waiting, such as prevention of the further spread 
of nuclear weapons, prohibition of the use of such weapons, the estab
lishment of denuclearized zones, the elimination of bomber aircraft, 
and the prohibition of underground tests of nuclear weapons.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Testing and Use of 
Nuclear Weapons [Extract), September 3, 1964 ^

I have listened with great care to the many statements that have 
been made today. My delegation will study them. I shall not at
tempt to answer them in detail now, but I will make a few comments 
on particular points. I shall begin by referring to one of the state
ments made by our Soviet colleague, Mr. Tsarapkin.

Much of the discussion we have had has been concerned with reduc
ing and controlling the nuclear threat. If we are ever to begin to 
bring the nuclear arms race under control, it is going to be necessary 
some time, somewhere, some day, for the Soviet Union to agree to halt 
the build-up of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons. We hoped— 
and we still hope— t̂hat as we talked here about the goal which we are 
trying to reach, the Soviet Union would agree to halt the arms race. 
A great deal of time, thought and prayer has been put into the freeze 
verification statement.̂  Today the Soviet representative, in a very 
sweeping and, in my opinion, unfortunate statement, but without any 
specifics, dismissed the freeze verification proposal. I think there 
should be no doubt around this table about what this means, if indeed 
it be maintained: it means that the arms race will go on. The inspec
tion suggestions we have made have been designed to meet many of 
the conditions which have been developed in this room; and I say again 
that we still hope that we can expect a more specific response at some 
point to those suggestions.

In our deliberations concerning the pertinent General Assembly 
resolutions to which our thoughts have been directed today, we should 
keep in mind the important goals of this Conference. A central goal 
is the prevention of nuclear war. As we look back twenty-five years 
to the beginning of the Second World War, we should ponder for a 
moment what a world war might be like today.

" ENDC/PV.213, pp. 61-65.
" A }ite, pp. 235-238.
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Today one nuclear weapon can contain more explosive force than all 
the bombs dropped in the Second World War. Today nuclear ex
plosives can be deliveried from one side of the world to the other in a 
matter of minutes. Today a nuclear exchange could kill 300 million 
people in the United States, in Western Europe and in the Soviet 
Union in an hour. We cannot prevent such a war by a simple state
ment of good intentions, a s Mr. Burns has pointed out.̂  That is why 
my country opposes the calling of a conference to prohibit the use of 
nuclear weapons.

We should all remember that the Second World War was preceded 
by the Kellogg-Briand Pact.̂  The purpose of that agreement was to 
outlaw all war, jiist as the purpose of the Ethiopian proposal is to 
outlaw nuclear war.̂  One could say that the road to the Second 
World War was littered with statements of good intentions which 
turned out to be largely worthless. Giving credence to the mistaken no
tion that nuclear war can be prevented by a declaration would move us 
no closer to disarmament. Raising false hopes that this threat could be 
eliminated so simply would not serve the cause of peace. Suggesting 
a measure which could reward potential aggressors because their vic
tims let down their guard would not solve the problems of the world. 
Even Mr. Goldblat, the Polish representative, in his forceful maiden 
speech this morning, recognized that exclusive reliance on a conven
tion such as he supported might produce a false sense of security.

It is the use of force for aggressive purposes, regardless of the type 
of weapons used, which poses the real threat to peace. This use of 
force is already prohibited by the United Nations Charter.* At the 
outset of the nuclear age the United States tried to bring atomic 
energy activities of all nations under effective international control. 
We offered in return to give up our monopoly of atomic weapons. 
This proposal was rejected by the Soviet Union. Having failed in 
that endeavour, we found it essential to be prepared for any attack.

The United States and its allies depend on nuclear weapons as a 
necessary deterrent against potential aggression. As such, these 
weapons ar6 essential to the maintenance of the peace of all nations 
and the prevention of nuclear war anywhere in the world. Nobody at 
this table who thinks back to the critical days of October 1962 can 
have any doubt about the seriousness and the care with which my

 ̂BNDO/PV.209, p. S9.
" Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Dis
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Government carries its nuclear responsibility. The United States 
needs no reminder of the consequences of a nuclear war.

A prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, unaccompanied by a 
verified agreement to eliminate them, could not provide any real or 
lasting assurance against nuclear warfare. Today’s Chairman, in his 
remarks as representative of Mexico, if I heard him correctly, made a 
similar point in concluding that this is not an opportune moment for 
convening a conference to outlaw nuclear weapons. As long as nu
clear weapons exist in a divided world, how can anybody rest assured 
that an agreement to outlaw them would be observed if hostilities 
broke out ? Chairman Khrushchev himself observed that there would 
be nothing to stop one side in a conflict, whether aggressor or victim, 
from using nuclear weapons as a last resort.̂  Such realistic views 
of the situation led us from the beginning to oppose this resolution, 
and our position remains unchanged. We have instead proposed 
realistic, concrete and enforceable agreements to deal with the threat 
of nuclear war. We shall continue to urge their adoption.

My delegation agrees with the statement of the Ethiopian repre
sentative at our meeting of 20 August that a conference to outlaw 
nuclear weapons “would require the support of all States, and espe
cially of those States which possess or are on the way to possessing 
nuclear weapons.”  ̂ The refusal of my Government to attend such 
a conference has been clear since Secretary of State Rusk’s 1962 reply 
to an inquiry by the Secretary-General.® To ask us, the representa
tives at this Conference, to agree upon another conference to deal with 
the control of nuclear weapons is to ask us to vote our lack of confidence 
in ourselves. My Government sees no advantage in convening a new 
conference to deal with this subject.

One way in which we can realistically hope to reduce the likelihood 
of nuclear war is by continuing our efforts to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons to nations which do not now have them. If we are 
concerned now about the danger of a nuclear holocaust when there 
are only four nuclear Powers, what will our concern be when there 
are five, ten or twenty ?

A comprehensive test ban is one important way of dealing with 
this problem. As has been mentioned earlier today, it is the subject 
of another of the General Assembly’s resolutions. The present test- 
ban Treaty  ̂makes it much more difficult for non-nuclear signatories 
to acquire nuclear capability, because it prohibits them from testing in 
the atmosphere— t̂he environment where testing is simplest, least ex

]pi 3S1.
* Ante, p. 354.
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pensive and most productive. A comprehensive ban would of course 
prevent all testing by signatories. It would thereby severely iiiliibit 
efforts by them to acquire the knowledge and the ability to make nu
clear weapons. For that reason my Government believes that a veri
fied agreement bamiing all nuclear weapon tests is an urgent necessity. 
The Committee will remember that President Johnson has twice this 
year proposed such a ban.̂  Concerning that proposal I have three 
points to make.

First: since the limited nuclear test-ban treaty was signed, our 
scientists have continued to press forward with research into the 
problems of nuclear test detection and identification. My Govern
ment’s Vela research programme costs more than $50 million a year, 
and much of tliis is devoted to the detection and identification of under- 
groimd nuclear tests. ̂  However, no technical advances have been re
ported by our scientists which would justify modification of the United 
States position that on-site inspections are essential. Therefore, the 
requirement for on-site inspection to verify compliance with a ban 
on underground nuclear tests still exists. We agree with the views 
on this subject which were expressed by Mr, Tahourdin on 20 August.  ̂

At the same meeting the representative of the Soviet Union said that 
it was possible to detect underground tests by distant devices.̂  Many 
such tests can be so detected; but that does not in any way solve the 
problem of determining which detected events are earthquakes and 
which are test explosions. That problem was recognized by Soviet 
and other scientists as early as 1958, when the first Conference of 
Experts met. We have been and are doing a great deal of research on 
this problem; but, I repeat, it is not yet solved.

Second: the Soviet Union has withdrawn the offer of two to three 
on-site inspections, made by Premier Khrushchev in a letter to Presi
dent Kennedy on 19 December 1962.® On 20 August the representa
tive of the Soviet Union stated again that his Government was pre
pared to agree to a comprehensive test ban—

. . . without the establishment of international control but with the use 
of national means of detection for the verification of compliance with the 
agreement banning nuclear tests underground.®

We do not believe that this step backward by the Soviet Union can be 
justified on scientific or technical grounds. Indeed, the Soviet Gov
ernment has not seen fit to share with other nations any new technical

 ̂See ante, pp. 5, 8.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 633-635.
* Ante, pp. 358-361.
* Ante, p. 366.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242.
* Ante, p. 366.
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or seismological data which might conceivably support its present 
position.

Third: in view of the present state of scientific knowledge with 
regard to the detection and identification of underground tests, and 
the retreat of the Soviet Government from its previous position, we are 
frankly discouraged about the immediate prospects of achieving a 
comprehensive ban. The United States shares the sense of urgency 
on this subject expressed by the General Assembly. However, such 
an agreement must be effectively verified. We regret that the refusal 
of the Soviet Union to admit the necessity of some on-site inspection,. 
coupled with its refusal to discuss the technical problems involved, 
is blocking progress in this field. I would, however, be delighted to 
meet the United Kingdom representative and the Soviet representative 
to discuss this subject during the recess, as the Nigerian representa
tive suggested this morning.

While the prospects for prompt negotiation of a comprehensive 
treaty are not bright, there are many steps each of us could take to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to additional nations. The 
United States has proposed a number of such other steps, including 
an agreement to carry out the Irish resolution.  ̂ None of those steps 
is precluded by the proposal for a multilateral force, as some repre
sentatives have contended in the past and again here today. Nor is 
that proposal inconsistent with the Irish resolution itself. For that 
reason, as I believe Mr. Cavalletti made clear this morning, those 
participating in the discussions on the multilateral force have no inten
tion of suspending those discussions.

One of our member Governments has just announced an action whicli 
serves the purpose of the Irish resolution and which should be ac
claimed by all of us. I refer, of course, to the Government of India 
and to the statement which its representative made on 27 August: ,

Althougli we are making rapid progress in the field of nuclear science and 
teclinology, the Government of India has taken a firm decision that in no 
circumstances will our nuclear capabilities be used for non-peaceful purposes. 
We have no intention of producing or acquiring nuclear weapons, irrespective 
of any action that any other country may take.®

That decision, publicly proclaimed, is an immense contribution to the 
efforts of all of us to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to nations 
which do not now have them. We hope that all nations which seek 
peace will be inspired by the example of India. It is an admirable act 
of statesmanship. It reflects a policy of restraint which will con
serve for the people of India the economic resources they need for

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
 ̂Ante, p. 376.



390 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

further improvements in their way of life. My Government hopes 
that all of us will welcome India’s example.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, September 8, 1964 ^

First I should like to welcome back to our midst Mr. Lind of Sweden, 
and to express the hope that his stay with us will contribute to the 
succass of our deliberations.

Today I should like to talk about the rough balance between the 
two sides which now helps to keep the peace, and the way in which 
that balance would be preserved by the United States plan.̂  In so 
doing I shall be responding to a number of the comments made by the 
representative of the Soviet Union this morning. Then I will suggest 
reasons why we should not forget conventional arms as we focus on the 
nuclear threat. Finally, I will indicate the need for all of us to help 
strengthen the United Nations peace-keeping forces if we are to pro
ceed very far towards disarmament.

Today and at our last two Tuesday meetings the representative of 
the Soviet Union seemed to be saying: “Do not try to maintain balance 
during disarmament; simply lay down your arms, and there will be 
peace.” We say to him in reply: “We, the United States, did sub
stantially that after the Second World War, and it did not produce 
peace.” We assumed that other States would live up to their wartime 
and post-war obligations, including the newly-signed United Nations 
Charter. We demobilized our conventional forces almost immediately 
and offered to give up our nuclear monopoly to international control. 
Although our nuclear offer was not accepted, a conventional imbalance 
to our disadvantage was evident by 1946. That was followed by crises 
in Iran in 1946, in Berlin and Eastern Europe in 1947 and 1948, and in 
Korea in 1950. The imbalance created by our demobilization may well 
have invited aggression and the threat of aggression.

During much of that same period there was a nuclear imbalance in 
favour of the United States. The Soviet Union, however, did not 
accept Mr. Tsarapkin’s repeated advice that an imbalance should be 
of no concern. It vigorously sought a nuclear capability. It tested 
ite first atomic bomb in 1949.

An unbalanced world is not necessarily a safe world, and the 
Soviet Union appears to have accepted that fact when the imbalance 
was not in its favour. In spite of Mr. Tsarapkin’s eloquent statement

 ̂ENDC/PV.214, pp. 36-41.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; ibid., voL II, pp. 718, 

728-730; iUd., 196S, p. 327.
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this morning, which seems to me to be erroneous, both sides seem to 
recognize, nevertheless, that a rough balance now exists between the 
two sides. The consequences of an all-out nuclear exchange would be 
devastating to both sides. While asserting United States superiority 
in numbers of long-range nuclear delivery vehicles. United States 
Secretary of Defense McNamara testified before our Congress in 1963 
that—

. . . the fatalities in Western Europe would approach 90 million, the fatali
ties in the United States would approach 100 million, and the fatalities in 
the Soviet Union would approach lOOmillion.̂

We must bend every effort to prevent such a holocaust from occur
ring. But these figures give us some idea of the magnitude of the 
devastation to each side if we f ail. They also show the nature of the 
rough balance which maintains deterrence and thereby helps to keep 
the peace between the two sides. Balance and disarmament are npt 
contradictory, although Mr. Tsarapkin seems to suggest that they 
are. In fact, general disarmament, when observed by all, should 
produce ultimate balance. But it cannot be achieved overnight. 
Wliile we are seeking it, let us not create an imbalance and invite 
another war between great Powers.

When it accepted the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles,^ the 
Soviet Union recognized the need to maintain balance during the dis
armament process in order to protect the security of all States; but it 
has not yet suggested a way in which that balance could be maintained 
while the drastic cuts envisaged by the Soviet plan were being made.® 
I must say that the representative of the Soviet Union has not further 
enlightened us on this point here today.

The existing rough balance and resultant stability could be upset 
in two ways. The first way is by an uncontrolled, spiralling anns racQ. 
To avoid that result, my comitry has put forth proposal after proposal 
to curb the arms race and open the door to reductions in arms. Two 
recent proposals of this kind are the freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles 
and the cut-off of production of fissionable material.'̂  In both cases 
these proposals could be accompanied by actual reductions.

The second way in which the existing balance and stability might 
be upset is by a faulty disarmament plan which, during the process of 
reduction, radically changed the mix of armaments upon which one 
side has come to rely. Such a change could leave that side vulnerable 
to attack when it had not beeii so before. This could occur because

 ̂Hearings [No. 41 on Military Posture and M.R. 2440 To Authorize Appropria
tions During Fiscal Year 1964 Before the Committee on Armed Services, House 
of Representatives (88th Cong., 1st sess.), p. 392.

’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
® Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938; ante, p. 22.
Ante, pp. 7-9.
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the plan provided for such a reduction or because its verification sys
tem failed to prevent clandestine retention or production of major 
armaments by one side while the other adhered to the agreement. In 
either case the imbalance would be an invitation to aggression.

To avoid such a result, the disarmament process must ensure that 
today’s imperfect stability improves throughout all stages. We know 
of no better way to improve this stability than by halting increases 
and reducing armaments in a balanced and verified fashion— t̂hrough 
step-by-step percentage reductions in maj or categories of armaments. 
The nation with the largest forces in one category would reduce those 
forces to a greater extent. A nation with larger forces in another 
category would take a larger reduction there. The over-all balance 
would be maintained throughout the process. Each nation would 
maintain the same proportionate distribution of allowed military 
resources among the different categories of armaments as it had at 
the beginning. No nation could say that its security had been de
graded. We believe this to be the simplest, the fairest and the best 
way to reduce armaments. However, unlike the Soviet Union, we 
continue to be prepared to consider other plans.

But we shall reject any plan which, like the Soviet one, would dis
rupt balance during the disarmament process. The Soviet plan would 
eliminate in the first stage virtually all nuclear vehicles. For exam
ple, it would require destruction of all missile-firing submarines. 
These constitute a category of invulnerable weapons upon which the 
United States relies much more heavily for deterrence and defence 
than does the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union also proposes that the United States and its allie.s 
eliminate all ships and aircraft of types which we classify as conven
tional weapons but which the Soviet Union classifies as nuclear delivery 
vehicles. Our military requirements for many of these types are much 
greater than are those of the Soviet Union. Yet under the Soviet 
plan they would be eliminated without any corresponding change in 
the relative strengths of the two sides in those categories of conven
tional armaments of which the Soviet Union has traditionally had a 
greater number.

These are but two examples of particular imbalances wliich the re
duction requirements of the Soviet plan would create. On top of this, 
its verification provisions would create further imbalance, because they 
fail to guard against clandestine retention or production of arma
ments at undeclared locations. Imbalance created in either manner is 
dangerous. Unbalanced disarmament, like unilateral disarmament, 
is an invitation to aggression. Both are unacceptable to the United 
States; and we believe that, were the tables turned, the Soviet Union 
too would reject both.
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Mr. Tsarapkin has said that the United States intends to rely on its 
niilitaiy machinery during the disarmament process and that this indi
cates United States unwillingness to proceed with disarmament. Our 
question is : what does the Soviet Union intend to rely on for its se
curity during that process? If the Soviet Union is not concerned 
about military factors during the disarmament process, then why has 
it been advancing its views on the allegedly disadvantageous effect of 
the United States proposal on its security ? Our task here is not to 
question each other’s sincerity in seeking disarmament, but rather to 
seek to resolve our differences over the means by which to achieve our 
common objectives.

I should like to turn now to the problem of conventional warfare. 
It is estimated that conventional weapons killed over eight million in 
(he First World War and twenty-two million in the Second World 
War. Hundreds of thousands have been killed in conventional war
fare all over the world since the end of the Second World War. Dis
regarding completely the question of what is and who are responsible, 
let me name just a few places where there has been armed conflict in 
the past several years: on the African continent—in the Congo and on 
the borders between Morocco and Algeria and between Somalia and 
two of her neighbours; in the Mediterranean and in the Middle East— 
most recently on the island of Cyprus and in Yemen; in Asia—on the 
India-China border, in Malaysia, in Laos and in Viet-Nam.

In some of these instances the great Powers have been involved, but 
in many they have not. In fact, the smaller Powers may have an even 
greater stake in dealing with the problem of conventional war, because 
the rough balance between East and West may have little effect on 
local conventional conflicts. In any event we should not ignore con
ventional warfare by focussing exclusively on the nuclear threat. The 
United States disarmament plan would reduce major conventional 
armaments in each sta^e in the same balanced, step-by-step way as 
in the case of the major categories of nuclear delivery vehicles; and, 
unlike the position under the Soviet plan, they would be reduced by 
the same percentage as nuclear vehicles are.

While we are attempting to achieve a general disarmament agree
ment at this Conference, the United States hopes that small and 
medium Powers will explore every avenue leading towards verified 
agreements providing for regional control of conventional armaments. 
These could protect their security better than regional arms races, 
and such agreements could help to open the door to general disarma
ment. It is not only the nuclear Powers which must be prepared to 
reduce their armaments, if we are to move ahead. Simultaneously 
tlie small and medium Powers should begin to cope with their own 
arms races.
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This leads me to a discussion of the need for strengthening existing 
international peace-keeping forces. This is important for the present, 
but essential for the future if disarmament is to succeed. Such forces 
have had some success in a number of instances in restraining conven
tional war, and in most cases the great Powers have not participated 
in the fighting. These forces must clearly be much stronger before 
they can become an effective substitute for the weapons upon which 
nations now rely for their security. I read with great interest the 
statement on this subject by Mr. Bums at our 212th meeting. My 
delegation agrees with his remarks on the relationship between peace
keeping and disarmament and on the need to begin now, with what we 
have now, to build more effective peace forces.

In the nineteen years of its existence the United Nations has eleven 
tinies established militaiy forces or sent military observers into crit
ical areas. More than fifty countries have voluntarily supplied per
sonnel for those operations. During the United Nations operation 
in the Congo twenty-one or more Members of the United Nations con
tributed troops or other assistance. Of the nations represented here 
in thi? Conference, Brazil, Canada, Ethiopia, India, Italy, Nigeria, 
Sweden, the United Arab Bepublic and the United States partici  ̂
pated in some fashion. Troops from Canada, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom, among others, are now stationed in Cyprus at the behest 
of the United Nations Security Council.

I emphasize the extent of recent United Nations experience in carry
ing out peacekeeping operations, because this is the experience we must 
build upon. There is much, to be done if we are to achieve a disarmed 
world—a world in which States are not subject to the depredations 
of their neighbours, where law and justice prevail, and where inter
national institutions can effectively keep the peace between States.

There are many things which we can do now to help move towards 
this goal. For example, Mrs. Myrdal on 28 July  ̂and Mr. Burns on 1 
September  ̂ mentioned the initiative taken by a number of States, 
including their OTm, to set up stand-by contingents for service with 
the United Nations. I understand that not only Sweden and Canada 
but also Denmark, Norway, Finland, the Netherlands and Iran have 
already begun to earmark units, or plan to do so shortly. This worthy 
effort deserves the support of all of us.

Of equal impoitance to the supply of troops is the provision of 
funds to pay for them. To this end, each State must pay its allotted 
share of the United Nations peace-keeping bills. The General As
sembly has accepted an advisory judicial opinion that the Congo and

 ̂ENDO/PV.202, pp. 13-14.
" ENDd/PV.212, pp, 30-31.
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Middle East peace-keeping assessments are binding upon the Members. 
More than twenty-five countries which had previously paid nothing 
on their assessments have now made payments of approximately $Y 
million. But not all have paid. It is my delegation’s hope that those 
of us who profess support for disarmament will show that support 
by paying their peace-keeping assessments. ’'

We believe that only by maintaining the fiscal and constitutional 
integrity of the United Nations can we ensure its continued effective
ness as a peace-keeping agency. Only by observance of the Charter’s 
provisions at the forthcoming meeting of the General Assembly can 
we provide for continuance and growth of United Nations peace
keeping forces. Only through such development can we provide the 
peace-keeping institutions ultimately necessary for disarmament.

As our Conference draws to a close this year, each of us should con
sider what his country can contribute to improvement of the chances 
for our success next year. The goal of peace is conunon to us all; but 
the methods of acMeving that goal do not always seem to be. My 
delegation believes that unilateral or unbalanced disarmament can be 
an invitation to aggression. On the ot^er hand, arms reductions which 
preserve balance and are accompanied by adequate peace-keeping ma
chinery can be successful in achieving a safer tomorrow.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Comnwttee, September 10, 1964 ^

The hour is late, but I think it is important that nevertheless some 
comments be made on what has been said here today, and some other 
points that I wish to make be put forward at this time.

The Soviet delegation and other delegations have today spoken on 
the question “of a non-aggression pact between NATO members and 
the parties to the Warsaw Pact.̂  These delegations have also spoken 
on the reduction and withdrawal of troops. Under our rules of pro
cedure, the Soviet Union had the right to indicate the topics on which 
it intended to speak. Therefore the United States did not object when 
the Soviet Union annoimced at last Thursday’s meeting that its topics 
would be a non-aggression pact and the withdrawal of troops.

We deeply regret the fact that in his remarks on these topics the 
Soviet representative descended to distortions, misst̂ atements and false 
accusations regarding the policies and intentions of the United States

' BNDC/PV.215, pp. 45-64.
 ̂Wot tlie Soviet draft pact, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 57-58.
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and its allies, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany. His 
charges are now new; they have been refuted on many occasions. They 
are so far from the facts that I can but wonder what his purpose is 
in raising them again and m attempting to divert this Committee 
from its responsibilities and opportunities to move towards a world 
of reduced tension and reduced armaments.

I should like to iiial̂ e it clear why the United States does not con
sider these two topics appropriate for consideration in this forum. 
Speaking of a non-aggression pact, Mr. Stelle said at our meeting of 
26 April 1963:

We are concerned in this Committee with matters relating to disarmament 
and to the control of armaments. We are not here seized of genernl political 
problems, and we are particularly not seized of those problems specifically 
related to Euroi)ean regional security matters.^

The United States maintains its view that tlie Eighteen-Nation Dis
armament Committee is not the appropriate forum for consideration 
of this question. There are a number of substantive disarmament 
measures, such as those we have proposed to this Conference, which are 
of the type of practical, realistic measure upon which agreement is 
possible and to which the Eighteen-Nation Disaimament Committee 
could more usefully address itself.

I should like to comment, however, on the allegation by the Soviet 
representative that the United States has not fulfilled its commitment 
undertaken in connexion with the limited nuclear test-ban Treaty  ̂
to consult its allies on the subject of a non-aggression pact and to 
continue the discussion of this matter with the Soviet Government. 
That charge is not in accordance with the facts. In the agreed joint 
communique issued in Moscow on 25 July 1963 which announced the 
agreement on the limited test-ban Treaty, the Soviet Union, the United 
Kingdom and the United States noted their discussion of the Soviet 
proposal for a non-aggression pact and agreed—“to inform their re
spective allies in the two organizations concerning these talks”.® They 
also stated their agreement: ‘‘to consult with them about continuing 
discussions on this question with the purpose of achieving agreement 
satisfactory to all participants.”

In this connexion I should like to correct a misinterpretation of 
President Kennedy’s position on this matter after the initialling of 
the nuclear test-ban Treaty in Moscow. In his statement of 26 July 
1963 to the people of the United States on this matter, he said:

. . . The Moscow talks reached no agreement on any other subject, nor is 
this treaty conditioned on any other matter. Under-Secretary Harriman

' ENDC/PV.125, p. 20.
^Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 291-293. 
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made i( clear that any non-aggression arrangements across the division in 
Europe would require full consultation with our allies and full attention to 
their interests/

Subsequently the United States discussed the matter in some detail 
with it allies. Despite the strong reservations generally felt about a 
non-aggression pact, certain tentative views emerged from these con- 
si iltations and were subsequently conveyed by the United States Gov- 
oi’nment directly to the Soviet Government. Though no prospect of 
ugreement emerged from that exchange of views with the Soviet Gov
ernment, the United States felt that it was useful in clarifying the 
positions of both sides. There the matter stands among the parties 
concerned; and I do not intend to enter into the substance of it here.

With regard to the question of the withdrawal of troops from 
Europe, it should be obvious to the Soviet delegation that similar 
problems are presented by this topic as a subject for discussion in this 
forum. The United States does not consider this to be a fruitful sub
ject for discussion. The whole question of forces in Europe and its 
related political aspects, as the Soviet Union is quite aware, is closely 
related to serious unresolved political problems in that area.

I should like now to turn to the question of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

The danger of dissemination of nuclear weapons is of great concern 
to all of us. At our meeting of 2 July, Deputy Foreign Minister 
Zoriii recognized that “there are some areas of common ground in the 
positions of the two sides” on how to deal with this danger.* Today 
I should like to discuss some of those ‘‘areas of common ground” 
which might be the basis for agreement or action at this time.

The possession of nuclear weapons gives awesome responsibilities, 
not special privileges, to the Soviet Union, the United States and every 
other nuclear Power. How has the United States sought to carry out 
those responsibilities ? As I have said before, we offered first to gjve 
up our monopoly of atomic weapons if other nations would agree to 
subject their future nuclear activities to effective international con
trol. This failing, we developed the kind of invulnerable forces we 
believed necessary to deter or repulse a nuclear attack upon ourselves 
or our allies. At the same time we developed intricate personnel, 
mechanical and electronic safeguards to prevent accidential or unau
thorized explosion of our nuclear weapons, wherever they might be. 
Moreover, we adopted legislation designed to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons and the information necessary to manufacture such 
weapons to nations which had not already acquired their own capa-

' IhiA., pp. 250-252.
® Ante, p. 242.
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bility. Finally, we have consistently sought agreeMnents which would 
ultimately remove the nuclear threat and in the interim prevent its 
further spread. In years past this effort helped to produce an Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency Statute,  ̂an Antarctic Treaty,  ̂a test- 
ban Treaty and a United Nations resolution against placing nuclear 
weapons in orbit.®

The United States is prepared to take a variety of steps each of 
which would contribute to the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. 
Each is based also Upon sufficient common interest to make early action 
possible.

First, the Unit(id States is prepared to negotiate an agreement in 
response to the Irish resolution.'̂  Such an agreement would commit 
nuclear Powers not to transfer nuclear weapons to the national control 
of States not now controlling them. Such an agreement would include 
also a corresponding undertaking by non-nuclear Powers not to acquire 
control of nuclear weapons. We all accept the urgent need for such 
an agreement. However, the Soviet Union has laboured our differ
ences rather than emphasizing our common interests. It has held up 
agreement by insisting that certain NATO Governments abandon 
their negotiations to create a multilateral force.

We have stated repeatedly that the proposal for a multilateral force 
would not result in the creation of additional national nuclear weapon 
capabilities. In fact it would provide an alternative to the possible 
creation of such additional national capabilities. Nuclear components 
of, the force could not under any circumstances be used for the creation 
of additional national nuclear forces. That would be ensured not only 
by legal provisions and administrative controls, but also by the prin
ciple of mixed manning. Each ship of the multilateral-force fleet 
would be manned by nationals of at least three countries, with no na
tion providing more than 40 per cent of the personnel of any ship. 
The mixed-manniug principle would be in force for all significant 
components and functions of the multilateral force. In no case would 
more than 40 per cent of any ship’s company, including personnel di
rectly concerned T̂ ith maintenance or control of missiles, be from any 
one participating nation.

The charter for the multilateral force would provide that its missiles 
could be firM only by decision of an agreed number of participants, 
one of which would be the United'States. No single nation could fire 
any of the weapons by national d^ision.

 ̂American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1^6, pp. 915-933. 
‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556. 
“ IMd., 1963, p. 538.
' IMd.. 1961, p. 694.
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The force would be subject to the same type of safeguards to prevent 
accidental or unauthorized use as are nuclear weapons of the United 
States. These safeguards would make it impossible for any or all of 
the personnel aboard a multilateral-force ship to fire any multilateral- 
force missile except on the explicit order of the multilateral control 
board, which would of course not be aboard the ship. Oue of 
the ways by which thig result would be brought about would be by 
inserting a control mechanism in the weapon system which would’mak© 
it impossible for the weapons to be armed or fired by anyone aboard tjie 
ship without certain information. That information could be supplied 
only from outside the ship.

The safeguards would also protect against disclosure of weapon 
design data. Participation in the multilateral force would not con
tribute significantly to the design, development or fabrication capa
bility of any participating nation. .

The Soviet Union continues to 
on Western Europe. The threat so posed gives the countries targeted 
a legitimate interest in participation in strategic nuclear deterrence. 
The multilateral force would provide for a sharing of nuclear deter
rent responsibilities among NATO allies without promoting inde
pendent national nuclear forces.

For these reasons, the proposal being discussed in Paris will not 
be put on the negotiating table at GenevaT The United States does 
not intend to suspend or abandon the multilateral-force negotiations 
merely because the Soviet Union raises them as an excuse for its refusal 
to conclude now an agreeBnent in response to the Irish resolution. As 
a matter of fact, the Soviet Union would probably attempt to obstruct 
almost any effort to strengthen the ties of the Atlantic Alliance.

A second United States proposal which would help to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons is the cut-off of production of fissionable 
material for use in nuclear weapons. We are prepared to agree to a 
complete cut-off or to a plant-by-plant shut-down. We are preparied 
to accept such a cut-off with or without the transfer of a large quantity 
of existing stocks of fissionable material to peaceful purposes.

The Soviet representative hâ  apparently misunderstood this pro
posal. At our meeting of 13 August he claimed that its verification 
system would require disclosure of the following:

(1) location of ull plants producing fissionable material;
(2) volume of current production of U-235 and plutonium;
(3) volume of nuclear i?esources stockpiled; volume of stockpiles 

of individual types of nuclear weapons in possession of States; and

strengthen its inissile arsenal targeted
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in any case, volume of stockpiles of weapons based on U-235 and plu
tonium production; and

(4) the whole technology of the production of fissionable material.̂

I should like to touch on each of those points individually.

First, we are discussing a measure to stop all production of fission
able material for weapons. Therefore the disclosure of the location of 
plants which are no longer being used for weapon material production 
should not affect the security of States which propose to abide by the 
agreement.

Second, the system proposed by the United States does not make it 
possible to establish the volume of production of fissionable material 
before the cut-off. The only production which would be disclosed 
would be that which a nation wished to continue for peaceful purposes 
after the cut-off. The original capacity at the plants which are shut 
down or operated on a partial basis would not be revealed. Only the 
continuing peaceful production of a plant after the weapon cut-off 
would be known. The ratio of production after the cut-off to produc
tion before should be small. That ratio would not have to be disclosed. 
As a result, neither would the pre-cut-off production.

Third, no information would be disclosed on either the volume of fis
sionable material stockpiled or the volume of types of weapons in 
stockpile. In order to determine material stockpiles, it is necessary 
to have information on both plant capacity and past schedules. As 
already indicated, the original production capacity of plants that were 
shut down or operated on a partial basis would in no way be reivealed. 
These would comprise the largest part of the total plant capacity. 
Furthermore, no information revealiag past production schedules of 
any plants would be needed. Without schedules or capacity, the exist
ing stocks of weapon material could not be computed. Even with 
figures on the existing stocks of material— ŵhich the verification sys
tem would not provide—it would be impossible to deduce figures on 
the stocks of weapons. The material stocks could be divided in an in
finite number of ways into different weapon types. Thus, another in
superable obstacle would be erected to gaining information on the 
existing number of weapons.

Fourth, the United States proposal does not require disclosure of 
technology for the production of fissionable material for weapon 
purposes. In the case of U-235 production, it was specifically stated 
that the access would be only to the perimeter of the process buildings, 
avoiding the necessity of revealing technology. In the case of pluto
nium production, only those reactors continuing to operate for non
weapon purposes would be given International Atomic Energy Agency

‘ Ante, pp. 339-351.



FOSTER STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 10 401

or similar inspection. Initially, only those over 100 thermal mega
watts would be inspected. The inspection would be of the same kind 
as a number of countries all over the world are now accepting as evi
dence that their plants do not produce fissionable material for weapon 
purposes.

%

Under our proposal, plants producing plutonium for weapon pur
poses would be shut down. All that would be needed in this case is 
a simple inspection to demonstrate that they were not operating. This 
would not require disclosure of either the production technology or 
the capacity of the plant. In the case of chemical-separation plants, 
a nation could avoid all internal inspection by substituting already- 
produced plutonium for that separated in the plant (ENDC/134, para
IV B 2 (d, iii))."

In sum, the United States proposal has been designed to avoid dis
closure of processes and capacities for production of fissionable ma
terials for weapon purposes, as well as stockpiles of weapons and the 
material for weapons. The only disclosures would involve continu
ing programmes for peaceful purposes. Such disclosures all nations
should be willing to make.

The United States is prepared to negotiate in another area relating 
to non-dissemination. We are prepared to discuss an agreement, or 
agreements, under which all transfers of fissionable materials for 
peaceful purposes would be subject to International Atomic Energy 
Agency or similar safeguards. Moreover, we urge all, nations to ac
cept international inspection of their own peaceful nuclear activities.

For the past two weeks the Third International Conference on the 
Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy has been going on in the Palais des 
Nations. Yesterday Dr. H. D. Smyth, the United States representa
tive to the International Atomic Energy Agency, told the Conference :

The question before the world is simple, though the answer to it may not be. 
Can the world enjoy the benefits of nuclear power without promoting the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons ?

We in the United States believe this is possible. We believe that a system 
of safeguards can be set up which could prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. We believe this can be done without serious interference with the 
sovereignty of nations and without significant interference with the construc
tion and operation of nuclear power plants. We believe that such a system is 
best administered by an international agency and can be effective if the world 
recognizes its necessity.

Our convictions are based on twenty years of experience with nuclear re
actor®, large and small, on ten years of experience with bilateral safeguards.

 ̂See ante, p. 238.
'77i4-812—65------ 27
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on three years of experience with the safeguards of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, and on exhaustive studies by technical and political experts.

We all have a cominon interest in securing the nuclear benefits of 
the peaceful atom without the nuclear danger and disorder of wider 
proliferation. I have listed a variety of proposals relating to non- 
dissemination. I should like now to describe the steps which the 
United States has recently taken even in the absence of further agree
ment here.

Fir^j as an inmiediate step, and to facilitate progress towards an 
agreement in response to the Irish resolution, we have declared that we 
do not intend to take any action inconsistent with that resolution. 
That is the declared policy of the United States. It was amiounced at 
our meeting held on 6 February.̂

My delegation has warmly welcomed the important decision of the 
Indian Government not to produce or acquire nuclear weapons, irre
spective of any action that any other country may take.̂

Secondly, we have amiounced cut-backs of our production of fission
able material.® Those cut-backs will amount to an over-all decrease 
in our production of plutonium by 20 per cent and of enriched uranium 
by 40 per cent. We are pleased to note that the Soviet Government * 
and the United Kingdom Government have also announced cut-backs.® 

Tliirdly, we have submitted the Yankee power reactor at Rowe, 
Massachusetts, to inspection by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency.® The first visit by IAEA inspectors to the Yankee facility 
was carried out on 26 August 1964. We hope that the list of govern
ments accepting such inspection will grow even longer—and it would 
be quite appropriate for the governments represented here to take the 
lead. Here is a case where action, not merely talk, is possible now.

In conclusion, I should like to urge a redoubled effort to make use of 
the common ground that now exists between us. All nations repre
sented here have an interest in preventing the further spread of nuclear 
weapons. It is m the interest of all that the amount of fissionable 
materials available for nuclear weapons should be restricted. It is in 
the iuterest of all that effective international safeguards should be 
applied to all peaceful nuclear activities of all States. It is in the

 ̂Ante, p. 35.
Ante, p. 376.
Ante, pp. 165-166.

* Ante, pp. 166-168. 
° Ante, p. 171.
® Ante, p. 215.
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interest of all that an agreement proliibiting proliferation should be 
reached.

i \ 0 ■

The world is a little safer today because of the nuclear test ban. 
That is, however, as we all know here, a limited ban. We have yet to 
resolve the differences that prevent agreement on a comprehensive 
ban. However, this did not prevent agreement on the limited ban— 
the Ŷidest area of agreement possible, at that time. In the same mafuier 
we should seek the widest area of other action now possible to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons*

Progress can be made on the problem of proliferation if all Of us 
approach it in that way. If not, the acquisition of national nuclear 
forces may become an uncontrolled chain reaction. All nations, lar^6 
and small, ̂ nuclear and iion-nuclear, do have an interest in preventing 
such a chain reaction from occurring.

Memoranda Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Disarma
ment Committee by Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United Arab 
Republic, September 14, 1964^

Summary of speeches made by the Delegation of Brazil in the Eighteen
Nation Committee on Disarmament

I. G e n e r a l  a n d  c o m plete  d is a r m a m e n t

The delegation of Brazil considers that the time has come to pass 
from simple and general consideration to a systematic examination of 
the concrete points contained in the two draft treaties on general arid 
complete disarmament.̂

To overcome the technical difficulties which will doubtless app̂ ear, 
it will be necessary to consider the setting up of technical bodies, either 
permanent or ad hoĉ  to meet the practical needs arising ih. the dis
cussions. !

The delegation of Brazil is firmly convinced that the work could be 
considerably expedited and lead to practical remits if political neg^- 
tiations and technical discussions could be conducted simultarieously;

 ̂ENDG/144, Sept. 14, 1964.
^For the U.S. plan, see Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; 

vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730; iUd., 1963, p. 327. The Soviet plan appears ihid.,
1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938, and ante, p. 22. • i .
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because in many cases the lack of a political decision is merely a con
sequence of lack of adequate technical knowledge.̂

The delegation of Brazil considers perfectly adequate the working 
method suggested by the Swedish delegation for establishing the 
terms of reference of the proposed working group to study the elimi
nation of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.̂

The delegation of Brazil considers it essential to keep in touch witli 
realities and study the possible effects on peace and security of the 
Committee’s decisions. It believes that all disarmament measures 
should go hand in hand with adequate controls ensuring that the agree
ments will be respected, however partial and limited these may be. 
Control should not, however, be made an obstacle to disarmament. 
When it is clear that a specific ad hoc is not necessary for the adoption 
of certain disarmament measures, it does not seem logical to insist on 
that control.®

II. COLLATEKAIi MEASURES

(a) General proposal
The delegation of Brazil considers that there have been enough 

general discussions on collateral measures and that it is now necessary 
to select those on which agreement would appear easiest and examine 
them one by one.̂

It would be important to specify more clearly the purpose of some of 
those collateral measures, in order to determine how far they are re
lated and could be combined in practice, so as to achieve some concrete 
results which, though modest, would represent effective progress to
wards a reduction in international tension and create favourable con
ditions for the disarmament process. The system adopted by the 
Committee, consisting in the separate study of proposals which in 
practice should be complementary, has hampered its work and pre
vented a better understanding.

The Committee could entrust that task to a working group when
ever it considered that certain collateral measures could be studied 
jointly. It might seek to combine the study of the “principles” of re
ducing military budgets and of non-dissemination of nuclear weap
ons— ŵhich all delegations support—with that of “concrete meas
ures” for a decreasing production of fissionable materials for military 
purposes, the destruction of bomber aircraft, and a freeze of nuclear 
delivery vehicles, all of which have so far been discussed separately.®

 ̂ENDO/PV.188, p. 8.
® ENDO/PV.205, p. 20. For the Swedish proposal, see ante, pp. 298-306.
• ENDO/PV.188, pp. 7-9.

p. 8.
“ BNDO/PV.205, p. 20.
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(b) Reduction of Military Budgets and Economio Development
Tlie deleffation of Brazil considers that the Conference should ex- 

amine possible methods of establishing a link between a reduction of 
expenditure on armaments and international co-operation for the eco
nomic development of the peoples of the world. The Eighteen-Nation 
Committee, without of course eixcluding the various organs of the 
United Nations and its specialized agencies, is an adequate forum for 
the formulation of such methods. There can be no doubt that world 
public opinion, particularly in the developing countries, expects the 
Conference itself to determine the means of allocating to economic 
development the resources released by a reduction in the manufacture 
of arms.̂

The delegation of Brazil believes that its suggestion for creating 
a special fund for that purpose would inevitably strengthen the peace
keeping machinery provided for in the San Francisco Charter.̂

(c) Undergrowfid tests
As in the past, the delegation of Brazil continues to hope that that 

part of the preamble of the Moscow Treaty which calls for a contin
uance of negotiations in order to ban underground tests ® will be trans
lated into reality as speedily as possible. It is sure that the problems 
of control, detection and identification are not insoluble but can be 
solved within the framework of the possibilities of technical process. 
It is also convinced that the smaller risk of radioactive contamination 
from underground tests does not diminish their intrinsic danger̂  for 
they are at present the only way of perfecting weapons of mass de
struction.̂

The delegation of Brazil believes it possible to study an immediate 
ban on underground tests capable of detection and identification by 
national systems. Scientific data would be necessary for the study of 
this possibility. If the Conference did not accept the idea of studying 
this information itself, it could refer it to a technical sub-committee 
appointed for the purpose.®

The delegation of Brazil therefore considers that any progress to
wards even a partial ban of underground tests—in accordance with 
the suggestion which it has already made— ŵould constitute a decisive 
new step towards improved relations among the great Powers. It 
would be a practical demonstration, of concrete example, given by

' ENDO/PV.188, p. 9.
= ENDC/PV.205, pp. 20-21.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p.: 291.
‘ ENDC/PV.205, p. 18.
“ ENDO/PV.188, p. 9.
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them, to the non-nuclear nations that security must be sought, not 
through the unlimited accumulation of increasingly dangerous arma- 
ments, but through a step-by-step and controlled process of general 
and complete disarmament.̂

BURMA

Positions of Burma on the main questions of Disarmament
r

Nuclear Disarinament:
The offer of the Soviet Union to extend the so called nuclear um

brella to the end of the third stage of disarmament constitutes the most 
important move that has yet been made in the fî ld of nuclear disanna- 
ment.̂

The agreement by the two co-chairmen to set up a working group to 
consider the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles was welcomed 
and appeals made to the two co-chairmen to continue discussions on the 
terms of reference for the working group.®

Gollateral Measures:
(1) Hote with satisfaction the reduction of military budgets for 

1964 by the United States and the Soviet Union and express the hope 
that agreement will be reached to reduce military budgets of the big 
powers, from 10 to 15. per cent.̂
i' Suggest that military,budgets of the main armed powers be reduced 
by 10 to 15 per cent.®

Welcome the Soviet Union’s suggestion to reduce the military budg
ets of the big powerSi

(2) Suggest the ^mmittee should consider the United States pro
posal of a verified freeze of the number and characteristics of strategic 
nuclear offensive and defensive vehicles.®

Suggest that the proposal for a verified freeze of the number and 
characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive and defensive missiles, the

F-

proposal for reduction ih railitary budgets and the destruction of 
bombers be considered in combination.'̂
" (3) Suggest that steps be taken to prevent the further dissemination 
of nuclear weap(ms. ■

 ̂ENDO/PV.205, pp. 18-19.
“ END0/PV.161, p. 8. For the Soviet offer, see antê  p. 22. 
** ENDO/PV.208, p. 13.
* ENDC/PV.161, p. 6.
® ENDO/PV.168, p. 7.
• I&ic?., p. 8.
’’Ante, p. 127.
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(4) Support for the proposed non-aggression pact between Nato 
and W arsaw Pact countries.

0 omprehemive Test BanTreaty:
Consideration of UNGA resolution 1910 with appropriate priority, 

proposed.̂  ' ui • j:
Suggest reactivation of the Sub-Committee on the Discontinuance 

of Nuclear Weapons Tests.̂
Suggest that underground tests above a certain range be banned.®

WorMng 'procedure:
Favour informal ad hoc working groups or parties.̂

10 September 1964 Saiist B wa

Delegation of Burma
■ r • /  : \  ̂ V *  n

ETHIOPIA
• (

9 f *

Position of Ethiopian Delegation
• ’ •

I. Worhing Methods
The Ethiopian Delegation suggested that the best way of proceed

ing with the work of the committee was that while continuing with 
the examination of the two draft treaties submitted by the Govern
ments of the United States and the Soviet Union for general and 
complete disarmament, the committee should adopt a programme 
concentrating on such partial measures as the prevention of the dis
semination of nuclear weapons, military budgets, the restriction of 
aU fissionable materials and their transfer to peaceful uses.̂

II. Nuclear Test Ban
The Ethiopian Delegation emphasised that as long as the bah already 

achieved is partial, the future of the treaty is threatened for, if a 
few countries continue the nuclear arms race by testing underground 
others might well claim to test in the prohibited environment. ' 

It also pointed out that some improvement in the means of det̂ feting 
and identifying underground nuclear explosions could have taken 
place during the last year that might enable to bridge the narrow 
gap that divided the two sides in their effort to devise an acceptable 
measurief of inspection which could ensure the carrying out of a ban 
of underground tests.®

•  •

 ̂ENDC/PV.161, p, 9. For the resolution, see Documents on Discirffiament,
1963, p. 627.

p« X31. t
’ IMd,
* ENDC/PV.161, p. 10.
“ BNDO/PV.162, pp. 6-7; ENDC/PV.166, pp. 29 ff.; END0/PV.189, pp. 8-9.
* Ante, pp. 352-353.
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III. General and Complete DisaTmament:—Worhing group for study
ing the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles.

The Ethiopian Delegation proposed that the working group should 
discuss the concept of the minimum nuclear deterrent in all its aspects 
and implications. The principal object of the working group should 
be to examine and appraise all proposals, explore the areas of agree
ment and devise measures acceptable to both sides on the level to be 
retained during the processes of disarmament.̂

T h e  C o n v e n in g  of a n  I n t e r n a t io n a l  C o n f e r e n c e  fo r  t h e  p u r p o se

OF SIGNING A CONVENTION ON THE PROHIBITION OF THE USE OF NUCLEAR

AND THERMONUCLEAR WEAPONS

The delegation proposed to the conference of ENDC on Disarma
ment to recommend to the 19th session of the General Assembly the 
convening of an International Conference for the purpose of signing 
a convention on this prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonu
clear weapons.̂

INDIA

Suggestions made hy Indian Delegation on various proposals discussed
in the last two sessions of ENDC

A . G e n e r a l  a n d  co m plete  d is a r m a m e n t : e l im in a t io n  of n u c l e a r

DELIVERY VEHICLES

While we arie totally opposed to the use, manufacture, or possession 
of nuclear weapons, we realize that an agreement is necessary to bring 
about their elimination. We have welcomed the Gromyko proposal̂  ̂
not because we regard retention of some limited stocks for a limited 
period as a progressive step in itself, but because this has narrowed 
the gap between the two sides and might make an agreement on 
disarmament easier. We cannot, however, support the idea that the 
limited stocks retained for a limited period, or the so-called umbrella, 
or minimum deterrent, may be actually used in some given circum
stances. As the term “umbrella” is capable of being misunderstood, 
WiB would prefer the use of the term “lowest agreed level” in its place.

Our broad. approach to the disarmament problem is that the first 
stage of disarmament must be a substantial one. We have welcomed 
the proposal for the formation of a working group to study matters 
of detail in connexion with the elimination of nuclear delivery ve-

 ̂ENDO/PV.194, p. 28.
 ̂Ante, p. 354.
 ̂Ante, p. 22.
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hides. Our suggestion is that the terms of reference of the working 
group may be drafted somewhat as follows:

“A working group shall be established to consider proposals for 
the reduction of existing stocks of nuclear delivery vehicles to the 
lowest agreed levels at an early stage of the disarmament process, 
leading to the total elimination and destruction of all stocks.”

There has been no agreement during the session between the two 
Co-Chairmen on the terms of reference of the working group. We 
have suggested that the two Co-Chairmen might seek the assistance 
of the non-aligned countries in framing the terms of reference.

B. C o l l a te r a l  MEASURES:

We recognize the importance of collateral measures which aim at 
lowering international tension, keeping the improvement in the inter
national situation alive and reducing the dangers of the arms race. 
Various measures were discussed during the la^ two se^ions:

(i) Reduction in military expenditure:
We have welcomed the unilateral cuts made by the Soviet Union 

and the USA. We would welcome further cuts by the major military 
powers, either unilaterally, or by agreement. So far as India is con
cerned, while we agree in principle that military expenditure should 
be reduced, wherever possible, we ourselves are facing a threat of 
aggression and it is not possible for us at the present time to make a 
commitment in regard to cuts in military expenditure. In fact, we 
have been obliged to increase our military expenditure for purposes of 
defence. We suggest that savings accruing from cuts in military 
expenditure by the major military powers may be diverted to the 
maximum extent to the less developed countries for development pur
poses so that the serious tensions caused by the growing gap between 
the rich and the poor nations may be reduced.

(ii) Elimination of horribers:
We have welcomed the US proposal for elimination of obsolete 

types of bombers which can be used as carriers of nuclear weapons.̂  
The Soviet Union has proposed that all such bombers should be elimi
nated by the major military powers under an agreement.̂  In our 
view, there should be a phased programme for the elimination of all 
bombers which can be used as carriers of nuclear weapons. This 
should start with the destruction of obsolete types, simultaneously 
with the stoppage of production of all types. For this purpose, there 
should be a comprehensive agreement which would lead to the elimi
nation of all bombers which can be used as carriers of nuclear weapons.

 ̂Ante, pp. 101-1051
" Ante, pp. 16, 137.



410 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

(iii) Verified freeze of froduction of strategic nuclear delwery 
mMcles  ̂etc.:

'' While we agree that a freeze will help to reduce the nuclear arms 
raice, we think that an agreement might be easier if the freeze is not 
restricted to types of nuclear delivery vehicles in which one side may be 
stronger than the other, but is extended to all types. We also think 
that an agreement on verification might be easier if the freeze could 
be linked with some concrete measures for the elimination of nuclear 
delivery vehicles.

(iv) Verified freeze of froduction of fissionahle material for weap
ons use and transfer of material to peaceful use:

We have welcomed the unilateral cuts by the nuclear powers in 
fissionable material production for weapons use.̂  We would welcome 
further steps in this direction, whether by unilateral decisions based 
on the policy of mutual example, or on the basis of an agreemeaat. We 
also agree that the use of nuclear energy for production of weapons 
should be prohibited under international control and supei;vision. 
Ilowever, we*cannot agree to any measure^^which might have the effect 
of restricting the peaceful utilization of nuclear energy, or ^tablish- 
ing some form of control which would be detrimental to the intewts of 
the less developed countries, or would discriminate against them. The 
control should be restricted to plants which produce fissile material so 
as to prevent any country, whether developed or less developed, from 
maJipig nuclear weapons in any significant manner. The present sys
tem of IAEA safeguards  ̂ should not be extended to equipment and 
devices serving a peaceful purpose as this would widen the gap between 
the developed and the less developed countries.

We would welcome the transfer of fissionable material stocks, in 
increasing quantities, to peaceful use.

(V ) Non-dissemination agreement:
We attach-great importance to measures for the prevention of dis

semination, of nuclear weapons. Our suggestions are as follows: ;
(a) Kegotiations for an agreement on non-dissemination should 

be started without delay by the nuclear powers. If a joint declara
tion, as suggfeted by the UAR,* is likely to cause delay, substantive 
negotiations could start even without such a declaration.

(b) There should be a clear understanding, or agreement, 
that while negotiations are proceeding, no change should be made by 
either nuclear side in any arrangement that may exist at the present

■ ■■■■■  ■■■■■

 ̂See ante, pp. 4,165-166,166-168.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 21-33, and ante, pp. 66-68.
 ̂Ante, pp. 331-332.
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for the control, use, possession, or transfer of nuclear weapons, or for 
the training of nationals of non-nuclear States in the use of such weap
ons and that all existing arrangements should be frozen on each side.

(c) The negotiations should be completed with the least possible 
delay and a target date might be agreed upon for the completion of the 
negotiations, if necessary. In the course of the negotiations, such 
threats or fears as may have led to some demand, or to suggestions, 
for a change in existing arrangements on either side, should be fully 
examined and efforts should be made to reduce, or to remove, the legiti
mate fears of each side.

(d) The negotiations should be directed to the conclusion of an 
agreement, or treaty, on non-dissemination and all States should be 
invited to sign it. , i ;

(vi) Comprehensive testban:
We welcome the undertaking given by the nuclear powers that 

they will continue their negotiations for extending the Moscow Treaty 
to underground tests.̂  We consider it vitally important that all nu
clear weapons tests should be discontinued and prohibited. Our sug
gestions are as follows:

(a) States which have not signed the Moscow Treaty should be 
invited to sign it immediately.

(b) We regret that the negotiations, if any, between the nuclear 
powers for the banning of all tests have not yet led to any results. We 
realize that there are differences among the nuclear powers on the 
question of identification and verification of underground tests. We 
consider it imperative, however, that all underground tests should be 
discontinued immediately, either by unilateral decisions based on the 
policy of mutual example, or in some other appropriate way, while 
negotiations are going on for reconciling the differences between the 
nuclear powers.

(c) The nuclear powers might also take steps towards the 
conclusion of a formal treaty on the cessation of underground tests by 
stages. Thus, another partial treaty might be entered into for cessa
tion of tests above a limited threshold. For establishing such a 
threshold, it might be necessary for the nuclear powers to exchange 
scientific and other data. The threshold could be lowered subse
quently as a result of the continuing exchange of scientific and other

negotiations.
I  • * •

(vii) Gom)entiononpTohihitionofuseofrvaclearwea'pom:
We have supported the Ethiopian proposal for convening a con

ference for the purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of
I ’ .  ̂ r

— — — '  i  •

 ̂For the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 291—293.
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tlie use of nuclear weapons.’̂ Ilowever, we have also expressed the 
view that, if the convention is to be effective, it will require the active 
support of all States and more particularly of States which possess 
such weapons. Without the participation of all States, the proposed 
convention will not, in our view, be effective. Some delegations have 
pointed out that the proposed convention will have the effect of under
mining security. Suggestions have also been made that, in the. ab
sence of means of control, or measures of disarmament, such a con
vention will not be useful at the present time. Our suggestion is that 
if such a conference is convened, all such matters could be considered 
in the conference.

C. Other measures of disarmament and collateral measures :

Our position on other measures has been explained in previous ses
sions of the Conference. There is no change in the position and we 
are not repeating our views.

D. W orking methods OF ENDC:
(a) We welcome the proposal for setting up working groups to ex

amine matters of detail on various proposals under discussion. The 
groups should be set up by agreement and should have a clear directive 
and clear terms of reference. They should report to the Committee 
whose political responsibility will in no way be affected by the setting 
up of working groups.

(b) We consider it important that the Committee, under the guid
ance of the two Co-Chairmen, should frame an orderly agenda for the 
consideration of various proposals.

MEXICO
I. W orking Methods

The delegation of Mexico supported on 16 June the suggestion that 
the Conference should lay down an order of discussion of the various 
subjects before it, and draw up a working programme to obviate dis
cussion of the commencing dates of its series of meetings.^

II. General and Complete D isarmament

At the meeting held on 7 July 1964 the Mexican delegation sup
ported the idea of setting up a working group to study the problem 
of the reduction of nuclear delivery vehicles to a minimum which, 
on the one hand, would maintain the balance between the nuclear

 ̂Tbid., p. 626 and ante, pp. 354-357.
* BNDC/PV.190, pp. 45-46.
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Powers and, on the other, stop as early as possible the increase in 
the number of these weapons.̂

Concerning the terms of reference of the working group, the Mex
ican delegation, on the same occasion, expressed the opinion that these 
should be both precise and flexible, so that the proposals of both sides 
for the “minimum” which is apparently desired by all could be con
sidered.

III. N uclear T ests

The Mexican delegation considered that the Moscow Treaty was 
not an epilogue but merely a prologue, whose immediate sequel should 
be a ban on underground nuclear tests.

It considered that, although underground nuclear explosions may 
not contravene the letter of the Treaty, they certainly contravene its 
spirit and that of General Assembly resolution 1910 (XVIII).

It regretted that negotiations have not been conducted between the 
nuclear Powers in compliance with the urgent request made by the 
General Assembly to the Committee on Disarmament.

It considered that the condemnation by public opinion of those 
countries which have not ratified the Treaty of Moscow would not 
have sufficient moral effect or power of dissuasion unless it were de
livered by an international community which had pronounced itself 
absolutely against nuclear tests per se and in all media.̂

IV. Collateral Measures

A. Reduction of military budgets
The Mexican delegation considered it incumbent on the nuclear 

Powers, and on those countries whose military budgets are dispro
portionate to their national incomes, to reduce their military expendi
ture appropriately.

B. Freeze of strategic nuclear weapon vehicles
The Mexican delegation does not consider this a disarmanlpit 

measure but believes that it would be a useful measure aimed at halt
ing the arms race and preventing the development of more destructive 
weapons than now exist.®

C. Destruction of 'bombers
The Mexican delegation suggested that an agreement to destroy 

B-47 and TU-16 bombers might well include destruction of later mod
els as well, to give the measure greater meaning.̂

" ENDC/PV.196, pp. 5 ff.
" BNDO/PV.205, pp. 13-14.
ENDO/PV.186, p. 26.

* m a,, p. 27.
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It also holds that in such an agreement the parties should under
take not to replace the destroyed weapons with later types, or the 
agreement would be worthless.

p., N(M-Dissemination
The Mexican delegation considered that the only visible obstacle 

to reaching agreement on the subject was the apprehension with which 
the socialist countries viewed the creation of a multilateral nuclear 
force by a group of NATO countries.

It pointed out the need and urgency of an agreement which would 
prevent dissemination of nuclear weapons to countries which at present 
do not possess them, and called attention to the danger that, if a 
multilateral nuclear force were to be created—whoever the creatoi  ̂
might be—other nuclear Powers might in their turn decide to'cre
ate similar forces. That would usher in a new arms race which 
would leave its predecessors in the shade, for it would be a nuclear 
and multilateral arms race,̂

E. Resol/ation on the question of convening a conference for the 
purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons

The Mexican delegation considered that General Assembly reso
lution 1909 (XVIII)  ̂ gave the Committee an unequivocal and in
escapable mandate on this question.

Even though the present time is apparently not the most pro
pitious for holding a conference, it believes that continued study of 
the problem is necessary in order that the favourable factors may be 
considered.

It also held that any resulting international instrument must be 
signed by the majority of States and by all those possessing nuclear 
Weapons.

■ The Mexican delegation likewise maintained that resolution 1653 
(XVI), which declares that the use of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons is contrary to the letter and aims of the Charter of the United 
Nations,® itself declares the need to raise it to the status of an inter
national treaty.

The delegation also declared that the Declaration contained in 
that resolution became at the moment of its adoption a part of inter-

 ̂ENDC/PV.201, pp. 20-21.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 626.
* m a., m ’i , pp. 648-650.
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liational law haviiig the same force as other General Assembly declara
tions, such as the Declaration of Human Rights.^

i:-: ■ ;

NIGERIA

of the Views, Ideas and Suggestions Made hy the Nigerian 
Delegation During the 1964 Sessions of the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation CoMmittee on Disarmament

S ection A : General and  Co3MtPLETE D isarm:am ent
a

The Nigerian delegation at the 18Tth plenary meeting, expressed 
the view that the somewhat differing approaches to the solution of 
the general and complete disarmament proMem are in a sense com
plementary, but stressed the need for recognizing additional criteria 
for the negotiations: such as the necessity of eliminating early the 
threat of a nuclear and thermo-nuclear holocaust hangii^ over hu
manity. From this standpoint it could be possible to effect a radical 
cut in certain categories of armaments and a percentage cut in others 
without adversely affecting the balance of power. Underlining the 
three main elementŝ —and their interdependence— t̂hat constitute the 
core of the problem, nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, 
control and the institution of an effective peace-keeping machinery, 
the Nigerian delegation advocating another scrutiny of the agenda 
suggested an intensified concentration of efforts on each of these 
elements. It also felt that it would be helpful to have more informal 
meetings possibly with competent technical advisers present to offer 
the necessary clarification.^

At the 192nd plenary meeting the Nigerian delegation stated that it 
adheres to two carduial principles in its approach to the problem of 
general and complete disarmament. The first is that no agreement 
should result, especially during the process of implementation, in a 
radical disruption of the balance which appears to exist at the moment. 
This applies not only to the elimination of nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery, but to conventional armaments and other com
ponents of present day military power. The Nigerian delegation there
fore sees a clear link between the elimination of nuclear weapon  ̂and 
their means of delivery and the elimination of other components of 
military power. Conversely any agreement, say, on conventional 
armaments, not directly related to a plan for the reduction and elimi
nation of nuclear weapons and especially, their means of delivery

 ̂fiNDO/PV.213, pp. 16 ff. The Declaration of Human Rights may be found in 
A Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1&41-49 (S. Doc. 123, 
81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 1156-1159. • .

 ̂Ante, pp. 184r-195.
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would be artificial. Secondly the problem of nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery not only deserves priority but belongs to a 
special category. The Nigerian delegation therefore sees no difficulty 
in approving even the most radical proposal, provided that such a plan 
would rid the world of the present nuclear nightmare and in a manner 
which would not dangerously upset the balance of power during the 
process of general and complete disarmament.

DraAving attention to the fact that both plans, as a result of the latest 
Gromyko proposals, now envisage a form of “nuclear umbrella” at a 
point in the disarmament process, the Nigerian delegation, to resolve 
the deadlock over the establishment of a working group to consider the 
problem of the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles, suggested for 
consideration by the Committee, the following formula—‘‘the accept
ance of the concept of a ‘nuclear umbrella’ at the earliest possible 
point in the disarmament process, to be diminated at the end of the 
disarmament process, coupled with a firm undertaking to eliminate 
all other means of delivering nuclear weapons at the earliest possible 
time”. The Nigerian delegation made it clear that what it wanted was 
an appropriate forum which would consider the problems involved 
thoroughly and from which a solution would emerge confirming the 
soimdness of one plan or the other, or, even more likely and appro
priately a realistic compromise solution.

At the 198th plenary meeting the substance of this formula was made 
more precise and tabled as a working document of the Conference.̂  
The Nigerian delegation also requested the two co-Chairmen to con
sider the possibility of calling in other members of the Committee to 
assist them in their negotiations for mutually acceptable and clear 
terms of reference for a working group.

SECTroN B : Collateeal Measures

(a) Non-Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons
The Nigerian delegation attaches the utmost importance to an 

agreement to prevent the further proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
which it considers an ever-crying necessity, as each moment of delay 
increases both the difficulty of reaching such an agreement and the 
danger of more countries acquiring control of such weapons thereby 
further complicating the task of reaching and implementing, agree
ment on general and complete disarmament. It therefore feels that 
doubts regarding the creation of the Multilateral Nuclear Force or any 
other doubts need not stand in the way of a consideration of this

 ̂Ante, pp. 283-284.
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measure. Discussion could well resolve such, doubts and in any case 
a truly effective agreement on non-dissemination could well limit, if 
not eliminate the very nature of some of the present obstacles to agree
ment.

At the 213th plenary meeting the Nigerian delegation called on 
either (or both) sides to provide a draft treaty embodying elements 
which it considered necessary in such an agreement and drew the 
attention of the Committee to the report of working group 2 of the 
12th Pugwash Conference which stated inter alia that an agreement 
on non-dissemination must contain a provision that, “All nations pres
ently possessing nuclear weapons should jointly undertake iiot to 
transfer these weapons or technical information relating to them to 
any other State or group of State8̂ \'̂  To make it possible for tlie 
necessary negotiations to be conducted expeditiously and under the 
proper atmosphere, the Nigerian delegation suggested that it might 
also be helpful if the arrangements which are at present contemplated 
and which are considered as obstacles to agreement are suspended 
for a period of time, to be limited by agreement between the two super 
Powers and, covering the period during wliich the negotiations would 
be conducted.

The Nigerian delegation also pointed out that the life of a non- 
dissemination agreement would, in fact, be dependent on among other 
tilings such factors as:o

(a) that the armaments race should not continue unchecked; 
that its pace should be reduced, and that it should be halted if possible;

(b) that serious efforts should be made towards nuclear con
tainment ;

(c) that physical destruction of some armaments, incltLding 
missiles, should be undertaken;

(d) that the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons should 
be prohibited.

(b) Freeze on Strategic yehicles “
The Nigerian delegation views the United States proposal with 

considerable favour as it is convinced that in order to begin disarma
ment it is first necessary to stop the arms race and would like to see 
such an agreement materialise. It is of course aware of difficulties 
that inight arise, such as verification and balance. The Nigerian [dele
gation] is however of the strong opinion that the general approach of 
the United States proposal is a sound and timely one and accordingly 
welcomes the United States proposal as it would welcome any proposal 
aim^d at halting, in any way, the armaments race.

’̂ Proceedings of the Twelfth Pugwash Conference on Science and World 
Affairs, Udaipur, January 2-Fe'bruary 1,1964, P- 24.

1774-812-^65------ 28



41S DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

(c) Out-off of Production of Fissionable Materials
‘ The Nigerian delegation welcomed the cut back in production of 

fissionable materials for weapons uses announced by the nuclear 
Powers in April and was of the opinion tliat there is now no reason 
to delay an aj^eement in this field.

(d) The United States and Soviet 'proposals for the destruction of 
Borriber Aircrafts

The Nigerian delegation does not consider the two proposals as 
being necessarily exclusive, but in fact one could be a step leading to 
the other. The Nigerian delegation sees some value even in the 
destruction of obsolete and obsolescent armaments, if for no other

i  '

reason than to prevent a proliferation of such bombers and arma
ments. It therefore welcomes the U.S. proposal but feels that to 
strike the right psychological note the United States proposal should 
be enlarged to include other categories of bombers than those pro
posed, as well as some missiles if possible. Serious study should there-

0

fore be given to the super Powers so as to strike a mean between the 
two approaches. The Nigerian delegation all wonder whether it is 
realistic to expect all States to destroy all their bombers at this stage 
as a collateral measure—especially if these constitute their primary 
means of defence.

r

(e) Reduction of MUitary Expenditure:
The Nigerian delegation at the 169th plenary meeting warmly 

welcomed the reduction of military budgets by the United States and 
Soviet Union through the policy of mutual example. But in *so doing 
felt constrained to point out, albeit most humbly, that the further per
fection of newer and more deadly weapons still continued apace, though 
perhaps not at the same rate as hitherto, and that even with these reduc
tions in, military spending, the vast sums appropriated for military 
purposes was still not only staggering, but vastly out of proportion 
with requirements for peaceful times and with provisions for peace
ful purposes not only for developing coimtries but for the super towers 
themselves.

The Nigerian delegation stated that it would be squint-eyed to 
regard its interest in this subject as being motivated, either solely or 
partly, by self interest—that is, by the so-called aid to developing coun
tries. It is true that the astronomical sums now, unfortunately, ap-

 ̂ <■

prppriated for military purposes by the major Powers and their allies 
are almost equal to the gross national product of almost all the de
veloping countries put together. But it is equally true that even in 
some of the most developed countries themselves there are pockets of 
squalor and abject poverty which require instant relief ^ d  would
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most certainly benefit from the freezing and cutting of military 
expenditures.

While hoping that this reduction by mutual example initiated 
by the two great nuclear Powers would be vigorously promoted and 
reciprocated, the Nigerian delegation trusts that it would be possible 
to- embody them in more formal commitments in the nature of agree
ments at the appropriate time.  ̂ ■

The Nigerian delegation advocated a freeze and reduction of 
vmilitary expenditures which it called not only immoral but almost 
criminal folly in a world ravaged by hunger, disease and want, and 
plagued by technological backwardness. It therefore looks forward 
to more substantial reductions of military expenditures by the great 
Powers in particular, though this is not to be restricted to them alone, 
and also looks forward to the time when the vast sums now appro
priated to military purposes will be channeled to more peaceful 
endeavours.

The Nigerian delegation sees in the proposal for a reduction in 
military expenditures a reasonably realistic and courageous approach 
to the problem of slowing down the arms race. In its view, a reducr 
tion in military expenditures would appear to be most appropriate 
at this stage of the Committee’s work, for, while it would have a defi
nite and considerable impact on the over-all armaments of States  ̂ it 
would still leave the Powei^ concerned the choice of deciding to which 
aspect of their military resources they should direct the axe. Thuŝ  
while a global reduction in military expenditures would be effected, a 
State could retain the types of armaments “mix” it considers desirable 
and the balance of power, which we consider essential,, need not to be 
disturbed.

The Nigerian delegation does not consider the problems of verifi
cation of this measure to be insurmountable and is confident that an 
expert body could find a solution to this problem.

The Nigerian delegation drew the attention of the Committee to 
the fact that a freeze and reduction of military budgets has very close, 
and indeed inextricable relationship with some of the proposals ad
vanced by the U.S. such as the freeze on the characteristics and 
numbers of strategic delivery vehicles, the cut-off or/and cut
back of production of fissionable materials for weapons uses and the 
destruction of bomber aircraft. It stressed the need to ensure that 
the funds released by these proposals are not utilised in developing 
newer armaments.

!

(f) Measures to redAice the risks of war:
The Nigerian delegation pointed out that there would appear to 

be considerable common ground in the two proposals of the Soviet
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Union and the United States and that the Committee could concen- 
trate on this with profit. The Nigerian delegation noted that the 
main obstacle to agreement is the fact that the measures proposed by 
the Soviet Union are made contingent on a reduction of troops in the 
territories of the two German States.̂  While it could welcome such a 
reduction of troops in this area of great tension, if mutually agreed, 
the Nigerian delegation sees considerable intrinsic value in the mere 
establishment of observation posts etc., and expressed the hope that the 
Soviet Union would agree even to such a limited measure.

• r - •#

SEcnoN C : U nited N ations General A ssembly R esolutions :

Resohition 1910 {X V III)—Urgent need for the Cessation of Nuclear 
* and Thermo-Nuclear Weapon Tests

At the 159th plenary meeting the Nigerian delegation drew atten
tion to this resolution and stated that a limited test ban treaty, though 
significant in itself is by no means the end of the road and that the 
need for such an agreement becomes somewhat more urgent when 
reputable scientists appear to feel that underground tests are not so 
free of radioactive debris and contamination. The Nigerian delega
tion is also opposed to all nuclear weapon tests as they ensure a con
tinuation of the armaments race.

Drawing attention to the commitments of the nuclear Powers under 
the preamble of the Moscow Treaty, as well as the injunctions of the 
General Assembly to conclude a comprehensive test ban agreement, 
the Nigerian delegation regretted the fact that the nuclear Powers 
apparently had no specific plans in mind to realise these objectives. 
It therefore suggested the reactivation of the Nuclear Sub-Committee, 
with, possibly, scientific experts participating so that a really produc
tive negotiation would result. It also requested the nuclear Powers 
to make available the results of the research carried out by them over 
the past year in respect of detection and identification of underground 
t^ts. The Nigerian delegation also suggested the exploration of the 
possibility of a threshold agreement on underground tests—and en
largement of the Moscow Treaty to cover underground tests above a 
magnitude which can be detected and identified without any interna
tional control.

At the 213th plenary meeting the Nigerian delegation expressed the 
hope that during the period of recess necessitated by having to report 
to the United Nations General Assembly, the nuclear Powers would 
take steps to reach a comprehensive test ban agreement either through 
bipartite or tripartite negotiations as they did in the winter of 1962.

 ̂See cmte, pp. 239-240.
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United Nations Resolution 1909 {XVII)

The Nigerian delegation as long ago as 24 January 1964 drew the 
Comiliittee’s attention to this most important resolution and was there
fore obliged to regret at the 213th plenary meet^g the fact that the 
resolution had not received the serious consideration it deserved. It 
agrees that the most effective guarantee against the use of nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons lies in the elimination of such weapons from 
the arsenals of States. Nevertheless such a Convention would have a 
most salutary effect and indeed would be a useful precautionary and 
preliminary measure. The Nigerian delegation emphasized the im
portance of convening a Conference to sign a Convention for the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, and 
indeed of signing such a Convention. It felt that in addition to the 
various cogent reasons given in the Resolution 1653 (XVI) which form 
the basis of discussions on this subject and the views expressed by the 
Nigerian Government and Nigerian delegation both at the United 
Nations and at the Disarmament Committee on the usefulness of such 
a Convention, the Convention would have a most positive effect in 
buttressing an agreement on non-dissemination. The Nigerian delega
tion, which is opposed to the use of nuclear weapons in whatever con
text (although it noted the implication of a statement by the United 
Kingdom delegation that the use of nuclear weapons might be re
stricted to nuclear Powers alone)  ̂stressed that unless steps are taken 
to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons, it would be difficult to retrain 
present non-nuclear Powers from seeking to acquire such weapons once 
they have attained the necessary industrial basis—and if they continue 
to be menaced by nuclear weapons in the arsenals of the present nuclear 
Powers!

The Nigerian delegation suggested that if necessary, such a Conven
tion could be linked with a NATO/Warsaw or/and other regional or 
multilateral non-aggression pacts to ensure that the Convention would 
not be an incentive for the unleashing of an aggression by any State.

SWEDEN

1. G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m pl e t e  D is a r m a m e n t .
I ' I ' ^  ̂

Working group for studying the elimination of nuclear deliwery
vehicles.

The Swedish delegation pointed out (28 July) the considerable 
area of agreement already existing between the two main negotiating 
parties: that certain nuclear weapons and their means of delivery

' Ante, p. 360, penultimate paragraph.
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should be retained all through the disarmament process so as to provide 
“nuclear shields”.

The delegation hailed the idea of setting up a working group and 
suggested that the group should focus first on what kind of such 
nuclear shields should exist at the end of the disarmament process, 
in Stage III. The second, later, task would be to study how to reach 
that new “mix” of nuclear weapons, retained by the main Powers, 
taking up the questions of timing, phasing, and methods of eliminating 
the residual means of delivery.

The delegation stressed the importance that, simultaneously with 
the study by the working group on the “shields” the /Committee should 
urgently proceed to a consideration of the establisliment of interna
tional peace-keeping forces.̂

Later (25 August) the Swedish delegation, as an alternative to 
the above suggestions, pointed to the possibility of reaching agree
ment on a preliminary working group by reducing the scope of its ac
tivities to a scrutiny of the methods to be utilized for analyzing the 
size and composition of a suitable shield.

2. C o lla tera l  MEASUEES.

Military "budgets.
The Swedish delegation recommended (12 March) that the Com

mittee should discuss the problems surrounding indirect control of 
limitations of armaments via budget statistics and to make these prob
lems the subject of closer examination by some kind of informal work
ing party. The delegation considered that it might be worth while to 
explore the possibilities to observe and analyse, through study of 
budgetary statistics and other available economic data, the trends in 
allocations of resources for military purposes. It might be useful if 
methods could be developed to follow— îndirectly and unobtrusively— 
what is happening in the disarmament field.

3. W o r k in g  m e t h o d s .

The Swedish delegation suggested (28 Jan.) the setting up of ad 
hoc informal working parties for exchange of views on technical 
questions. This should enable the Committee to multiply its effective 
working hours and to secure opportunities for intensive discussion 
of details.

The Swedish delegation also recommended (9 June) that the Com
mittee decide to establish a time schedule based in principle on recur
ring sessions of about three months, interrupted by recess periods.

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 298-306.
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UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

A Synopsis of Various Suggestions presented by the United Arab Repub
lic to the 18-Nation Committee Concerning General and Complete 
Disarmament, Collateral Measures, and Underground Nuclear Test- 
Ban

21J anuary - 17 September 1964

I G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m plete  D is a r m a m e n t

. (1) Nuclear wecmons delivery vehicles its method of reduction and
elimination
United Arab Republic:

In conformity with the theory of varied ratios ofreduction of 
different categories of armaments, the U.A.R. proposed that both 
parties would possibly agree on a certain size of “Nuclear Umbrella”, 
where the numbers to be agreed upon would be less than enough to 
unleash a nuclear war and more than enough to guard the security 
of each party. AJso in order to ensure that the existing balance would 
not be affected and that in implementing such reductions there would 
be no advantage for either side and that security would be safeguarded 
during the disarmament pirocess, the U.A.R. proposed that it would be 
of great importance, in decidiag on the size of the “Nuclear IJmbrella”, 
to consider, for instance, the strike capability in terms of power and 
range of every type of the retained missiles.^
/  * • • • -t t T • •(2) Establishing an ap'pro'prifite WorJcing Group to consider ques

tions related to the elimination of nuclear weapons delivery 
vehicles
• i t

United Arab Republic:
A systematic formulation of the appropriate items to be referred to 

the Working Group in the form of an agreed outline of a plan for the 
elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, has been pro
posed by the U.A.R. which contains the following topics:

J

(1) Reaffirmation of the principle of the elimination and cessa
tion of production of nuclear delivery vehicles.;

(2) retention of an agreed quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles 
which would serve the purpose of a minimum nuclear deterrent during 
the disarmament process; and this would entail a deJfinition o f:

a) the precise purpose and aim of the retained means of 
delivery;

b) the kind and number of the retained means of deliveiy;

 ̂ENDC/PV.169, p. 58.
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c) the deployment of the retained means of delivery on the 
territories of both sides;

(3) the method of eliminating the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons at the earliest practicable stage;

(4) other questions which are relevant to the problem and which 
would facilitate the implementation of the plan within the framework 
of the programme of general and complete disarmament and in ac
cordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.^

I I  C5ollateral Measures or Measures aimed at the Lessening of 
I nternational T ension, the Consolidation op Confidenoe among 
S tates, and F acilitating General and Complete D isarmament

(1) Measures designed in general to decelerate the arms racê  and to
provide against surprise attach
The United Arab Republic

proposed two groups of those measures that in its view are comple
mentary and may together provide a balanced “package deal” accept
able to both of the great Powers:

Group The following measures are those to be considered to 
halt the arms race, as a most important prelude to disarmament:

(1) Halting production of fissionable materials for use in 
weapons;

(2) the prevention of wider dissemination of nuclear weapons 
by prohibiting accessibility to them and regulating future disposal of 
nuclear materials for peaceful uses;

(3) freezing the production of strategic armaments by adopting 
appropriate measures which should not compromi^ the security of 
either party.

Group The following measures are those to be taken against 
a possible surprise attack by oiie party or the other;

(1) the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the States 
parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the States members of NATO;

(2) effecting a physical disengagement at the most critical and 
dangerous points of contact. This may be achieved by establishing 
atoin-free zones, by immediate or gradual withdrawal of forces from 
foreign territories and by the establishment of observation posts on 
both sides to a depth consistent with the objective in view.̂

 ̂Ante, pp. 282-283. For the Joint Statement, see Documents on Disarmament,
1961, pp. 439-442.

RNDC/PV.161. pp. 26-27.
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As some of the collateral measures might be ripe to be agreed upon 
independently, the U.A.E,. presented some ideas and suggestions with 
regard to the most important and most urgent of those measures.

(2) Non-Dissemination of Nxiclear Weapons

The United Arab Republic:
(A) As the concept of non-dissemination itself, is a kind of freeze 

of the deployment of nuclear weapons by other States, and as the 
United States proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles in
cludes a freeze of their deployment the U.A.R.̂  therefore, suggested 
that the United States plan for a verified freeze of strategical nuclear 
weapons be applied to the creation of the multilateral force. On such 
an assumption would the Eastern countries accept reaching independ
ent agreements on both the non-dissemination issue and the question 
of freezing strategical weapons under control measures acceptable to 
both sides, having in mind that the Eastern coimtries do not object to 
the idea of the freeze in itself.^

(B) In view of the fact that the principle of non-dissemination is 
not only desired by both sides but also agreed upon, the U.A.R. sub
mitted for consideration the following three ideas which might over
come the obstacles to agreement:

(1) The nuclear Powers should engage in negotiations with a 
view to issuing a declaration on non-dissemination, based on the Irish 
Resolution  ̂which will bar any access to nuclear weapons and in which 
both sides undertake to refrain from relinquishing control of nuclear 
weapons, from transmitting the information necessary for their manu
facture to States not possessing such weapons and from transferring 
the weapons themselves to those States.

(2) Parallel to the negotiations on this declaration, the Nuclear 
Powers might engage in a discussion of a technical nature in a body of 
experts which, in our opinion, might be in a better practical position to 
state whether the multilateral force leads to dissemination and whether 
the fingers of the other State are on the firing trigger or on the safety 
catch.

Pending the result of the work of that technical body, in order to 
facilitate the discussion, the existing arrangements should not be devel
oped beyond the present stage, and both sides should refrain from 
taking any action which might jeopardize the success of an eventual 
agreement on non-dissemination. That technical discussion would of 
course be limited to a reasonable time or have a fixed target date.

 ̂Ante, pp. 142-146.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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(3) The declaration of the Nuclear Powers should be transformed 
in due course into an appropriate international treaty to be concluded 
under the auspices of the United Nations, and open to all States to 
become parties to it.̂

(3) Verified Freeze of the Nv/mher and Gharacteristics of Strategic 
Nuclear Offensive and Defensive Yehicles

United Arab Republic
The simplest way to halt the arms race, which is probably a most 

important prelude to disarmament, would be by making a verified halt 
of the development and production of armaments and to shut down the 
plants. Nuclear weapons and their vehicles of delivery should take 
fost priority in this respect, with the adopticai of appropriate measures 
which should not compromise the security of either party

(4) Halting Production of Fissile Material for Weafon Use and the 
Question of Inspection and Control

The United Arab Republic
-Believes that the use of nuclear energy for the production of nuclear 

weapons should be halted at once, with the additional transfer of all 
stockpiles to peaceful uses, and agrees that appropriate and effective 
verification should be applied to prevent the use of fissile material in 
weapons.̂

(6 ) Destruction of Aircraft Bomhers

The United Arab Republic
In the light of close analysis of both the Soviet Union’s proposal 

for the destruction of all bombers, and the United States proposal 
for the destruction of B-4T and TU-16 bombers.

The United Arab Republic suggested for discussion and considera - 
tion by the Committee the following three interrelated items:

1 -  the cessation of production of all bombers;
2 -  the destruction of all bombers;
3 -  the establishment of a carefully phased programme for the de

struction of all bombers, which would start with the United States 
proposal for the destruction of 3-47, TU-16 and other bombers.̂

(6) Reduction of Military Budgets 
The United Arab Republic 

Suggested that the Committee should make an appeal to all the

‘ Ante, pp. 331-332.
* ENDO/PV. 161, p. 13.
 ̂Ante, p. 146.

*A'tite, pp. 146-148.
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major Powers, whether represented in our Committee or not, and not 
merely to the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialistic Eepul?- 
lics, unilaterally to reduce or to continue to reduce their military

' t *

budgets in the future on the basis of mutual example. The Eighteen- 
Nation Committee could be used as a sort of clearing house by both 
Parties for proclaiming their intention to reduce their military budgets 
in the future, while specifying the amount they want to reduce each 
year and where the cuts will be made.

As to the field where reductions should be made first, we suggest 
to begin, with the resources earmarked for the most destructive weap
ons, which are the nuclear weapons.̂

_ _ _ _ t  _ _ _ .

I l l  U n d e r g r o u n d  N u c l e a r  T e st s  . ‘
1 ■ ' ' .

The United Arab Republic !' f
(a) Ke-empliasized again the importance of the improvement in 

the detection techniques to reduce the number of on-sii^ inspections 
and ultimately eliminate such inspections, and that goal could be 
reached by improvement either unilaterally or by exchanging scien
tific information bilaterally and multilaterally.

(b) In view of the fact that both sides in 1960 included in their 
negotiations the idea of banning all tests, including underground tests 
above seismic magnitude 4.75, we believe— view of the recent de
velopment in the detection and identification systems:—̂ that the Com
mittee should call upon the nuclear powers to enlarge the partial test- 
ban treaty in order to cover the banning of underground tests, at least 
of the above-mentioned seismic magnitude.

(c) We think that scientific cooperation under the formula we 
suggested before could help improve the capabilities of detecting and 
identifying smaller underground tests, and the threshold could be pro
gressively lowered to match such improvements. This could be on the 
whole another step towards banning all tests for all tirne.

IV P rocedure  (L e v e l  of t h e  C o n f e r e n c e )

The United Arab Republic
Reiterated its support to the idea of convening the conference 

at the level of Foreign Ministers, whose meeting together could ad
vance and invigorate the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee and 
open a firm path towards a meeting of the Heads of State and Govern
ment of the nations composing this Committee.̂

^Ante, pp. 150-151.
ENDO/PV.169, p. 56.
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Eight Nation Memorandum Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, September 14, 1964 ^

In response to world public opinion, and to the express will of the 
United Nations as embodied in various resolutions adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly, a treaty was signed at Moscow in July, 1963 for the 
bamiing of nuclear weapon test explosions in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and under water.̂  This treaty has been welcomed by the world 
as a whole. It has reduced the hazard of increased radio-activity re
sulting from nuclear fall-out. It has also contributed to the relaxation 
of international tension and the building of greater confidence.

The delegations of the eight non-aligned States participating in the 
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, wel
come the fact that the treaty has been signed by more than one hundred 
States. However, effective elimination of the threat of radio-activity 
resulting from nuclear fall-out requires that all States adhere to the 
treaty. These delegations express the hope that the treaty will be 
acceded to by all States as called for in operative paragraph 1 of 
United Nations General Assembly resolution 1910 (XVIII).®

The delegations of the eight non-aligned States have taken note of 
the United Nations General Assembly resolution (A/RES/1910— 
XVIII) which requested the Eighteen-Nation Committee to continue 
with a sense of urgency its negotiations to achieve the objectives set 
forth in the preamble of the treaty, that is the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all times.

The delegations of the eight non-aligned States have also noted that 
the major nuclear Powers, who are the original signatories to the 
treaty, have expressed their determination to continue such negotia
tions. These delegations, however, express their regret that no prog
ress in this direction has been made during this year’s sessions of the 
Conference. They also recall in this connexion that the General As

* ENDC/145, Sept. 14,1964. The memorandum was submitted by Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United Arab Republic. The 
Brazilian delegation appended the following statement:

“The expression ‘non-aligned states’ used in this memorandum is understood 
by the delegation of Brazil to have the specific sense in relation to Brazil of 
‘States which do not belong either to NATO or to the Warsaw Pact’ and to refer 
only to the participation of Brazil in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Com
mittee.”

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
® Ibid., p. 627.
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sembly in the first operative paragraph of its resolution 1762 (XVII) 
has condemned all nuclear weapon tests.̂

The delegations of the eight non-aligned States appreciate the fact 
that there are differences among the Nuclear Powers on the question 
of identification and need for verification of underground tests. They, 
nevertheless, do not consider such obstacles as insurmountable and 
would, therefore, urge the Nuclear Powers to take all immediate steps 
towards an agreement to ban all nuclear weapon tests and to discon
tinue all such tests. Such steps could, in their view, be facilitated by 
the exchange of scientific and other information between the Nuclear 
Powers or by the improvement of detiection and identification tech
niques, if necessary.

Address by President Johnson at Seattle: Direction and 
Control of Nuclear Power, September 16, 1964*

Nineteen years ago President Tmman announced: “The force from 
which the sun draws its power has been loosed.” ® In a singlOj fiery 
flash the world as we had known it was forever changed. Into our 
hands had come much of the responsibility for the life of freedom, for 
the life of our civilization, and for the life of man on this planet, and 
the realities of atomic power placed much of that burden in the hands 
of the President of the United States.

Let no one think atomic weapons are simply bigger and more de
structive than other weapons— ĵust another development like the air
plane or the tank. The total number of Americans killed in battle 
from the Revolution until tonight is a little over 526,000 people. 
Today a single nuclear weapon can kill more than 526,000.

Our experts tell us as of today that a full-scale nuclear exchange 
between the East and the West would kill almost 300 million people 
around the world, and in the midst of that terror and tragedy we 
could expect that weapon after weapon would soon engulf a portion of 
mankind. A cloud of deadly radiation would drift and destroy, inen- 
acing eveiy living thing on God’s earth, and in those unimaginable 
hours unborn generations would forever be lamed.

 ̂m a., 1962, vol. II, p. 1030.
“ Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 5,1964, pp. 458-460.
* New York Times, Aug. 7,1945, p. 4.
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Now, in the face of these facts, every American President has 
drawn the same conclusion:

President Harry Truman said: “Such a war is not a possible policy 
for rational men.” ^

President Eisenhower said: *‘In a nuclear war there can be no vic
tors—only losers.” ^
t ‘President Kennedy said: “Total war makes no sense . . . ^
.«;And I say that we must learn to live with each other or we will 

each other.

T he Meaning of the A tomic A ge

I'nMany forces have converged to make the modem world. Atomic 
p6wer is very high among those forces, but what has the atomic age 
mea,nt for us who have come here to this dinner tonight?

It means, I think, that we have a unique responsibility, unique in 
history, for the defense of freedom. Our nuclear power alone has 
deterred Soviet aggression. Under the shadow of our strength, our 
friends have kept their freedom and have built their nations.

It means that we can no longer wait for the tides of conflict to touch 
our shores.

It ini^ns that great powers can never again delude themselves into 
thinking that war will be painless or that victory will be easy. Thus, 
atomic power creates urgent pressure for peaceful settlements and for 
the'strengthening of the United Nations.
' 'I t‘in4ans a change must come in the life of nations. Man has 
foUght^since time began, and now it has become clear that the conse
quences of conflict are greater than any gain, and man just simply 
must cnanfire ii man is to survive.

For Americans, it means that control over nuclear weapons must be 
cyhtiftilized in the hands of the highest and the most responsible officer 
f̂'̂ govieriiment—the President of the United States. He, alone, has 

b̂ en chosen by all the people to lead all the Nation. He, alone, is the 
constitutional Commltnder in Chief of the Nation. On his prudence 

;wis,dom alone can rest the decision which can alter or destroy the 
Nation, i* The responsibility for the control of U.S. nuclear weapons 
rests solely with the President, who exercises the control of their use 
jix̂ all foreseeable circumstances. This has been the case since 1945, 
liHider rfour Presidents. It will continue to be the case as long as I am 
‘PMideiit of the United States.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 19,1953, p. 94.
^Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 

1960-61, p. 442.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 215.
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In this atomic age we have always been required to show restraint 
as well as strength. At moments of decisive tests, our nuclear power 
has been essential. But we have never rattled our rockets or come 
carelessly to the edge of war. Each of the great conflicts of this cen
tury have begun when nations wrongly thought others would shrink 
before their might. As I and my predecessors have said, we may

• i

have to use nuclear weapons to defend American freedom, but I will 
never let slip the engines of destruction because of a reckless and rash 
miscalculation about our adversaries.

S teps To Lessen D anger of N uclear Contmcjt

We have worked consistently to bring nuclear weapons under care
ful control and to lessen the danger of nuclear conflict, and this policy 
has been the policy of the United States of America for 19 years now, 
under both Democratic and Republican administrations, and this will 
continue to be the policy of the United States of America.

First, we have worked to avoid war by accident or miscalculation. 
I believe the American people should know the steps that we have 
taken to eliminate the danger of accidental attack by our strategic 
forces, and I am going to talk about that tonight. The release of 
nuclear weapons would come by Presidential decision alone. Com
plex codes and electronic devices prevent any unauthorized action. 
Every further step along the way from decision to destruction is gov
erned by the two-man rule. Two or more men must act independently 
and must decide the order has been given. They must independently 
take action. An elaborate system of checks and counterchecks, pro
cedural and mechanical, guard against any unaiithorized nuclear 
bursts. In addition, since 1961 we have placed permissive-action links 
on several of our weapons. These are electromechanical locks which 
must be opened by secret combination before action at all is possible, 
and we are extending this system. The American people and all the 
world can rest assured that we have taken every step man can devise 
to insure that neither a madman nor a malfunction could ever trigger 
nuclear war.

We have also worked to avoid war by miscalculation. There may 
be little time for decision between our first warning and our need to 
reply. If our weapons could be easily destroyed, we would have to 
make the final decision in a matter of minutes. By protecting our 
power against surprise attack, we give ourselves more time to confirm 
that war has actually begun. Thus, we have placed missiles in pro
tected, underground sites. We have placed, missiles beneath the seas. 
And we have provided constant and secure communication between 
strategic forces and the Commander in Chief, the President of the 
United States.
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I do not want to fight a war that no one meant to begin. We have 
worked to limit the spread of nuclear weapons. The dignity and the 
interest of our allies demands that they share nuclear responsibility, 
and we have proposed such measures. The secrets of the atom are 
known to many people. No single nation can forever prevent their use. 
If effective arms control is not achieved, we may see the day when these 
frightful, fearful weapons are in the hands of many nations. Their 
concern and capacity for control may be more limited than our own.

So our work against nuclear spread must go on.
Third, we have developed ways to meet force with appropriate force 

by expanding and modernizing our conventional forces. We have in
creased our ground forces. We have increased our tactical air force. 
We have increased our airlift. We have increased our stock of the 
most modem weapons.

Thus, we do not need to use nuclear power to solve every problem. 
We will not let our might make us musclebound.

Fourth, we have worked to damp down disputes and to contain con
flict. In an atomic world, any spark might ignite the bonfire. Thus, 
our responses are firm but measured. We saw an example of that in 
the Tonkin Gulf just the other day. Thus, we pursue peaceful settle
ment in many remote corners of the globe.

Fifth, we constantly work toward arms control. A test ban agree
ment has ended atmospheric explosions which were poisoning the at
mosphere.̂  We have established a “hot line” for instant communica
tion between the United States and Moscow in case of crisis.̂

As President, I ordered a cutback of unnecessary nuclear produc
tion,® and this year we submitted several major new proposals to the 
disarmament conference in Geneva.̂  I will pursue with vigor all of 
those proposals.

These are only first steps. But they point the way toward the ulti
mate elimination of ultimate destruction. So long as I am your Pres
ident, I intend to follow that course with all the patience at my com
mand. In these ways, for 19 dangerous years, my three predecessors 
have acted to insure the survival of the Nation, to insure survival of 
our freedom and to insure survival of our race. That will always be 
my policy, and this is the wish of the people of the United States.

• • • • • • •

Conflict among nations will trouble this planet and will test our pa
tience for a long time to come. And as long as weapons are necessary,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19G3, pp. 291-293.
 ̂IMd., pp. 236-238.

® Ante, pp. 4, 165-166.
* Ante, pp. 7-0.



V
%

JOHNSON MESSAGE, SEPTEMBER 17 433

wisdom in their contrpl is going to be needed. The man who guides 
them holds in his hands the hopes of survival for the entire world.

As I exercise my cares every day and every night, I often think of 
those who have just begun and those who are yet unborn. I want them 
to have a chance. With all my power, and all the aid the Lord offers, 
me, I will help give them that chance. And, I think, so will all of you.

In many ways the world tonight is now in the valley of the shadow. 
But there is an old poem that ends: “ . . . westward, look, the land is 
bright.” From this Western shore tonight I believe we, too, can see a 
brightening land. Our country is fnoving forward. It is carrying 
with it the advancing ranks of freedom. Somehow or other—optimist 
that I am—I just believe that peace is coming nearer. If this is so, we 
may one day see fulfilled the prophecy of the Bible: “‘The morning 
stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy.” ^

Thank you; good night.

Message From President Johnson to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, September 17, 1964 ^

Peace is still the one item on your agenda and the leading item on 
the agenda of mankind.

Our Conference was formed because nations have learned that peace 
cannot be assured by military preparedness alone. They have learned 
that they must work together if our world is to be moved toward last- 
ing peace instead of war.

War is senseless in the world of today when a single nuclear weapon 
can contain more explosive force than all the bombs dropped in World 
War II.

War is senseless when nations can inflict devastating d^age and 
incalculable suffering on each other and the rest of the world in the 
space of an hour.

I pledge the best efforts of which my country is capable to prevent 
such a war. To this end—to deter aggression— m̂y country is main
taining the most powerful defence force in its peacetime history. 
But in the world of today, the quest for peace demands much more 
than military preparedness. It demands the elimination of the causes 
of war and the building of a firm foundation for peace.

In the quest for peace, this Conference has already played a sig
nificant role.

" Job 38: 7.
’ ENDO/147, Sept. 17,1964.

774-812—65------ 29
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Already the world is somewhat safer because of the efforts of the 
nations represented here. The air we breathe is no longer being con
taminated by nuclear tests. Nuclear weapons are being kept out of 
space. Announcements have been made that planned production of 
fissionable material for nuclear weapons is being limited. Better 
means of emergency communications exist ito help prevent an unin
tended nuclear exchange. For the first time, friends and adversaries 
alike have taken steps together to bring the nuclear arms race under 
control.

Limited as they are, these achievements are cause for some satis
faction. They followed sixteen years of post-war disarmament talks 
which produced neither agreement nor the basis for agreement.

The year 1961 saw the first steps to build the basis for later agree
ment. The McCloy-Zorin negotiations produced a Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles to guide disarmament deliberations.  ̂ This was 
followed by agreement on the framework for this Conference. In 
my country, a new Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was 
created to give new impetus toward the goal which we all share. This 
is a. goal which the United States Congress described as “a world 
which is free from the scourge of war and the dangers and burdens 
of armaments; in which the use of force has been subordinated to the 
rule of law; and in which international adjustments to a changing 
world are achieved peacefully.” ^

This Conference began in 1962. In that year, your deliberations 
included tliree proposals which formed the foundation for the three 
forward steps taken in 1963—the nuclear test ban treaty,® the com
munications link between Washington and Moscow,̂  and the United 
Nations Resolution against nuclear weapons in space.®

The year 1964 has witnessed announcements by my country, the 
Soviet Union and the United Kingdom that the planned production 
of fissionable material for nuclear weapons would be limited.®

This year also brought more concrete proposals for safeguarded and 
realistic agreements than any other year since before World War II. 
These proposals have included urgently needed steps to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons. They have included measures to cease 
the production of fissionable materials for nuclear weapons and to 
freeze the numbers and characteristics of strategic delivery systems.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442. 
IMd., p. 482.
IMd., 1963, pp. 291-293.

" lUd., pp. 236-238.
® im . ,  p. 538.
• Ante, pp. 4,165-166,166-168,171.
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They have included plans to decrease the danger of war by accident, 
miscalculation or surprise attack.'̂

This year has not witnessed agreement on any of these proposals. 
We hope that, like 1961 and 1962, it has witnessed the groundwork being 
laid for the agreements of the future.

The road to peace is not an easy one. The concrete gains .so far 
achieved required long and diligent effort. So will the accomplish
ments of tomorrow.

As you recess temporarily your deliberations in Geneva, let each 
nation represented here resolve to continue at home its consideration 
of the proposals made at this Conference. Let each nation use this 
time for reflection. Let each nation return to the reconvened Con
ference prepared to take additional steps toward peace.

Let us all contribute to building a safer tomorrow.

v‘

T ! •  '

Fifth Interim Progress Report by the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee to the Disarmament Com
mission and the General Assembly, September 17, 
1964'

The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Conmiittee on Disarma
ment transmits to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and«

to the Nineteenth Sessioii of the General Assembly, a report on the 
Committee’s deliberation on all questions before it for the period 21 
J anuary 1964 to 17 September 1964.

Representatives of the following States continued their participa
tion in the work of the Committee:

Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, India, 
Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America.

I. General and Complete Disarmament

The Committee has continued consideration of general and complete 
disarmament. Measures of the first stage of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament regarding: nuclear weapons delivery vehicles, 
conventional armaments, and nuclear disarmament together with ap-

pp. 7-9.
*BNDO/148, Sept. 17, 1964. The documentary annexes are not printed here.
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propriate control measures (ENDC/52)  ̂were discussed. These dis
cussions continued to give primary consideration to a revised draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament, submitted by the Soviet 
Union on 26 November 1962 (ENDC/2/E.ev. 1, transmitted as part of 
Annex I of the Committee’s report on 10 April 1963, as amended on 4 
February 1964, ENDC/2/Rev. 1/Add. 1),̂  and to the outline of basic 
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peace
ful world submitted by the United States on 18 April 1962 (ENDC/ 
30, transmitted as part of Annex I of the Committee’s report of 31 
May 1962, ENDC/30/Add. 1 and ENDC/30/Add. 2, transmitted as 
part of Annex I of the Committee’s report of 7 September 1962, and 
ENDC/30/Add. 3, transmitted as part of Annex I of the Committee’s 
report of 29 August 1963)

On 14 September 1964, the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic pre
sented separate memoranda containing a brief resume of the sugges
tions and proposals made by each delegation on general and complete 
disarmament which were discussed during 1964 in the Conference of 
the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC/144).^

II. Measures aimed at the lessenmg of international tension  ̂the con
solidation of conftdenoe among States  ̂and facilitating general and 
complete disarmament

The Committee in its efforts to achieve and implement the widest 
possible agreement at the earliest possible date, continued considera
tion in its plenary meetings of such measures as could be agreed to 
prior to, and as would facilitate the achievement of, general and com
plete disarmament.

On 21 January 1964, at the 157th meeting, the United States sub
mitted a Message of President Lyndon B. Johnson to the Conference 
of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC/120).® 
The United States also submitted that day the Text of a Letter from 
the President of the United States to the Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR delivered on 18 January 1964 (ENDC/119).®

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.
* For the revised Soviet draft treaty, see iMd., pp. 913-938. The amendments 

of Feb. 4, 1964, appear ante, p. 22. The ENDO report of Apr. 10, 1963, may be 
found in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 170-173.

 ̂For the U.S. treaty outline and amendments, see ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382; 
vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730, and 1963, p. 327. The ENDC reports of Sept. 7, 1962, 
and Aug. 29, 1963, appear iMd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 865-871, and ibid., 1963, pp. 
428-432, respectively.

* Ante, pp. 403-427.
® Ante, pp. 7-9.
'Ante, pp. 5-7.
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On 19 March 1964, at the 176th meeting,̂  on 16 April 1964, at the 
184th meeting,̂ , on 25 June 1964, at the 193rd meeting,® on 27th August 
1964, at the 211th meeting,  ̂ and on 10 September 1964, at the 215th 
meeting,® the United States made additional proposals elaborating its 
proposals for a verified freeze on the numbers and characteristics of 
strategic nuclear vehicles, for a verified cut-off of production of fission
able material for use in nuclear weapons, for a verified mutual destruc
tion of B-47 and TU-16 bombers, and on the non-proliferation of 
niiclear weapons.

On 21 January 1964, at the 157th meeting, the Soviet Union sub
mitted Replies by the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, to Questions put to him by Mr. H. 
Shapiro, Chief Correspondent of the United Press International 
Agency in Moscow on 31 December 1963 (ENDC/118).®

On 28 January 1964, at the 160th meeting, the Soviet Union sub
mitted a Memorandum of the Government of the USSR on measures 
for slowing down the armaments race and relaxing international ten
sion (ENDC/123).^

On 25 June 1964, at the 193rd meeting,® on 16 July 1964, at the 199th 
meeting,® and on 13 August 1964, at the 207th meeting,̂ ® respectively, 
the Soviet Union made additional proposals elaborating on Item 3 
(reduction of military budgets). Item 8 (elimination of bomber air
craft) , and Item 6 (prevention of the further spread of nuclear weap
ons) of the afore-mentioned Memorandum of the Government of the 
USSR, dated 28 January 1964.

On 13 February 1964, at the 166th meeting, Brazil submitted a 
Working Paper of the Brazilian Delegation for an Agreement on the 
Application of Savings on Military Expenditures (ENDC/126).^^

On 26 March 1964, at the l78th meeting, the United Kingdom sub
mitted a Paper on Observation Posts (ENDC/130)

On 21 April 1964, at the 185th meeting, the Soviet Union submitted 
a statement by Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR, announcing a decision of the Soviet Govem-

 ̂Ante, pp. 101-105.
 ̂Ante, pp. 157-162.
 ̂Ante, pp. 235-238.

" Ante, pp. 367-373.
® Ante, pp. 395-403.
Documents on Disarm.ament, 196S, pp. 652-654.
Ante, pp. 1^17.
 ̂Ante, pp. 228-235.

® Ante, pp. 284r-288.
“ Ante, pp. 339-351.

Ante, pp. 42-44.
“ Ante, pp. 115-118.
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ment: 1. To stop straiglitaway the constniction of two new large 
atomic reactors for the production of plutonium. 2. During the next 
few years to reduce substantially the production of uranium-235 for 
nuclear weapons. 3. To allocate accordingly more fissionable materi
als for peaceful uses. (ENDC/131.) ^

On 21 April 1964, at the 185th meeting the United States submitted 
excerpts from an address by President Lyndon B. Johnson in which he 
stated that he had ordered a further substantial reduction in the 
United States production of enriched uranium, to be carried out over a 
four-year period. When added to previous reductions this will mean 
an over-all decrease in the production of plutonium by 20 per cent, and 
of enriched uranium by 40 per cent. (ENDC/132.) ^

On 21 April 1964, at the 185th meeting, the representative of the 
United Kingdom announced that his Government was pursuing a 
policy along similar lines in this matter.®

The Committee, in the communique issued at the close of the 185th 
meeting, noted “with great satisfaction” the statements by the rep
resentatives of the USSR and the United States concerning the 
announcements on 20 April by President Johnson and Chairman Khru
shchev of steps which their Governments are taking to reduce fission
able materials production for weapon purposes, and the statement by 
the representative of the United Kingdom.^

On 25 June 1964, at the 193rd meeting, the United States submitted 
a Working Paper on Inspection of a Fissionable Material Cut-off 
(ENDC/134).®

On 29 July 1964, a list of General Assembly Resolutions Referring 
to Tasks df the Eighteen Niation Committee on Disarmament, pre
pared by the Secretariat, pursuant to the decision of the Committee 
at its 202nd meeting on 28 July 1964, was circulated (EN’DC/139). 
These resolutions, including Resolution 1909 (XVIII) on 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 Resolution 1910 (XVIII) on the urgent need for suspension of 
nuclear and thermonuclear tests,̂  were discussed at several plenary 
meetings.

On 6 August 1964, at the 205th meeting, the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics, the United Kingdom and the United States submitted

* Ante, pp. 166-168.
® Ante, pp. 165-166.
® See also Prime Minister Douglas-Home’s statement (ante, p. 171).
’ Ante, p. 170.
 ̂Ante, pp. 235-238.

* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 626.
 ̂im . ,  p. 627.
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a Joint Statement by their Governments on the First Anniversary 
of the Signing of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water (ENDC/140.)^

On 7 August 1964, the Soviet Union submitted replies by the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, 
to questions put to him by the editorial staff of the newspapers 
“Pravda” and “Izvestiya” on 4 August 1964 (ENDC/141)

On 14 September 1964, the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic jire- 
sented. separate memoranda containing a brief resume of the sugges
tions and proposals made by each delegation on collateral measures 
which were discussed during 1964 in the Conference of the Eighteen 
Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC/144)

On 14 September 1964, the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United Arab Re|)ublic sub
mitted a Joint Memorandum on the question of a treaty banning all 
nuclear weapon tests (ENDC/145)

In general the questions before the Conmiittee were discussed in a 
thorough and concrete manner. All the participants in the Committee 
took an active part in this discussion. Many interesting proposals 
were put forward.

Thus far, the Committee has not reached any specific agreement 
either on questions of general and complete disarmament or on meas
ures aimed at the lessening of international tension.

The Committee expresses the hope that the useful discussions and 
exchange of views during the period covered by the report will facili
tate agreement in the further work of the Committee.

III. Meetings of the Oo-Ghairmen

During the period covered by this report, the Representatives of the 
United States of America and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, in their capacity as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, have held numerous meetings. The schedule 
of and procedure for the work of the Conference, general and complete 
disarmament, and measures aimed at the lessening of international 
tension, the consolidation of confidence among States, and facilitating 
general and complete disarmament were discussed and developed.

 ̂Ante, p. 325. For the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291- 
293.

® Ante, pp. 312-314.
* Ante, pp. 403-427.
* Ante, pp. 428-429.
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IV. Procedwal Arrangements

A. Sixty-one plenary meetings took place between 21 January 1964 
and 17 September 1964.

B. The Committee, at an informal meeting on 23 April 1964, agreed 
to a recess beginning 28 April 1964, and to a resumption of work in 
Geneva on 9 June 1964.

C. The Committee, at its 212th meeting on 1 September 1964, de
cided to adjourn this session of the Conference following its plenary 
meeting on 17 September 1964. The Committee decided to resume 
its meetings in Geneva as soon as possible after the termination of the 
consideration of disarmament at the 19th Session of the General As
sembly, on a date to be decided by the two Co-Chairmen after con
sultation with the members of the Committee.

Y. Gonference D ocuments

Transmitted as Annex II to this report is a list of all documents 
and verbatim records of the plenary meetings.

This report is submitted by the Co-Chairmen on behalf of the Con
ference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics United States of America

S. K. Tsarapkin William C. Foster

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk on Chinese 
Communist Nuclear Program, September 29, 1964 ^

For some time it has been known that the Chinese Communists were 
approaching the point where they might be able to detonate a first 
nuclear device. Such an explosion might occur in the near future. If 
it does occur, we shall know about it and will make the information 
public.

It has been known since the I950’s that the Chinese Communists have 
been working to develop a nuclear device. They not only failed to 
sign but strongly opposed the nuclear test ban treaty which has been 
signed by over 100 countries. The detonation of a first device does 
not mean a stockpile of nuclear weapons and the presence of modern 
delivery systems. The United States has fully anticipated the possi
bility of Peiping’s entry into the nuclear weapons field and has taken

Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 19, 1964, pp. 542-543. The first Chinese 
Communist nuclear explosion took place Oct. 16 (see post, pp. 448-451).
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it into full account in determining our military posture and our own 
nuclear weapons program. We would deplore atmospheric testing 
in the face of serious efforts made by almost all other nations to pro
tect the atmosphere from further contamination and to begin to put 
limitations upon a spiraling arms race.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
on India and the Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons, 
October 8, 1964^

Q. Mr. Secretary^ within the last week India has said̂  in light of 
some possihilities of Chinese nuclear explosion  ̂ that tt cam, change its 
'policy and start developmg nuclear weapons wUhki a year or 18 months 
if they consider it necessa/ry.̂  What would the United States attitude 
ie toward this development if India does decide it was necessary to 
change its policy?

A. Well, it is my impression that the Prime Minister and other offi
cials in the Indian Government have indicated that their attitude 
moves in the other direction. It is truej as I think all of us know, 
that India has the capacity to move, and to move fairly proinptly, into 
the nuclear weapons field. They have the necessary capacity in nu
clear physics, they have the necessary industrial plant. But they have 
indicated that they do not intend to go down this trail.

We feel that India’s decision to direct its exploitation of nuclear 
energy to peaceful purposes only is a great contribution to world peace 
and to the welfare of humanity, both in India and throughout the 
world. India’s policy, which was restated by Prime Minister Shastri 
just yesterday,® sharply contrasts with that of Conmiunist China.

You see, here’s a country that is among those who could move in 
this direction and they have announced that they do not intend to move 
in this direction. And that is a course of restraint and moderation 
which looks toward the longer range possibilities of peace. You see, 
it’s not just a question of whether one other nuclear power comes into 
being. The question is what happens if 15,20,25 nuclear powers come 
into being. And it is important that all governments look at this as 
a very sober problem, as to how we deal with this Pandora’s box that 
was opened some 20 years ago.

 ̂Department of 8tate Bulletin, Oct. 26,1964, p. 579.
® See New TorJe Times, Oct. 4,1964, p. 30.
® lUd., Oct. 8,1964, p. 1.
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Letter From the Indian Representative (Chakravarty) to 
Secretary-General Thant: Proposed Agenda Item on 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons for the Nine
teenth General Assembly, October 10, 1964 ^

I have the honour, under the instructions of my Government, to 
propose for inclusion in the agenda of the nineteenth session of the 
General Assembly the supplementary item “Non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons”.

An explanatory memorandum in accordance with rule 20 of the rules 
of procedure of the General Assembly is attached.

B. N. Chakravarty

PeTTThcment Representative of India 
to the United Nations

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM

1. At its fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth sessions, the General 
Assembly considered the problem of non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons and adopted resolutions 1380 (XIV) 1576 (XV),® 1664 
(XVI)  ̂ and 1665 (XVI).® In its last resolution on the subject 
adopted at the initiative of the Irish delegation, the Assembly was 
convinced that an increase in the number of States possessing nuclear 
weapons was growing “more imminent” and threatened not only to 
extend and intensify the arms race but also to increase the difficulties 
of avoiding war and of establishing international peace and security 
based on the rule of law. By the same resolution, the Assembly con
sidered that the conclusion of an international agreement on non
proliferation of nuclear weapons was necessary and called upon all 
States— n̂uclear States as well as States not possessing nuclear 
weapons— t̂o direct their efforts to that end.

2. Through protracted negotiations, the Powers came to an agree
ment on [a] test ban and a treaty in that regard was signed in Moscow 
last year.® That was an important landmark in the disarmament dis
cussions. It restricted the development of nuclear weapons and im
plied the renunciation of the manufacture of these weapons of mass 
destruction on the part of those non-nuclear States who subscribed to 
the test-ban treaty. But as the treaty did not specifically prohibit 
manufacture, acquisition, receipt or transference of these weapons, 
the conclusion of an agreement on non-proliferation of nuclear weap-

' A/5758, Oct. 10, 1964.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1547.
 ̂IMd., 1960, p. 373.

1961,] ,̂ 693,
® Ibid., p. 694.
® Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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\

ons would be the next logical step after the signing of the test-ban 
treaty.

3. The Government of India, in common with a large number of 
Member States as well as an overwhelming volume of world opinion, 
is deeply concerned at the danger inherent in the spread of nuclear 
weapons and attaches great importance to measures for limiting the 
same. The Heads of African States have recently declared their 
readiness to undertake an international treaty not to manufacture 
or acquire nuclear weapons and called upon all peace-loving nations 
to adhere to the same undertaking.  ̂ The increasing capacity of a 
large number of countries to make nuclear and thermo-nuclear weap
ons makes the adoption of measures in that direction all the more 
imperative. The chances of success towards preventing the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons are greater now than afterwards when more 
Powers would come to possess these deadly weapons. The acquisition 
of these weapons by more Powers is bound to create more complica
tions in regard to general and complete disarmament and aggravate 
the danger of nuclear war.

4. In view of the urgency and importance of concluding an agree
ment or treaty on non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, the Govern
ment of India requests that an item entitled “Non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons” be inscribed in the agenda for consideration by the 
General Assembly at its nineteenth session.

Declaration by the Second Conference of Heads of State 
or Government of Nonaligned Countries [Extract}, 
October 10, 1964 ^

•  m •  •  • • •

G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m pl e t e  D is a r m a m e n t ; P e a c e f u l  U se  o p  A t o m ic  

I jNer g y , P r o h ib it io n  of A l l  N u c l Ex\ r  W e a p o n  T e st s , E s t a b l is h 

m e n t  of N u c l e a r - F ree  Z o n e s , P r e v e n t io n  o f  D is s e m in a t io n  of 

N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s  a n d  A b o l it io n  o f  A l l  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s

The Conference emphasises the paramount importance of disarma
ment as one of the basic problems of the contemporary world, and 
stresses the necessity of reaching immediate and practical solutions 
which would free manl̂ ind from the danger of war and from a sense 
of insecurity.

The Conference notes with concern that the continuing arms race 
and the tremendous advances that have been made in the production 
of weapons of mass destruction and their stockpiling threaten the

 ̂Ante, pp. 294-295.
 ̂A/5763, Oct. 29,1964, pp. 21-28.
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world with armed conflict and annihilation. The Conference urges 
the great Powers to take new and urgent steps towards achieving 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective inter
national control.

The Conference regrets that despite the efforts of the members 
of the 18-Nation Committee on Disarmament, and in particular those 
of the non-aligned countries, the results have not been satisfactory. 
It urges the Great Powers, in collaboration with the other members 
of that Committee, to renew their efforts with determination with a 
view to the rapid conclusion of an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.

The Conference calls upon all States to accede to the Moscow Treaty 
partially banning the testing of nuclear weapons,̂  and to abide by 
its provisions in the interests of peace and the welfare of humanity.

The Conference urges the extension of the Moscow Treaty so as to 
include underground tests, and the discontinuance of such tests pend
ing the extension of the agreement.

The Conference urges the speedy conclusion of agreements on vari
ous other partial and collateral measures of disarmament proposed by 
the members of the 18-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

The Conference appeals to the Great Powers to take the lead in 
giving effect to decisive and immediate measures which would make 
possible substantial reductions in their military budgets.

The Conference requests the Great Powers to abstain from all pol
icies conducive to the dissemination of nuclear weapons and their 
by-products among those States which do not at present possess them. 
It underlines the great danger in the dissemination of nuclear weapons 
and urges all States, particularly those possessing nuclear weapons, 
to conclude non-dissemination agreements and to agree on measures 
providing for the gradual liquidation of the existing stock-piles of 
nuclear weapons.

As part of these efforts, the Heads of State or Government declare 
their own readiness not to produce, acquire or test any nuclear wea
pons, and call on all countries including those who have not subscribed 
to the Moscow Treaty to enter into a similar undertaking and to take 
the necessary steps to prevent their territories, ports and airfields 
from being used by nuclear powers for the deployment or disposition 
of nuclear weapons. This undertaking should be the subject of a 
treaty to be concluded in an international Conference convened under 
the auspices of the United Nations and open to accession by all States. 
The Conference further calls upon all nuclear Powers to observe the 
spirit of this declaration.

The Conference welcomes the agreement of the Great Powers not to 
orbit in outer space nuclear or other weapons of mass destruction  ̂and

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
m a., p. 538.
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expresses its conviction that it is necessary to conclude an international 
treaty prohibiting the utilisation of outer space for military purposes. 
The Conference urges full international cooperation in the peaceful 
uses of outer space.

The Conference requests those States which have succeeded in ex
ploring outer space, to exchange and disseminate information related 
to the research they have carried out in this field, so that scientific prog
ress for the peaceful utilization of outer space be of common benefit 
to all. The Conference is of the view that for this purpose an inter
national conference should be convened at an appropriate time.

The Conference considers that the declaration by African States 
regarding the denuclearization of Africa,  ̂the aspirations of the Latiu 
American countries to denuclearize their continent and the various

r

proposals pertaining to the denuclearization of areas in Europe and 
Asia are steps in the right direction because they assist in consolidating 
international peace and security and lessening international tensions.

The Conference recommends the establishment of denuclearized 
zones covering these and other areas and the oceans of the world, 
particularly those which have been hitherto free from nuclear weapons, 
in accordance with the desires expressed by th  ̂ States and peoples 
concerned.

The Conference also requests the nuclear Powers to respect these 
denuclearized zones.

The Conference is convinced that the convening of a world disarma
ment conference under the auspices of the United Nations to which 
all countries would be invited, would provide powerful support to 
the efforts which are being made to set in motion the process of dis
armament and for securing the further and steady development of this 
process.

The Conference theref ore urges the participating countries to take, 
at the forthcoming General Assembly of the United Nations, all the 
necessary steps for the holding of such a conference and of any other 
special conference for the conclusion of special agreements on certain 
measures of disarmament.

The Conference urges all nations to join in the cooperative develop
ment of the peaceful use of atomic energy for the benefit of all man
kind ; and in particular, to study the development of atomic power and 
other technical aspects in which international cooperation might be 
most effectively accomplished through the free flow of such scientific 
information.

VIII
M il it a r y  P a c t s , F o r eig n  T roops & B a se s

The Conference reiterates its conviction that the existence of mili
tary blocs, Great Power alliances and pacts arising therefrom has

 ̂Ante, pp. 294-295.



446 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

accentuated the cold war and heightened international tensions. The 
Non-Aligned Countries are therefore opposed to taking part in such 
pacts and alliances.

The Conference considers the maiQtenance or future establishment 
of foreign military bases and the stationing of foreign troops on the 
territories of other countries, against the expressed will of those coun
tries, as a gross violation of the sovereignty of States, and as a threat 
to freedom and international peace. It furthermore considers as par
ticularly indefensible the existence or future establishment of bases 
in dependent territories which could be used for the maintenance of 
colonialism or for other purposes.

Noting with concern that foreign military bases are in practice a 
means .of bringing pressure on nations and retarding their emanci
pation and development, based on their own ideological, political, 
economic and cultural ideas, the Conference declares its full support 
to the countries which are seeking to secure the evacuation of foreign 
bases on their territory and calls upon all States maintaining troops 
and bases in other countries to remove them forthwith.

The Conference considers that the maintenance at Guantanamo 
(Cuba) of a military base of the United States of America, in defiance 
of the will of the Government and people of Cuba and in defiance of 
the provisions embodied in the Declaration of the Belgrade Con
ference,̂  constitutes a violation of Cuba’s sovereignty and territorial 
integrity.

Noting that the Cuban Government expresses its readiness to 
settle its dispute over the base of Guantanamo with the United States 
on an equal footing, the Conference urges the United States Govern
ment to negotiate the evacuation of this base with the Cuban 
Government.

The Conference condemns the expressed intention of imperialist 
powers to establish bases in the Indian Ocean, as a calculated attempt 
to intimidate the emerging countries of Africa and Asia and an un
warranted extension of the policy of neo-colonialism and imperialism.

The Conference also recommends the elimination of the foreign 
bases in Cyprus and the withdrawal of foreign troops from this coun
try, except for those stationed there by virtue of United Nations 
resolutions.

IX
T he U nited N ations : I ts E-ole in  I nternational A ffairs, I mple-

MENATION OF I t S RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENT OF I t S C h ARTER

The participating countries declare:
The United Nations Organisation was established to promote inter

national peace and security, to develop international understanding

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 380.
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and co-operation, to safeguard human rights and fundamental free
dom and to achieve all the purposes of the Charter. In order to be 
an effective instrument, the United Nations Organization must be 
open to all the States of the world. It is particularly necessary that 
countries still under colonial domination should attain independence 
without delay and take their rightful place in the community of 
nations.

It is essential for the effective functioning of the United Nations 
that all nations should observe its fundamental principles of peaceful 
co-existence, co-operation, renunciation of the threat or the use of 
force, freedom and equality without discrimination on grounds of 
race, sex, language or religion.

Tlie influence and effectiveness of the United Nations also depends 
upon equitable representation of different geographical regions in the 
various organs of the United Nations and in the service of the United 
Nations.

^The Conference notes with satisfaction that with Resolution 1991 
(XVIII), the General Assembly has taken the initial positive step 
towards transformation of the structure of the United Nations in 
keeping with its increased membership and the necessity to ensure a 
broader participation of States in the work of its Organs. It appeals 
to all Members of the United Nations to ratify as speedily as possible 
the amendments to the Charter adopted at the XVIIIth Session of the 
General Assembly.̂

The Conference recognises the paramoimt importance of the United 
Nations and the necessity of enabling it to carry out the functions en
trusted to it to preserve international cooperation among States.

To this end, the Non-Aligned Countries should consult one another 
at the Foreign Minister or Head of Delegation level at each session 
of the United Nations.

The Conference stresses the need to adapt the Charter to the dynamic 
changes and evolution of international conditions.

The Conference expresses the hope that the Heads of State or 
Government of the States Members of the United Nations will attend 
the regular Session of the General Assembly on the occasion of the 
20th anniversary of the Organisation.

Recalling the recommendation of the Belgrade Conference the 
Conference asks the General Assembly of the United Nations to 
restore the rights of the People’s Republic of China and to recognize 
the representatives of its Government as the only legitimate repre
sentatives of China in the United Nations.

The Conference reconmiends to the States Members of the United 
Nations to respect the resolutions of the United Nations and to render

^General Assembly Official Records: Eighteenth Session, Supplement No. 15 
(A/5515), pp. 21-22.
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all assistance necessary for the Organization to fulfil its role in 
maintaining international peace and security.

•  •  •  •  •  I »

Chinese Communist Statement on Nuclear Weapons, 
October 16, 1964 ^

China exploded an atom bomb at 1500 hours on 16 October 1964, 
and thereby conducted successfully its first nuclear test. This is a 
maj or achievement of the Chinese people in their struggle to increase 
their national defense capability and oppose the U.S. imperialist 
policy of nuclear blackmail and nuclear threats.

To defend oneself is the inalienable right of every sovereign state, 
and to safeguard world peace is the common task of all peace-loving 
countries. China cannot remain idle and do nothing in the face of 
the ever-increasing nuclear threat posed by the United States. China 
is forced to conduct nuclear tests and develop nuclear weapons.

The Chinese Government has consistently advocated the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of Auclear weapons. Should 
this have been realized, China need not have developed the nuclear 
weapon, but this position of ours met the stubborn resistance of the 
U.S. imperialists.

The Chinese Government pointed out long ago that the treaty on 
the partial halting of nuclear tests signed by the United States, Brit
ain, and the Soviet Union in Moscow in July 1963 was a big fraud 
to fool the people of the world, that it tried to consolidate the nu
clear monopoly held by the three nuclear powers and tie the hands 
and feet of all peaceloving countries, and that it not only did not 
decrease but increased the nuclear threat of U.S. imperialism against 
the people of Chiaa and the whole world.̂

During the past year and more, the United States has not stopped 
manufacturing various nuclear weapons on the basis of the nuclear 
tests which it had already conducted. Furthermore, seeking for ever 
greater perfection, the United States has during this same period 
conducted several dozen underground nuclear tests and thereby per
fecting even more the nuclear weapons it manufactures.

In stationing nuclear submarines in Japan, the United States is 
posing a direct threat to the Japanese people, the Chinese people and

* Peiping radio broadcaŝ t, Oct. 17,1964.
®The test ban treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament^ 1963, pp. 29*1- 

293. For Chinese Communist views on tlie treaty, see ibid., pp. 268-272.
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the peoples of all other Asian countries. The United States is now 
putting nuclear weapons into the hands of the West German revanch
ists through the so-called multilateral nuclear force and thereby 
threatening the security of the German Democratic Kepuhlic and the 
other East European socialist countries. U.S. submarines carrying 
Polaris missiles with nuclear warheads are prowling the Taiwan 
Straits, the Tonkin Gulf, the Mediterranean Sea, the Pacific Ocean, 
the Indian Ocean, and the Atlantic Ocean, threatening everywhere 
peace-loving countries and all peoples who are fighting against im
perialism, colonialism, and neocolonialism. .

Under such circumstances, how can it be considered that the U.S. 
nuclear blackmail and nuclear threat against the people of the world 
no longer exist just because of the false impression created by the 
temporary halting of atmospheric tests by the United States ?

The atom bomb is a paper tiger. This famous saying by Chair
man Mao Tse-tung is known to all.̂  This was our view in the past 
and this is still our view at present. China is developing nuclear 
weapons not because we believe in the omnipotence of nuclear weap
ons and that China plans4o use nuclear weapons. The truth is exact
ly to the contrary. In developing nuclear weapons, China’s aim is 
to break the nuclear monopoly of the nuclear powers and to eliminate 
nuclear weapons.

The Chinese Government is loyal to Marxism-Leninism and pro
letarian internationalism. We believe in the people. It is the people 
who decide the outcome of a war, and not any weapon. The destiny 
of China is decided by the Chinese people, and the destiny of the 
world by the peoples of the world, and not by the nuclear weapon. 
The development of nuclear weapons by China is for defense and for 
protecting the Chinese people from the danger of the United States 
launching a nuclear war.

The Chinese Government hereby solemnly declares that China will ) 
never at any time and under any circumstances be the first to use (

i.

nuclear weapons. —̂
The Chinese people firmly support the struggles for liberation waged

by all oppressed nations and people of the world. We are convinced 
that, by relying on their own struggles and also through mutual aid, the 
peoples of the world will certainly win victory; the mastering of the 
nuclear weapon by China is a great encouragement to the revolutionary 
peoples of the world in their struggles and a great contribution to the 
cause of defending world peace. On the question of nuclear weapons.

 ̂See Mao Tse-timg, Talks With the American Correspondent Anna Louise 
Strong (Peiping, 1961), p. 6.

774-812— 65------ 30
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China will neither commit the error of adventurism nor the error of 
capitulationism. The Chinese people can be trusted.

The U.S. Government declared undisguisedly even then that the 
conclusion of such a treaty did not at all mean that the United States 
would not conduct underground tests, or would not use, manufacture, 
stockpile, export, or proliferate nuclear weapons.̂  The facts of the 
past year more fully proves this point.

The Chinese Government fully understands the good wishes of peace 
loving countries and people for the halting of all nuclear tests. But 
more and more countries are coming to realize that the more the U.S. 
imperialists and their partners hold on to their nuclear monopoly, the 
more is there danger of a nuclear war breaking out. They have it and 
you don’t and so they are very haughty. But once those who oppose 
them also have it, they would no longer be so haughty, their policy of 
nuclear blackmail and nuclear threat would no longer be so effective, 
and the possibility for complete prohibition and thorough destruction 
of nuclear weapons would increase. We sincerely hope that a nuclear 
war would never occur.

We are convinced that, so long as all peace-loving countries and 
people of the world make common efforts and persist in the struggle, a 
nuclear war can be prevented.

The Chinese Government hereby formally proposes to the govern
ments of the world that a summit conference of all the countries of the 
world be convened to discuss the question of the complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, and that as a first step, 
the summit conference should reach an agreement to the effect that the 
nuclear powers and those countries which will soon become nuclear 
powers undertake not to use nuclear weapons, neither to use them 
against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones, nor against each 
other.2

If those countries in possession of huge quantities of nuclear weap
ons are not even willing to undertake not to use them, how can those 
countries not yet in possession of them be expected to believe in their 
sincerity for peace and not adopt possible and necessary defensive 
measures ?

The Chinese Government will, as always, exert every effort to pro
mote the realization of the noble aim of the complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons through international con
sultations. Before the advent of such a day, the Chinese Govern
ment and people will firmly and unswervingly march along their own

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 251.
* See post, p. 455.
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road of strengthening their national defenses, defending their mother
land, and saf eguarding world peace.

We are convinced that nuclear weapons, which are after all created 
by man, certainly will be eliminated by man.

Statement by President Johnson on the Chinese 
Communist Nuclear Test, October 16, 1964^

The Chinese Communists have announced that they conducted 
their first nuclear test t o d a y B y  our own detection system we have 
confirmed that a low-yield test actually took place in Western China 
at about 3 a.m.., e.d.t.

As Secretary Rusk noted on September 29,® we have known for 
some time that the Chinese Communists had a nuclear development 
program which was approaching the point of a first detonation of a 
test device.

This explosion comes as no surprise to the United States Govern
ment. It has been fully taken into account in planning our own 
defense program and nuclear capability. Its military significance 
should not be overestimated. Many years and great efforts separate 
testing of a first nuclear device from having a stockpile of reliable 
weapons with effective delivery systems.

Still more basic is the fact that, if and when the Chinese Commu
nists develop nuclear weapons systems, free-world nuclear strength 
will continue to be enormously greater.

The United States reaffirms its defense commitments in Asia. Even 
if Communist China should eventually develop an effective nuclear 
capability, that capability would have no effect upon the readiness of 
the United States to respond to requests from Asian nations for help 
in dealing with Communist Chinese aggression. The United States 
will also not be diverted from its efforts to help the nations of Asia 
to defend themselves and to advance the welfare of their people.

The Chinese Communist nuclear weapons program is a tragedy 
for the Chinese people, who have suffered so much under the Commu
nist regime. Scarce economic resources which could have been used 
to improve the well-being of the Chinese people hav6 been used to pro
duce a crude nuclear device which can only increase the sense of inse-

* Department of 8tate Bulletin, Nov. 2,1964, p. 612.
* Supra.
* Ante, pp. 440-441.
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curity of the Chinese people. Other Asian nations have wisely 
chosen instead to work for the well-being of their people through eco
nomic development and peaceful use of the atom. In this way they 
have made a great contribution to the peace and security of the world.

The Chinese Communist nuclear detonation is a reflection of poli
cies which do not serve the cause of peace. But there is no reason to 
fear that it will lead to immediate dangers of war. The nations of 
the free world will recognize its limited significance and will persevere 
in their determination to preserve their independence.

We join all humanity in regretting the contamination of the atmos
phere caused by the Chinese Communist test. We will continue in 
our own efforts to keep the atmosphere clean. We will pursue with 
dedication and determination our purpose of achieving concrete prac
tical steps on the road that leads away from nuclear armaments and 
war and toward a world of cooperation, development, and peace.

Television Interview With Secretary of State Rusk: 
Chinese Communist Nuclear Test, October 16, 1964 ^

Mr. HerTTKm: Secretary^ you hme said that you expected this
development in Bed China. The President today said thai it was 
cranked into their plans and expectations ahead of time?- Hov> did 
you expect it? What plans were made? How did you 'figure it in?

Secretary Rush: Well, we have known for some years that the 
Chinese were working on a nuclear weapons system and that there 
would come a point when they would detonate their first device. More 
recently we have had very clear indication and evidence that this could 
come at any time. On September 29 I announced that we expected it 
at any time.®

But for the past several yeare we have assumed that they would be 
going down this trail. They made it very clear that they were not 
going to sign a nuclear test ban treaty but they would try to equip 
themselves with nuclear weapons. And so we have taken this fully 
into account in our own defense plans with respect to nuclear weapons, 
both in production and in such things as deployment, so that there is no 
possibility whatever that there is any lack of security for the free world

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 2,1964, pp. 614-615. , 
 ̂Supra.
 ̂Ante, pp. 440-441.
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in the Pacific Ocean area as a result of the detonation of this first device 
by Peiping.

Q. The President said today that he thought that this %oas not an 
incident leading immediately or in the foreseeable futwre to war. Do 
you thi7\k̂  however  ̂ that it might lead to increased militancy hy the 
Chinese Gomm/wnistsf Might they be tougher now?

A. Well, Peiping has been preaching the doctrine of militancy and 
has been pressing in action—for example, their pressures in Southeast 
Asia. They have pressed it to a point where their attitude has created 
very serious differences, even within the Communist world, and of 
course it has created opposition and resistance on the part of the free 
world. I think we will just have to wait and see what effect this will 
have on their attitude. If they continue their course of pressure and 
militancy, then of course some very serious events are ahead.

On the other hand, when they see one of these things go off, even the 
most primitive type of device, and realize the scale on which nuclear 
war can occur if they invite such a war, this may also inject into their 
own thinking some caution that might not otherwise have been there.

Q. You thinJc that they were not fully aware before of the conse
quences of nuclear war?

A. Well, I think they have undoubtedly, as an intellectual matter, 
known— r̂ecognized what this destructive power can be. But I think

r

also that those who see it firsthand might have a little different 
appreciation of what it might mean, particularly when what they have 
seen can be multiplied by the thousands and thousands of times if they 
invite the results of their aggression.

Q, How about those who see it at firsthand across the bord&r— 
Chinchs neighbors? Do you think that this might weaken their deter
mination to resist Communist expansion?

A. No, I don’t think so. I think that these developing, sophisticated 
neighbors in that part of the world have a full understanding of the 
gap in power that exists in the world today. They have shown their 
determination to take care of their own independence and freedom, 
and I don’t believe that tihds is going to have any influence in under
mining their determination to be independent. This is not something 
that will change that fundamental attitude.

Q. Might there be some pressures from our allies in the Far East for 
accommodation of the Chinese Communists’’ call for a summit meeting?

A. Well, this call for a summit meeting  ̂ is a smokescreen. They

 ̂See ante, p. 450.
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used that at the time that they refused to sign the nuclear test ban 
treaty.  ̂ But we know from many signs that they are not seriously 
interested in disarmament. They have made it very clear, for example, 
if I can quote them, that disannament can be realized only after 
imperialism and capitalism and all systems of exploitation have been 
eliminated.^

Now, we have had some exchanges of words in the Warsaw talks 
that have been going on over the last 8 years on the subject of dis
armament. JSTo interest. No interest. This is an attempt on their 
part to pretend to be interested in the serious measures of disarmament 
in order to meet the concerns of almost the entire rest of the world, 
particularly the Afro-Asian world, about their coming into the nuclear 
testing program and contaminating the atmosphere.

I don’t attach any serious significance to this call for a summit meet
ing for such a purpose. If they are interested in disarmament, then 
the first step from their point of view is to stop this course of aggres
sion and pressure and militancy. And if they would make it quite 
clear that they are prepared to leave their neighbors alone, then maybe 
steps in the reduction of the arms race can be seriously taken up.

Q. Do you have any particular steps as sort of prerequisite steps?

A. No. These questions of disarmament have been explored in great 
detail in Geneva, and they will be explored there further. But as far 
as China is concerned, we see no indication that they are seriously 
interested.

Q. I  just wanted to ash yoû  if I  could̂  sir̂  in light of the last 4̂ 
hourŝ  do you see any connection in the headlines between—in the 
2 hours—the fall of Khrushchev and the Chinese explosion?

A. No. I don’t think so. I think some of the stresses and strains 
within the Communist world, including the Moscow-Peiping dispute, 
might have had something to do with the situation in Moscow. But I 
don’t think that it has had, on its side, anything to do with the explo
sion of the device in Peiping.

Q. Thanh you.

 ̂See Documents on Disannament, 1963, p. 272. 
See m d., p. 449.
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Message From Premier Chou to Heads of Government, 
October 17, 1964 ^

On October 16, 1964, China exploded an atom bomb, thus success
fully making its first nuclear test. On the same day, the Chinese 
Government issued a statement on this event, setting forth in detail 
China’s position on the question of nuclear weapons.̂

The Chinese Government consistently stands for the complete pro
hibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. China has 
been compelled to conduct nuclear testing and develop nuclear 
weapons. China’s mastering of nuclear weapons is entirely for 
defence and for protecting the Chinese people from the U.S. nuclear 
threat.

The Chinese Government solemnly declares that at no time and in 
no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons.

The Chinese Government will continue to work for the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons through 
international consultations and, for this purpose, has put forward in 
its statement the following proposal:

That a summit conference of all the countries of the world be con
vened to discuss the question of the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons, and that as the first step, the summit 
conference should reach an agreement to the effect that the nuclear 
powers and those countries which may soon become nuclear powers 
undertake not to use nuclear weapons, neither to use them against non
nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones, nor against each other.

It is the common aspiration of all peace-loving countries and people 
of the world to prevent a nuclear war and eliminate nuclear weapons. 
The Chinese Government sincerely hopes that its proposal will be 
given favourable consideration and positive response by your 
Government.

Please accept the assurances of my highest consideration.

 ̂Peking Review, no. 43, Oct. 23,1964, p. 6. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 448-451.
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Television Interview With Secretary of State Rusk: 
Communist China and Nuclear Weapons {Extract), 
October 18, 1964'

• • < • • • •

Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, welcome to “Issues and Answers.” This 
has been a rather hectic week for you, what with the upheaval in Mos
cow, the Chinese nuclear explosion, and the British elections. What 
is your reaction to this series of events ?

Secretary Bush: Well, Mr. Scali, this has been a week full of un
usual interest and import. We have seen the combination of preor
dained events in public life, such as the British election, with other 
events which were fully anticipated although not perhaps on the exact 
hour, such as the Soviet space shot at the beginning of the week and the 
Chinese nuclear detonation at the end of the week, along with the 
change in Moscow, which was not anticipated as to time or 
manner, either by Mr. Khmshchev or by the rest of the world.

Those of us who came to Washington before Pearl Harbor are re
minded once again, of course, that this has been a great period of 
change, this postwar world, and we have lived through many changes 
of this sort. But we have been impressed also with the fact that the 
steadying, the xmifying, the stabilizing element in this postwar world 
has been the strength and the policy of the United States and the Amer
ican people. This has given direction to world events and has shaped 
the course of the attempt on the part of so many nations and so many 
people to organize a decent world order.

My own general impression ig that these are events that we must 
look at with the greatest interest— m̂ake preparations for what the 
future might hold— b̂ut this does not basically change the intent and 
the obligation of the United States to stay on course.

General Omar Bradley, who is a very wise man, once said many 
years ago, in the midst of changes of a similar sort, that the time has 
come for us to chart our course by the distant stars and not by the 
lights of the passing ships. Well, this is our cue, I think, for this sort 
of situation. These are important changes, but the United States is in 
business, moving toward the objectives of the American people in 
which we are joined by most common, ordinary people in most parts 
of the world.

U.S. V ie w s  o n  C o m p r e h e n siv e  T e st  B a n  T r e a t y

Mr. Langton: Mr. Secretary, what is your reaction to the statement

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 9,1964, pp. 654-659.
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by the new Soviet leaders calling for an end to all nuclear weapons 
tests? ^

Secretary Rush: Well, we ourselves, as you know, in Geneva and 
elsewhere proposed that we have a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
treaty that would lead to the elimination of underground testing as 
well as tests in the atmosphere, at sea, and in outer space. A compre
hensive test ban treaty has been blocked thus far by the problem of 
on-site inspection. We do not believe that it is consistent with our 
security to enter into such commitments unless we can be assured that 
the other parties are living up to such commitments, and this will 
require on-site inspection. Now, I have not seen any indication that 
the Soviet view on this particular point has changed, but as far as we 
are concerned, we are prepared to pursue that point. You see, back 
in 1945 and ’6, the United States moved immediately, after the first 
nuclear explosion, to try to bring these weapons under control and, 
indeed, to remove titiese weapons from the arsenal of mankind. This 
has been an objective of American policy through all of our postwar 
administrations. But we can’t do it on a basis of leaving ourselves 
at the mercy of those who might sign such agreements and then violate 
them, and we have to have assurance that such a^eements would in 
fact be effective.

Mr, Scali: Mr. Secretary, when you say we are ready to pursue that 
point, do you mean you are going to inquire of the Soviets to find out 
whether perhaps they have changed their mind on this" and whether 
a new round of talks and a comprehensive te^ ban would be possible ?

Secretary Rush: Well, I think if there has been any change in the 
Soviet view on this, this will soon become apparent because this has 
been a matter of discussion at the Geneva conference, which has just 
recently adjourned, and undoubtedly will be a subject of discussion at 
the forthcoming United Nations General Assembly. So this is not 
a subj ect which has died; this is an active stibj ect, provided effective 
safeguards can be arranged.

Now, of course, the Chinese nuclear detonation would mean that 
the Chinese problem has to be taken into account on this. The rest 
of us are not going to sign an agreement eliminating all nuclear tests 
underground and otherwise unless the Chinese come aboard and stop 
all testing on their side.

Mr. Scali: Well, Mr. Secretary, isn’t the fact that one of the fir̂ t 
statements of the new Soviet leadership, namely, this call for a total

* The 110 slogans for the 47th anniversary of the October Revolution included 
a call to struggle for the cessation of all tests. This was the 13th slogan 
(Pravda, Oct. 18, 1964, p. 1; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Nov. 4, 1964,
p. 8).
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test ban— ĉouldn’t you interpret this as a Moscow jab at tlie Chinese 
Communists, who obviously have to continue this ?

Too E arly To S peculate on S oviet P olicy

Secretary Rush: Well, I think it is a little early to anticipate exactly 
what might be meant by such a statement. We have had, as you know, 
through the Soviet Ambassador, and from echoes in other capitals, the 
general view from the new Soviet leadership that their policy will 
continue, that there are no dramatic changes anticipated, that they 
expect to pursue the policy of peaceful coexistence, that they would 
like to see a reduction in international tensions. But this has to be 
thought about in terms of their standing policy on major questions. 
We don’t have any way of knowing yet—I think we will before too 
long—as to whether there have been any changes in their interpre
tation of such things as peaceful coexistence or iii their attitude to
ward a comprehensive nuclear test ban. I think it is much too early 
to speculate.

Mr. Lang ton: Are you at all alarmed that the new team in Moscow 
has renewed the Soviet demand that we get out of Berlin and make 
the Western Sector an internationalized city? ^

Secretary Rush: Oh, I think that is a part of their reaffirmation of 
the standing positions of the Soviet Union on major foreign policy 
questions. I think the new leadership there knows just as well as we 
do that there are some very serious problems about the Berlin and 
German question but that as far as our conmiitment to West Berlin 
is concerned, it is complete and there can be no change in our responsi
bility for the security of West Berlin.

Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, you have had a few days in which to 
analyze and assess the significance of the upheaval in Moscow. On 
balance, would you say that it is good or bad news for the West?

Secretary Rush: Well, I am not inclined to draw a judgment on that 
basis, for several reasons. Mr. Khrushchev was a man of, shall we 
say, efferv^cent personality; he attracted a great deal of personal 
attention. But behind Mr. Khrushchev was a collegiate responsibility 
for the Soviet Government, a conmiittee, a group responsibility in 
the Presidium. For example, in the past T years Mr. Khrushchev 
had been away from Moscow 2% years, and we knew that when he was 
away from Moscow, whether on vacation or traveling abroad, the 
Soviet Government was still in business. The men who have suc
ceeded him were his own deputies in the party and in the Government; 
so that I don’t think we can suppose that the change of a personality.

 ̂This demand was the 15th of the 110 slogans for the 47th anniversary of the 
October Revolution {ibid.).
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itself, means far-reaching changes in policy. And also let me remind 
you that, although on his 70th birthday Mr. Khrushchev was pictured 
as sort of an affable grandfather, remember, at the age of 68% he 
put missiles in Cuba and during the Khrushchev period we had very 
severe problems with the Soviet Union: the use of tanks in Hungary, 
the Berlin crisis on two or three occasions during that period, the mis
sile crisis in Cuba.

It is true that also, duruig that period, there was a Vienna agree
ment on Austria  ̂ and there was the nuclear test ban treaty.  ̂ But 
governments are in business as governments, representing the interests 
of their nations, and I would suppose that we ought not at this point 
to attach too much dramatic importance to the change in personality 
in a system that is as large and as highly organized as the Soviet 
system.

P rotecting V ital I nterests of th e  F ree W orm>

Mt. Langton: Do you think, then, there is any reason to believe that 
the new Soviet leadership wiU toughen its policy toward the West 
and try aoid get closer to Communist China ?

Secretary Rush: This is sometliing we will have to, of course, watch 
in the months ahead, but from our point of view we are in the same 
position we have been before: If there are those who wish to find points 
of agreement, small or large, that can move us further toward peace, 
the United States is not only prepared to try to work out such agree
ments but on many occasions we have taken the initiative to find the 
possibility of such agreements. But if there are those who want to 
create crises and dangers, then we will have to meet those.

In other words, let’s see what happens. We are vitally concerned 
in what we believe to be the vital interests of the United States and 
the free world. Now, we are in a world in which there are 120 gov
ernments and regimes, each generating its own attitude and its own 
policy, but the policy of the American people is made in Washington 
and by the American people themselves. We are the ones who decide 
how we act in this world situation, and we shall stay on course. If 
there are possibilities for agreement, we will seize them— t̂hose oppor
tunities. If there are dangers, we will meet them. And that is the 
way any responsible government of a great power like the United 
States must proceed.

Mt, Scali: Mr. Secretary, thank you very much. In just a mjiment, 
we will be back with more issues. {Annomicement.) Mr. Secre
tary, do you subscribe to the school of thought which I know has

 ̂American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basie Documents, vol. I, pp. 643-675.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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existed in the past, namely, that anybody that came after Khrushchev
was bound to be worse for us ?

Secretary Rush: Oh, I don’t think so. President Johnson will be 
commenting on the general implications of this change in his address 
to the Nation this evening,  ̂ but again, this is not just a question of 
personalities. This is a question of large powers, great states, with 
vital interests as each sees them, trying to find reconciliation of some,
trying to press others.

I t.hinTr that, again, we have not had a bed of roses during the period 
when Mr. Khrushchev was in charge of the Soviet Government, and 
we undoubtedly will have some very serious problems with them. 
The big question is whether all of us, right around the world, recog
nize that the ordinary, common people of our respective countries have 
a great stake in trying to find some way to live in this world without 
war, and that means exploring possibilities of agreement, whether on 
small things or large. And if we have a crisis over one or another 
point, we shall have to deal with it. As President Johnson has put it, 
our guard is up but our hand is out, and I think that is the basis on 
which we would approach any new government in the Soviet Union.

Mr. Langton: Do you see any one powerful man emerging from the 
Soviet hierarchy ?

Secretary R m k: I think it is much too soon to tell about that. I 
know a good many people who have studied the Soviet Union who 
think that one man has to be in a position of ascendancy there. I 
think we might bear in mind, however, the possibility that the collec
tive leadership at the very top, siay the half dozen or a dozen men 
in the Presidium at the very top, have worked out a committee respon
sibility there, even during the Khrushchev period, which might con
tinue on for some time into the future. I have noticed myself, as 
Secretary of State, that there have been times when Mr. Khrushchev 
has been far from Moscow but yet we have known that the Soviet 
Government was in business, and we know that Mr. Kosygin was in 
charge, for example, when Mr. Khrushchev was away. We know 
this has not turned on where a particular personality might be at a 
given time, that there is a government which is in business and doing 
its job as it sees it. So I think we just have to wait and see.

Mr, SeoM: Do you accept the official explanation by the Soviets that 
Mr. Khruschchev retired because of age and health, or do you think 
perhaps other factors were involved too ?

Secretary Rush: Oh, I think there is a general impression that Mr. 
BZhrushchev did not retire in the sense in which we know it in our own 
country. I think the style and manner of his replacement makes that

 ̂Infra.



RUSK INTERVIEW, OCTOBER 18 461

quite clear. Had he retired for health or age, I think there would 
have been much more of a demonstration for him, there would have 
been much more of a celebration of this occasion, there would not 
have been these later attacks on Mr. Khrushchev’s method of handling 
the Soviet Government.

No, I think we can assume, and should assume, that he was required 
by his colleagues to leave the government.

Mr. Scali: Do you regard the new Soviet Government as much com
mitted to the 1962 agreement with us to make Laos a genuine neutral 
as was Nikita Khrushchev committed to it?

Secretary Rush: Well, there is no question that the Soviet Gt)vem- 
ment is committed to the Geneva agreement of 1962 on Laos.̂  There 
was a signature to that agreement by the Soviet Government, and they 
do not relieve themselves of those obligations simply by a change of 
personality at the top.

Mr. Langton: One of the agreements we have been discussing se
riously with the Soviets is one which would ban the distribution of 
nuclear weapons and materials and know-how to countries which do 
not already have the bomb. Do you still intend to press ahead on 
that front with the new leadersliip ?

L im it in g  P r o l if e r a t io n  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s

Secretary Rush: Well, we should like to make some progress in that 
regard. Of course, one of the complicating factors has always been the 
known resistance of Peiping to have anything to do with any such 
agreement. They refused to sign the nuclear test ban treaty and were 
conteijaptuous of any efforts to limit the further proliferation of nu
clear weapons because they were working on them themselves and were 
determined to try to achieve them.

But on the other hand, even though Peiping has exploded such a 
weapon or device, it still is important that these weapons not be dis
tributed generally around the world. The capacity to make them is 
now in the hands of at least 15 or 20 countries. The cost of making 
them is continually coming down as technology advances, and, as has 
been pointed out many times, the problems of handling nuclear 
weapons will go up geometrically as more countries get them.

So there would still be some point in trying to work out arrange
ments for limiting the further proliferation of these weapons. This 
has been explored by us for the last 2 or 3 years. Everybody has 
known that the general, central idea has been that those who have 
nuclear weapons would commit themselves not to give them to other 
nations and those who don’t have them would agree not to receive

" 14 U ST 1104.
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them or manufacture them. We shall continue to work at that in the 
Geneva conference and elsewhere, but what the prospects are now, I 
could not really say.

Mr. Langton: Do you see any sign that Moscow, now that the Red 
Chinese have exploded their bomb, will reverse their earlier policy of 
not giving technical assistance to Red China ?

Secretary Rush: Well, we have had the impression that they have 
not been giving assistance since about 1959 or 1960. Whether they 
should change that policy will depend on the future relations between 
Moscow and Peiping. I myself feel that it is in the very nature of 
nuclear weapons that those who have them have an interest in others not 
having them and that those who have them have an interest in others 
not having more of them, and if I were a Russian—just leave aside 
ideology, leave aside communism and that sort of thing—if I were a 
Russian, I would not be very comfortable about the buildup in China 
of a large nuclear capability. And so I should think they would be 
very cautious about this.

C h in e s e  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s  D e v e l o p m e n t

Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, do you agree with Senator Goldwater, who 
said yesterday that he believes it will take 25 years for the Chinese to 
develop a supply of nuclear weapons, plus the means to deliver them ? ^

Secretary Busk: Well, I am not sure I would be quite so optimistic 
in terms of naming a particular period of years. We do know that the 
Chinese have limited capabilities, limited in terms of producing the 
necessary fuel for nuclear weapons, limited in the industrial plant and 
sophistication and the trained manpower for going into a crash and 
major program of nuclear weapons development. But on the other 
hand, this is a matter of great political significance to Peiping and I 
think they will take a good deal out of the livelihood of the Chinese 
people to try to go ahead with this program as they can.

One of the unfortunate things about this development in Peiping 
is that their gross national product has been going down in absolute 
terms and their population has been growing very rapidly. In other 
words, they already are on a descending slope in terms of the liveli
hood of the Chinese people. Now, the more they divert resources into 
nuclear weapons programs and military budgets away from the needs 
of their rapidly growing population, the more that population is going 
to suffer. This is one of the reasons why we ourselves have tried so 
hard to find a way to turn down the spiraling arms race. It does mean 
a divergence of resources away from the unfinished business of the

 ̂mew York Times, Oct. 18,1964, p. 1
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ordinary people in all of the countries concerned, and China, I think, 
would feel this very specifically.

Mt. Scali: Do you expect the Chinese to conduct further tests, and 
do you have any idea if and when this might happen ?

Secretary Rusk : Well, I think we can’t say that they won’t. I think 
we have to say that they might very well. Indeed, from a purely 
political point of view, they might suppose if they conduct one they 
ought to conduct another one as soon as possible to get over this 
impression that this one is a sort of a sole effort and they have ex
hausted their capability. But we have no direct information that this 
is likely to occur in the next few days.

Mr, Lang ton: Have we through air samples and other tests been 
able to determine how big the explosion was ?

Secretary Rush: The President may comment on that himself, but 
the general impression that it was an early device, comparable in 
general scale to our own first device, is accurate.

Mr, Scali: Is there any sign that they have developed any shortcut 
or achieved any important breakthroughs in this area?

Secretary Rush: We see no evidence of that at the present time.
Mr. Langton: From what you can see, do you think it will be the 

policy now of the Red Chinese to go ahead and develop a full arsenal 
of atomic weapons and grind down the Chinese population in the 
process, if they have to %

Secretary Rush: I think they will undoubtedly try to build up a 
creditable nuclear weapons arsenal of some sort. This is a very major 
undertaking, requiring vast resources in the tens of millions ^ale, in 
terms of dollars, and how fast they can, do that is something we cannot 
be sure about. We do know that they have relatively limited capabili
ties for throwing the weight of a sophisticated industrial system in 
behind this effort.

QnESTiON o r  P e ip in g ’s P r estig e  iisr A sia

Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, regardless of the fact that their first 
nuclear explosion is a crude, primitive device, when you take with it 
the fall from power of Nikita IChrushchev, isn’t the overall effect to 
increase substantially the prestige of Mao Tse-tung throughout Asia 
and perhaps tempt them to be a bit more adventurous ?

Secretary Rush: I think undoubtedly the nuclear detonation and 
the removal of Mr. Khrushchev added to the prestige of Peiping to 
a degree and that Peiping will try to make the most of this.

I do believe that there is another side to this. Here Peiping now 
appears in the whole world, and particularly in the Asian-African 
world, as the country which has upset the effort on the part of every 
other nation practically to end atmospheric testing, and I think this
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feeling that the policy of Peiping has set back the hopes of mankind 
significantly is something that will cut down on their prestige in many 
places. So I think in the short run we will see both these factors at 
work. I have no doubt that Peiping’s propaganda will try to make 
the most of this, but I think it will be resisted in a great many places.

Mr, Langton: Is it possible now that the Red Chinese leadership, 
instead of growing more reckless as they become more of a nuclear 
power, will become more cautious when they are aware of the tremen
dous power of the nuclear weapons ?

Secretary Rush: Well, that is one of the hopes, because those who 
haiv© had no direct experience with the power of these weapons tend 
to think of them in rather hypothetical terms. Now, as they try to 
proceed with their program, and they find out more about what this 
means, and they find out what the difference is between what they have 
any chance of obtaiuing for themselves and the vast scale on which the 
United States has organized its nuclear establishment, I think that 
elements of caution might well come into their thinking on this. This 
certainly is a hope, and I might even say it would be an expectation 
over a period of time. In the short run, of course, they may feel a 
certain stimulus and an uplift, but I think the facts of life will sooner 
or later settle in upon them and induce some caution among them.

Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, would you think that the changes in gov
ernment in Russia and in Britain, plus our own general elections, 
might be reason enough to delay the convening of the General Assem
bly session at the United Nations, which is due to begin November 10 ?

Secretary Rush: Well, we have indicated that if the general mem
bership felt that it was wise to postpone it for a brief period—2 or 3 
weeks, that sort of thing—we would be receptive to any such idea. 
I think that is entirely possible.

Mr, Scali: On another area, there has been continuing speculation, 
as you probably know, that the shift in governments both in Britain 
and in Russia should be a signal for Mr. Johnson, if he is reelected, to 
have (a) either a meeting with the Soviet Premier alone, or (b) some 
Western summit meetings. How do you go on this ?

Secretary Rush: I would say that is a possibility, but there is no 
specific planning or no specific contacts among governments on that 
subject. I think we still come back to the basic point that when you 
have meetings at that level it is important that there be good prepara
tion for them and that summit meetings not be held under circum
stances that would increase and exaggerate the differences rather than 
try to resolve them.
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Radio-Television Address by President Johnson, 
October 18, 1964^

f

My fellow Americans: On Thursday of last week [October 15}  ̂
from the Kremlin in Moscow, the Soviet Government announced a 
change in its leadership. On Friday of last week. Communist China 
exploded a nuclear device on an isolated test site in Sinkiang. Both 
of these important events make it right that your President report 
to you as fully and as clearly and as promptly as he can. That is what 
I mean to do this evening.

E vents iisr Moscow
: • . .y .;, *

Now, let me begin with events in Moscow. We do not know exactly 
what happened to Nikita Khrushchev last Thursday. We do know 
that he has been forced out of power by his former friends and col
leagues. Five days ago he had only praise in Moscow. Today ŵe 
leam only of his faults. Yet the men at the top today are the same 
men that he picked for leadership. .These men carried on the admin
istration of the Soviet.Government when he was absent from the Soviet 
capital, and that was nearly half of the time that he was in power.

Mr. EZhrushchev was clearly the dominant figure in making Soviet 
policy. After Lenin and Stalin, he is only the third man in history 
to have made himself the undisputed master of Communist Kussia. 
There were times when he was guilty of dangerous adventure. It 
required great American firmness and good sense— f̂irst in Berlin and 
later in the Cuban missile crisis— t̂o turn back liis threats and actions 
without war. Yet he learned from his mistakes, and he was not blind 
to realities. In the last 2 years, his Government had shown itself 
aware of the need for sanity in the nuclear age.

He joined in the nuclear test ban t r e a t y H e  joined in the “hot 
line,” which can help prevent a war by accident.̂  He agreed that 
space should be kept free of nuclear weapons.̂  In these actions, he 
demonstrated good sense and sober judgment. We do not think it 
T̂ as these actions that led to his removal.

W© cannot know for sure just what did lead to this secret decision. 
Our intd^gence estimate is that Khrushchev learned of the decision 
only when for him it was too late.

There has been discontent and strain and failure, both within the 
Soviet Union and within the Communist bloc as a whole. All of this 

___________________________

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 2,1964, pp. 610-614.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂im . ,  pp. 236-238.

* IMd., p. 538.
7'74 812— 65------31
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has been evident for all to see. These troubles are not the creation of 
oni8 man. They will not end with his removal.

When Lenin died in 1924, Stalin took 4 years to consolidate his 
power. When Stalin died in 1953, it was not Mr. Khrushchev who 
first emerged. But two men now share top responsibility in the Soviet 
Union, and their exact relation to each other and their colleagues is not 
yet very clear. They are experienced, but younger, men and perhaps 
less rooted in the past. They are said to be realistic. We can hope that 
they will share with us our great objective— t̂he prevention of nuclear 
war.

But what does all this mean for us in America ? It means at least 
four things:

First: W« must never forget that the men in the Kremlin remain 
dedicated, dangerous Communists. A time of trouble among Com
munists requires steady vigilance among free men—and most of all 
among Americans, for it is the strength of the United States that holds 
the balance firm against danger.

Second: There will be turmoil in the Communist world. It is likely 
that the men in the Kremlin will be concerned primarily with problems 
of communism. This would not be all good, because there are prob
lems and issues that need attention between our world and theirs. But 
it is not all bad, because men who are busy with internal problems may 
not be tempted to reckless external acts.

Third: This great change will not stop the forces in Eastern Europe 
that are working for greater independence. Those forces will continue 
to have our sympathy. We will not give up our hope of building new 
bridges to these peoples.

Fourth: Our own course must continue to prove that we, on our 
side, are ready to get on with the work of peace.

The new Soviet Government has officially informed me, through 
Ambassador Dobrynin, day before yesterday, that it plans no change 
in basic foreign policy. I spoke frankly, as always, to the Soviet 
Ambassador. I told him that the quest for peace in America had 
never been more determined than it is now. I told him that we intend 
to bury no one and we do not intend to be buried. I reminded the

♦

Ambassador of the danger that we all faced 2 years ago in Cuba. I 
told him that any Soviet Government which is ready to work for peace 
will find us ready in America. I said to the Ambassador that I would 
be ready to talk to anyone when it would help the cause of peace. I 
believe that this was a good beginning on both sides.

Ch in e se  N uclear E xplosion
r

That same day the Chinese nuclear device was exploded at a test 
site near a lake called Lop Nor, in the Takla Makan desert of the re-
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mote central Asian province of Sinkiang. The building of this test 
site had been known to our American intelligence for several years. 
In recent weeks the rapid pace of work there gave us a quite clear signal 
that the long and bitter efforts of this regime were leading at last to a 
nuclear test. At first, in the 1950’s, Russia helped the Chinese. This 
assistance in the spread of nuclear weapons may now be regarded with 
some dismay in Moscow. We believe that this help was ended in 1960 
as the quarrel among the Communists grew sharper. Soviet techni
cians left suddenly, with their blueprints under their arms, and the 
unfinished facilities were just left there standing and the expected 
supplies were cut off. But the Red Chinese kept to their chosen pur
pose, even as their economic plans collapsed and the suffering of their 
people increased.

Our own distinguished Secretary of State, Mr. Rusk, gave timely 
warning as the preparations at Lop Nor advanced,̂  and when the test 
occurred I at once told the world that this explosion will not turn 
Americans and other free peoples from their steady purpose.̂

No American should treat this matter lightly. Until this week, only 
four powers had entered the dangerous world of nuclear explosions. 
Whatever their differences, all four are sober and serious states, with 
long experience as major powers in the modern world. Communist 
China has no such experience. Its nuclear pretensions are both ex
pensive and cruel to its people. It fools no one when it offers to trade 
away its first small accumulation of nuclear power against the mighty 
arsenals of those who limit Communist Chinese ambitions. It shocks 
us by its readiness to pollute the atmosphere with fallout. But this 
explosion remains a fact, sad and serious. We must not, we have not, 
and we will not ignore it.

I discu^d the limited meaning of this event in a statement on last 
Friday. The world already knows that we were not surprised; that 
our defense plans take full account of this development; that we re
affirm our defense commitments in Asia; that it is a long, hard road 
from a first nuclear device to an effective weapons system; and that 
our strength is overwhelming now and will be kept that way.

But what I have in my mind tonight is a different part of the mean
ing of this explosion at Lop Nor. Communist China’s expensive and 
demanding effort tempts other states to equal folly. Nuclear spread 
is dangerous to all mankind. What if there should come to be 10 
nuclear powers, or maybe 20 nuclear powers ? What if we must leam 
to look everywhere for the restraint which our own example now 
sets for a few ? Will the human race be safe in such a day ?

 ̂Ante, pp. 440-441.
Ante, pp. 451-452.
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The lesson of Lop Nor is that we are right to recognize the danger 
of nuclear spread, that we mu^ continue to work against it—and we 
will.

First: We will continue to support the limited test ban treaty, which 
has m ^e the air cleaner. We call on the world—especially Red 
China—to join the nations which have signed that treaty.

SecoTid: We will continue to work for an ending of all nuclear tests 
of every kind, by solid and verified agreement.

Third: We continue to believe that the struggle against nuclear 
spread is as much in the Soviet interest as in our own. We will be 
ready to join with them and all the world in working to avoid it.

Fourth: The nations that do not seek national nuclear weapons can 
be sure that, if they need our strong support against some threat of 
nuclear blackmail, then they will have it.

The two events I have discussed are large and full of meaning (and 
I will discuss them tomorrow with the legislative leaders; they are 
coming here to the White House for a full and complete briefing 
tomorrow afternoon) yet they do not change our basic policy. They 
just reinforce it.

VICTORT OF B ritish  L abor P arty

Now let me take a minute to say that the same thing is true about 
another important event this week. It is the victory of another party 
with another leader in Great Britain.

The British Labor Party is the saine party that held power when 
the Atlantic alliance was founded, when British and American pilots 
flew the Berlin airlift together, when Englishmen joined us in Korea. 
It is a party of freedom, of democracy, and of good faith. Today 
it has the confidence of the British people. It also has ours. They 
are our friends—as the Conservatives before them are our friends— 
and as governments of both parties have been friends for generations.

We congratulate the winners. We send warm regards to the losers. 
The friendship of our two nations goes on. This is our way with all 
our trusted allies.

This has been an eventful week in the affairs of the world. It is 
not the first such week, nor will it be the last, for the world has changed 
many times in the last 20 years. Great leaders have come and gone. 
Old enemies have become new friends. Danger has taken the place 
of danger.

Through this period we have steadily moved toward a more hope
ful world. We have moved toward widening freedom and toward 
securing a more lasting peace. We will continue in this direction.

m at happens in other countries is important. But the key to peace 
is to be found in the strength and the good sense of the United States
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of America. Tonight we are tlie strongest nation in all the world, and 
the world knows it. We love freedom, and we will protect it, and we 
will preserve it. Tonight, as always, America’s purpose is peace for 
all men.

Almost 11 months ago, at a still more fateful hour, just after I had 
assumed the Presidency, I spoke to all of the Congress and to our 
people of the purpose of America. Let me close tonight by repeating 
what I said then:

We must be ready to defend the national interest and to negotiate the com
mon interest. This is the path that we shall continue to pursue. Those who 
test our courage will find it strong, and those who seek our friendship will 
find it honorable. We will demonstrate anew that the strong can be just in 
the use of strength—and the just can be strong in the defense of justice.^

Thank you and go^  night to all of ydu.

Address by ACDA Director Foster Before the Economic 
Club of Detroit, October 19? 1964 ^

Thank you Mr. Walker, Mr. Cha,irman, distinguished guests, my 
former fellow directors, ladies, and gentlemen.

It is pleasing to look up and down this table and at those before me 
and see so many faces of old friends. -

Frankly, however, I view my presence here with mixed emotions. 
It seems that when I commit myself to an appearance in Detroit, 
world-shaking events of a tragic nature, of a serious nature, or a yet 
unknown nature, take place.

Whatever the nature, they are world-shaking.
I was speaking in Detroit almost a year ago, a date that none of us 

will ever forget—^November 22, 1963—when a great man, President 
John F. Kennedy, was assassinated.

Since I left Washio^on four days ago to attend the Business Coun
cil Meeting in Virginia, one major event after another seems to have 
taken place, the results of which only the future can tell. These in
clude the change in Soviet leadership, the results of the British gen
eral elections, and the confirmation of Communist China’s entry into 
the nuclear fold.

There are some in Washington who have remarked the past sev
eral days that they wish this past week was the week that never was.

 ̂New York Times, Nov. 28,1963, p. 20.
* AODA press relea^, Oct. 19,196 i .
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I am not so sure that I would take this extreme view, but certainly it 
has been a week of historical portent.

President Johnson’s address last night put these events in perspec
tive  ̂and Mr. Brezhnev’s comments of yesterday seem to confirm for 
the present the Soviet intention to pursue policies of peaceful co
existence.̂

As your President and Mr. Stevens have said, this week is TOsT 
week and of direct concern to my Agency is the fact that the United 
Nations has played a key role in attempts to control the atom since 
the Baruch Plan in 19’46  ̂ and President Eisenhower’s “Atoms For 
Peace” Plan in 1953.“*

Three years ago, the UN General Assembly approved the McCloy- 
Zorin statement of agreed principles to guide negotiations for arms 
control and disarmament.® Later in 1961 it approved the U.S.-Soviet 
agreement to set up a new eighteen nation disarmament conference in 
Geneva.®

It was at this conference that the “hot line” between Washington 
and Moscow was negotiated.  ̂ It was there that proposals were made 
to ban nuclear weapons from space, proposals which culminated in 
U.S.-Soviet sponsorship and unanimous UN General Assembly adop
tion of a resolution to this end a year ago.® It was there that the 
text of a treaty banning all nuclear tests except those underground 
was first presented.̂  As you know, that text became the basis for the 
successful negotiations in Moscow in 1963.̂ ®

This fall the business of the Geneva Disarmament Conference will 
again come before the UN General Assembly. In fact, except for the 
pre-eminent matter of the failure of some UN members to pay their 
back dues, the control of nuclear weapons will probably be the most- 
discussed issue at this assembly.

It has been my honor to receive President Johnson’s appointment to 
our UN Delegation for the purpose of participating in these discus
sions for the United States.

* Supra.
“ See Vital Speeches of the Day, Nov. 1, 1964 (val. XXXI, no. 2), pp. 37-38. 
® Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
 ̂m d., pp. 393-400.

® Ibid., 1961, pp. 439-442.
* lUd., pp. 741-742.
’ Ibid., 1963, pp. 236-238.
® lUd., p. 538.
® Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 805-807.
“ Ibid., 196S, pp. 291-293.



FOSTER ADDRESS, OCTOBER 19 471

II.

Last week a year ago the Test Ban Treaty went into effect. It was 
the first concrete result of eighteen years of effort to curb the nuclear 
arms race.

Its effect upon fall-out'is known to all. Its purpose to curb the 
spread of nuclear weapons around the world is less obvious but at 
least as important. It is  to this purpose that I wish to speak today, 
although the U.S. has proposed other important arms control and 
reduction ideas.

The treaty began an all-out campaign to contain the nuclear threat. 
We will continue that campaign at the General? Assembly when it 
opens this fall and at the Geneva Conference when it reconvenes next 
year.

This is a problem of greatest urgency. The time to deal success
fully with it has almost run out. The hour hand approaches midnight.

III.
There should be no doubt about the ̂ ilger which would result from 

widespread access to nuclear weapons, and widespread ability to 
trigger nuclear war, and I quote the following:

I ask you to stop and think for a moment what it would mean to have nuclear 
weapons in̂ .so riiany hands, iii the hands of countries large and small, stable 
and imstable, responsible and irresponsible, scattered throughout the world. 
There would be no rest for anyone then, no stability, no real security, and no 
chance of effective disarmament. There would only be the increased chance of 
accidental war and increased necessity for the great powers to involve them
selves in what otherwise would be local conflicts.^

Those words were spoken in 1963 by Presid^t Kennedy. They 
were foreshadowed in lOSt" by Secretary Dulles who described “the 
immense harm” that could be threatened “when the pettiest and most 
irresponsible dictator” secured nuclear weapons.̂

This is a danger that we have been attempting to guard against 
since the dawn of the nuclear age.

It is a î̂ nger which will be multiplied many times over if the 
power to precipitate nuclear conflict spreads into more and more 
hands, whether those of a reckless aggressor, of an unstable dictator, 
or of a desperate chief-of-state about to be deposed by a revolution.

Today, there is a new urgency to this threat, and it is not just 
a nuclear test by the Communist Chinese. It is—and here we see a 
paradox— b̂ecause of the rapid, world-wide development of the peace
ful uses of the atom.

" Ilia,, p. 254.
 ̂Ihid.y 194^-1959, vol. II, pp. 825-826.
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Many peaceful uses of nuclear energy result in the creation of atomic 
explosives. Nuclear power plants are a potential source of plutonium. 
It is my understanding that Michigan’s Enrico Fermi Atomic Power 
Plant will not too long hence operate at 65 electrical megawatts, and, 
hopefully, eventually at 100 electrical megawatts. It will also pro
duce about 20 kilograms of plutonium per year, enough explosive 
material for several atomic 'bombs.

Michigan can be proud of Walker Cisler and the Board of Detroit 
Edison for their farsighted participation in this peaceful develop
ment of atomic power. But think what the construction of this and 
bigger power reactors in other countries will mean if ways are not 
found to keep the resulting plutonium out of atomic bombs.

The secret of the atom is no longer the monopoly of one countrĵ , 
or even just a few. Nation after nation is acquiring nuclear know
how through the construction of reactors. Many have the knowledge 
and can quickly achieve the capability to produce a few crude bombs 
if they choose to do so.

You know of course that it takes a long time and a lot of money to 
acquire stockpiles of nuclear weapons and of modern delivery systems 
which could threaten the United States. But, given a governmental 
decision and the capability, time is about all that is needed to build 
a terror bomb and to modify a transport aircraft to carry it.

IV. <

Many significant steps have been taken to prevent this from happen- 
i ng. But the j ob is nowhere near finished.

To guard against this danger, bipartisan efforts produced the 1946 
Atomic Energy Act in President Truman’s Administration  ̂ and a 
1954 revision in President Eisenhower’s.̂  Both pieces of legislation 
were designed to prevent the spread of our nuclear weapons and the in
formation on how we made them to nations which had not already 
acquired their own capability. But, nature does not play 'favorites 
with her secrets. No legislation could have prevented other countries 
from uncovering them.

To guard against widespread access to nuclear triggers, bipartisan 
efforts developed intricate personnel, mechanical and electronic safe
guards over our nuclear weapons. These insure against accidental or 
unauthorized explosion while at the same time maintaining the credi
bility of our deterrent. In President Johnson’s September speech in 
Seattle, he spoke of the steps we have taken to insure that neither a 
madman nor a malfunction could ever trigger nuclear war.̂  But, we 
have no assurance that other countries are or will be as careful.

' 60 Stat 7.55.
68 Stat. 919.

® Ante, pp. 429-433.
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To guard against widespread manufacture of nuclear weapons, bi
partisan efforts have produced agreement with other nations. Presi
dent Eisenhower’s Atoms For Peace Plan resulted in 1956 in an Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. It is an Agency of the United 
Nation with a membership of 86 nations. The United States and many 
of our allies, the Soviet Union, and many of its allies, and a great num
ber of other countries all aromid the world are members.

The IAEA’s objectives are twofold: to promote the peaceful use of 
the atom and, at the same time, to guard against diversion of the prpd- 
ucts of this use to any military purpose. The Agency has developed 
a safeguard system for monitoring research and power reactors to pre
vent the fissionable materials used or produced from finding their way 
into weapons. Several countries have agreed to accept these safe
guards on their own reactors. But many potential nuclear powers 
have resisted them.

1

To guard against nuclear spread, President Eisenhower also started 
the test ban negotiations. The “driving force” behind his determina
tion to seek a test ban treaty was, he said, his belief that the nuclear 
club should not increase in size.̂  The fear of proliferation was also a 
key reason for the support of the test ban treaty by Secretary Mc
Namara and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I suspect it is also a reason 
why the 1960 platforms of both-major parties contained test ban pro
posals, and why in 1963, a year ago, four-fifths of the Democrats and 
three-fourths of the Republicans in the Senate voted for the treaty. 
I know it was fundamental to the long-continued efforts of President 
Kennedy and of then Vice-President Johnson to secure agreement;

But how does the test ban treaty help curb liuclear proliferation ?
It does so by preventing the form of testing which is simplest, quick

est, least expensiviB and ordinarily most productive. The treaty makes 
the development of a first nuclear device more difficult for those na
tions which have signed. Indeed, their signature probably was based 
in most ca^s upoii a political decision not to develop nuclear weapons, 
at least for the time being. Moreover, by prblijbiting them from help
ing other nations to carry out tests above ground, the treaty has an 
impact even upon countries which did not sign.

The treaty has in fact been signed by all nations with the capacity 
and incentive to produce nuclear weapons in the next decade except 
France and Red China. One hundred and six countries in all have

»

indicated their agreement to its terms. ,
Before we had the test ban, an experiment such as just occurred 

in China might have set off a chain reaction of testing around the

^Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
1960-61, p. 329.
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world. But the treaty is a stabilizing influence. There is now greater 
assurance that none of the signatories will follow the Chinese example. 
Moreover, thanks to the treaty, the Communist Chinese will pay a high 
price for their nuclear ambitions. That price is isolation from an 
overwhelming majority of the nations of the world.

All those who signed the treaty did so, I think, with the realization 
that Red China would soon attempt to explode a nuclear device. Cer
tainly we did. We have and will retain nuclear strength overwhelm
ingly superior to any which the Communist Chinese may acquire. 
We have and will retain an ability and a readiness to respond to re
quests from Asian nations for help in dealing with Communist Chi
nese aggression. One test does not make Red China a nuclear power. 
Much more is required before a stockpile of nuclear weapons and of 
modern delivery systems can be acquired. One test in China cannot 
destroy a treaty which more than 100 nations have built. And if these 
nations were concerned about the prospect of a world with five coun
tries having nuclear weapons, they should redouble their efforts to 
avoid one with ten or twenty. One test in China is no reason for those 
who supported the treaty to abandon it or its objective of non-prolifer- 
ation. But the treaty was never thought to be sufficient to achieve 
that end by itself. Indeed, in his speech to the American people an
nouncing agreement in Moscow on the terms of the treaty. President 
Kennedy said it would be but the opening wedge in a campaign to 
prevent the spread of nuclear capability.^

It was to that campaign that the U.S. Government turned its atten
tion as soon as the treaty was ratified. That campaign produced a few 
further steps in 1964, and I wish to describe them to you now.

V.
First  ̂ at Geneva, we announced our intention not to take any action 

inconsistent with the 1961 Irish Resolution adopted by the U.N. Gen
eral A ssem blyThis Resolution calls for 'agreement among the nuclear 
powers to refrain from relinquishing control of nuclear weapons, and 
from transmitting information necessary for their manufacture, to 
nations not possessing them. It calls for a correisponding undertaking 
by non-nuclear powers not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control 
of weapons. It was adopted with the approval of the United States, 
the Soviet Union and all others participating in the General Assem
bly—including France.

By our statement that we would not act inconsistently with the Reso
lution, we hoped to encourage other countries to take similar steps.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 255.
 ̂For the U.S. statemeiits at Greneva, see ante, pp. 32-36, 251-256. Tlie Irisli 

resolution appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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We were heartened by the announced decision of the government of 
India not to produce or acquire nuclear weapons, iiSt^pectivie of any 
action that any other country might take.̂

India is one of the nations which has the capaibility to produce nu
clear weapons in the inmiediate future if it chooses to do so. We com
mend India for its announcement that it would not—a decision which 
took particular courage in view of the then impending Chinese test.

Second  ̂with U.S. and Soviet support, the IAEA expanded its sys
tem of safeguards to large reactors in order to ensure that the pluto
nium they produce is not used in any military program.̂  Moreover, 
the United States reached agreement that the IAEA should become 
the safeguarding Agency for several peaceful projects which we had 
helped other countries to build.®

Thirds as an example ̂ to other nations and as a training laboratory 
for IAEA inspectors, the large Yankee Power Jteactit in Rowe, Mas
sachusetts, was offered for IAEA inspection. This was done by agree
ment with the New England Power Compa:ny which owns the Eeactor. 
The first visit by IAEA inspectors to the Yankee facility was made on
August 26 of this year.̂

Fourth  ̂ and very important. President Johnson ordered cut backs 
in our production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons.® These 
cuts will amount to an over-all decrease in our production of plutonium 
by 20 per cent, and of enriched uranium by 40 per cent.

At the same time, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom an
nounced limitations in their planned production of fissionable mate
rial for nuclear weapons.®

The stockpiling of nuclear explosives for weapons beyond reason
able needs is not only wasteful but provocative, and, we hope that our 
example will help to encourage other countries to refrain from divert
ing to weapons use stocks of nuclear explosives produced in their 
peaceful reactors.

VI.
These were successful steps. But, they were first steps and we can

not rest on them.
President Johnson has told the world that he will give top priority 

to the campaign to contain the nuclear threat. His message of Sep
tember 16,1964, to the Disarmament Conference pointed to the urgent 
need for such a campaign."̂  In his press conference on October 3,1964,

 ̂See ante, p. 376.
 ̂Ante, pp. 66-68.

* Ante, pp. 79-^.
* Ante, pp. 214-221.
® Ante, pp. 4,165-166.
* Ante, pp. 166-168,171.
 ̂Ante, pp. 43S-435.
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he said “that the spread of nuclear weapons is one of the great dangers 
to peace.” “As long as I am President,” he continued, “I shall con
tinue to work as hard as I know how to work to seek agreement that 
will stop that spread.” ^

The United States offers a four-point campaign to prevent prolifera
tion.

First. We propose agreement among the nuclear powers not to 
transfer nuclear weapons into the national control of nations which do 
not now possess them, and not to assist such nations in acquiring their 
own nuclear capability.

We propose a corresponding pledge by non-nuclear powers not to 
manufacture or otherwise acquire control of nuclear weapons.

This is a simple and effective plan. If achieved, it would produce a 
consensus among nuclear powers on a policy which has been funda
mental in the United States since the atomic energy legislation of 1946. 
It would do more to contain the nuclear threat than any of the steps 
taken so far. And, it would go further to enhance American security 
than a ten-fold increase in our own nuclear stockpiles.

Second, We propose agreement on a verified cut-off in the produc
tion of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons. We also pro
pose that the nuclear powers transfer a large quantity of weapons 
grade fissionable materials to peaceful purposes. The amount we pro
pose would release 1,000 megatons of explosive force if completely 
fissioned in bombs. This would be equivalent to one-third of a ton of 
TNT for every man, woman and child on earth. On the other hand, 
if converted to electrical energy in peaceful reactors, it could produce 
370 billion kilowatt-hours, or somewhat more than 20 times the entire 
1963 production of electrical energy by the Detroit Edison Company. 
If successful, a cut-off and transfer agreement would reduce signifi
cantly the rising nuclear stockpiles on both sides. It would also be of 
immense value in persuading non-nuclear nations to resist any tempta
tion to divert their peaceful atomic programs to weapons production. 
For both reasons, it would enhance our security.

Thirds we propose agreement on a comprehensive test ban—a ban on 
nuclear testis underground as well as those above; a ban which would 
be verified by the most modem techniques and devices for monitoring 
undergroimd tests which man can devise.

The United States Government has already spent several hundred 
million dollars to improve these techniques and devices. As this invest
ment bears new fruit, we will put it to use in our negotiations.

' New York Times, Oct. 4,1964
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If a comprehensive test ban can be negotiated with the Soviet Union, 
we believe it will be joined in by the overwhelming majority of poten
tial nuclear powers just as they accepted the treaty which is now in 
effect.

A signature to such a ban would signal, even more clearly than agree
ment to the present treaty, a national decision not to acquire an, inde
pendent nuclear capability. Each nation which makes such a decision 
thereby reduces in some measure the ultimate chance of nuclear holo
caust.

Fourth. We propose agreement that all nations accept in increas
ing measure IAEA or similar safeguards over their peaceful nuclear 
activities. To encourage such acceptance, we propose agreement that 
transfers of uranium and other nuclear materials and equipment for 
peaceful purposes be made between countries only if subject to such 
safeguards. We propose untiring effort to make President Eisen
hower’s atoms for peace plan a reality.

Widespread acceptance of appropriate safeguards would go far to 
prevent the diversion to nuclear weapons of fissionable material used 
or produced in peaceful power reactors. This threat has increased 
immeasurably with.the spread of nuclear knowhow around the world. 
Yet, so far many nations resist the application of safeguards to their 
activities.

Adoption of these four points would serve the common interests of 
almost all nations in preventing widespread access to nuclear weapons 
and widespread power to provoke nuclear war. This nation has long 
disagreed with the philosophy esj)oused by the Communist Chinese 
that peace is served as the ability to trigger nuclear war is acquired 
by more and more countries. Almost all nations have concluded that 
this spread would increase the danger of general nuclear conflict and 
that such a conflict would destroy all gains that mankind has so far 
achieved. Indeed, an international consensus that proliferg|,tion was 
against the common interest of mankind was reached as early as 1961 
when the General Assembly stated its convictions that “an increase 
in the number of states pf^essing nuclear weapons is growing more 
imminent and threatens to extend and intensify the arms race and 
to increase the difficulties of avoiding war . . . This statement 
was approved by all participating U.N. members including the United 
States, France and the Soviet Union. The interest which the Soviets 
have with us in avoiding widespread access to the nuclear trigger will 
remain the same regardless, it seems clear, of who is in charge in the 
Kremlin.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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These reasons give me realistic hope that our campaign at the 
United Nations and at Geneva to contain the nuclear threat will 
achieve successes in the months ahead.

We pursued agreement based on common interest and gained a test 
ban treaty. We will pursue this same course toward further agree
ment tomorrow and tomorrow and tomorrow! We believe it more 
likely to produce peace than intimidation, threat and ultimatum.

Every President since the close of World War II has followed this 
course of negotiation from strength. Each has done so in the belief 
that preparedness alone was not enough to keep us out of war. Each 
has done so in the belief that other nations are more likely to follow 
leadership based upon reason, restraint and the pursuit of common 
interest than sabre rattling, and the threat of brute force. Each has 
done so in the belief that our security—and that of all nations—is 
advanced by international agreement to reduce the chance of nuclear 
war.

Letter From President de Gaulle to Premier Chou, 
October 28, 1964 ^

Mr. P r e m ie r :

By your letter of October 17, 1964, which was delivered to M. 
Georges Pompidou by your Ambassador to France, you were kind 
enough to inform me that China had, on October 16, proceeded with 
the explosion of an atomic bomb  ̂ and, at the same time, you trans
mitted to me the text of a statement setting forth the viewpoint of the 
People’s Republic of China on the problem of the nuclear weapon.®

I have the honor of acknowledging receipt of these two documents, 
which will certainly be studied with care by the French Government.

Throughout all these recent years, France, for her part, has not 
ceased to declare herself in favor of authentic disarmament, which 
naturally means, that priority be given to nuclear disarmament. When 
the occasion has arisen, she has made specific proposals on this sub
ject concerning, in the first place, the elimination of vehicles which 
serve or could serve to deliver nuclear weapons. These proposals took 
into account the difficulty which exists today of ascertaining the stock
piles of devices of this nature. It is indeed obvious that disarmament

 ̂La Documentation Francaise: Articles et Documents, Nov. 10, 1964. Trans
lated by French Embassy Press and Information Division.

 ̂Ante, p. 455.
’ Ante, pp. 448-451.
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cannot be conceived, and cannot be achieved in practice, unless it is 
accompanied by effective control.

The position of the French Government still remains the same. It 
has moreover made known on many occasions that it would be pre
pared at any time to participate fully in any serious negotiations 
which might be organized among the competent and responsible powers 
to discuss, on a constructive and practical basis, the problems of 
disarmament.

Please accept, Mr. Premier, the assurance of my highest 
consideration.

C. DE Gaulle

Television Interview With Secretary of State Rusk on 
Communist China, November 11,1964 ^

Mt, Kalb: Mr. SecretaryFrance, has wdicated her willmgness to 
join Gommunist Ghma in a summit meeting on disarmament^ and our 
attitude., generally speaking  ̂has heen negative. I  monder  ̂sir, if you 
could envisage what circvmstarvce would mahe it fossible for us to 
join Ghma in disarmament tcdhsf

Secretary Rusk: Well, I think, in the first place, Mr. Kalb, we need 
to see some progress on the disarmament talks that already are in 
course in Geneva. Incidentally, France has a chair there which she 
has not occupied. We suppose that if we make any significant prog
ress toward real disarmament, either in. nuclear forces or in conven
tional forces, mainland China is free to pursue whatever arms program 
it wishes to. But we have not made much progress in Geneva.

Secondly, in our bilateral contacts with Peiping, we have over the 
years had some chance to discuss this armament question. We’ve seen 
very little interest on the part ĉ f Peiping in di9arma£b.fent, so that, in 
the broadest sense, any worldwide disarmament program would nec
essarily have to include mainland China. But in terms of taking im
mediate steps that would seem to open up prospects for serious talks, 
leading to the reduction of arms involving Peiping, I would think that 
this is not something that is on the immediate horizon.

Q. Mr. Secretary, a numher of our allies say that if Gomnmnist 
China were admitted to the United Nations, then the possihility exists

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 30,1964, pp. 771-772.
* Supra.
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tlujbt she would he easier to deal with and̂  i/n a sensê  more apt to mollify 
her hard line. Do you agree with this general vi&i&f

A. Well, I am very doubtful about that. In the first place, the 
United Nations is not a reform school. It is an organization of those 
states that are prepared to conmiit themselves to the principles of the 
charter. Peiping has consistently announced to the world a militant 
doctrine of another sort. They pursued it in practice. Their harsh 
policy has caused great problems within the Communist world itself, 
quite apart from concerns, of course, created in the free world. Let me 
point out that since August 1955 we have had talks with Peiping. 
President Eisenhower started them back then. We had 122 talks 
through our ambassadors in Geneva, or Prague, or Warsaw, and we 
are not in a position of not knowing what Peiping tiMnks; we are in 
the position that, with contacts, we don’t like what we find out. You 
see in these— în these discussions they always start with the proposition 
that, if there is to be any improvement in relations, we must turn over
11 million free people on Formosa to Peiping. And this we’re not 
going to do. And when that becomes clear, these talks produce no for
ward motion. So I would think that tMs is a question of Peiping 
policy^whether they are prepared to live at peace with their neigh
bors and with the rest of the world. And if they’re not prepared to 
do so, I think we should not encourage them by rewarding them for a 
policy which is so contrary to the prospects of peace.

I must say that I haven’t seen much blue sky ahead in the attitudes 
of Peiping. They have not been prepared to leave their niBighbors 
alone. They did attack India, they are putting pressures on their 
neighbors in Southeast Asia, they do continue to refuse to renounce 
fdree in the Formosa Strait. They are engaged in trying to subvert 
other nations through the usual techniques of Communist penetration.

Q. Mr, Secretary^ on an issue of vital interest appa/rently on "both 
sideŝ  that iŝ  the interest of Viet-Nam. Do you feel that the United 
States and Gonvmmdst China are on a collision course?

A. This turns entirely on Peiping’s decision on that crucial ques
tion, about whether they are prepared to leave their neighbors alone. 
We’ve made it very clear that we are not going to pull away and leave 
Southeast Asia to be overrun by these people from the north. There
fore, the answer to your question lies to Peiping. We feel that they 
must come to the decision to leave these people alone in Southeast

V  •

Asia. Now, if they don’t, then there is trouble ahead. If they will, 
then there are not any problems there that can’t be solved by the ordi
nary processes of discussion with the nations of Southeast Asia.
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We have invested 150 years of affection and interest and effort with 
the Chinese people. And the fact that they are living in this kind 
of regime is a matter of deep disappointment to us. These relation
ships with the Peiping government have nothing to do with our basic 
attitude toward the Chinese people. And of course, we all look for
ward to the day when those underlying relationships can be restored 
and we can express once again that century-long feeling that we have 
about the Chinese people.

7

•  *  A . I ^  .

' ' )

Peiping People^s Daily Editorial on Nuclear 
"^Disarmament, November 22, 1964^

More than a month ago, the Chinese Government, simultaneous with 
its announcement of the explosion of China’s first atom bomb, .sol
emnly declared to the whole world that China will never at any time 
aiid under any circumstances be the first to use nuclear weapons.̂  
The Chinese Government also formally proposed to the world’s gov
ernments that a summit conference of all countries to be convened to 
discuss the question of the complete prohibition and thorough destruc
tion of nuclear weapons, and that, as the first step, the conference 
should, reach an agreement to the effect that th  ̂nuclear powers and 
those countries which may soon become nuclear powers undertake not 
to use nuclear weapons, neither to use them against non-nuclear pow
ers and nuclear-free zones, nor against each other.®

This proposal expresses the common aspirations of all peace-loving 
peoples of the world and has received the support of government heads 
in many countries. World public opinion has acclaimed it and con
sidered it to be an important contribution to the complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and to the cause of pres- 
ervdtion of world peace.

It is true that the complete prohibition and thorough destruction 
of nuclear weapons can be realized only through hard and bitter strug
gles. Certain practicable measures have to be taken in order to attain 
this goal. This is agreed by all. Now the question is how the first 
step should be taken so as to facilitate the attainment of the goal 
rather than produce an adverse effect.

 ̂Peking Review, no. 48, Nov. 27,1964, pp. 12-14. 
 ̂Ante, p. 449.
® Ante, pp. 450, 455.
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T ripartite Treaty : A Cover for U.S. N uclear W ar P reparation's

Some people say that the tripartite Treaty for the partial suspen
sion of nuclear testing is the first step towards the complete prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons.̂

This claim has been utterly refuted by what has happened in the last 
year and more. As everybody knows, the tripartite treaty was signed 
when the United States had already acquired enough technical data 
on atmospheric nuclear testing. This treaty in no way hampers the 
United States from continuing to use, manufacture and stockpile nu
clear weapons, nor from conducting underground nuclear testing to 
develop tactical nuclear weapons, still less proliferating nuclear weap
ons under the smokescreen of the so-called multilateral nuclear force. 
On the contrary, the United States is using the tripartite treaty to pin
ion other countries, including those possessing nuclear weapons, so as 
to obtain nuclear superiority for continuing its policy of nuclear black
mail and threats. The United States is also using this treaty to hood
wink the peace-loving people of the world and weaken their struggle 
for the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. The tripartite treaty, 
therefore, not only puts off indefinitely the complete prohibition of 
nuclear weapons but also serves as a smokescreen for U.S. nuclear war 
preparations.

A Complete T est B an  Now Only S trengthens U.S. Nuclear

Monopoly

Some people say that the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons 
can begin with the complete banning of nuclear testing.

On the face of it, such a ban sounds slightly better than a partial 
ban. In actual fact, there is little difference. The United States has 
carried out hundreds of nuclear tests of various kinds and possesses a 
huge nuclear arsenal. Under such circumstances, even a complete ban 
on nuclear testing will still leave this U.S. nuclear overlord intact. 
It will have no positive significance whatsoever if it is not accompanied 
by the prohibition of the use, production, stockpiling, import, export 
and proliferation of nuclear weapons. It can only serve to consolidate 
U.S. nucleair monopoly, deprive other countries of their legitimate right 
to develop nuclear weapons to resist the U.S. nuclear threat. It can 
only spread a false sense of security and weaken the struggle of all 
peace-loving peoples in the world for the complete prohibition of nu
clear weapons. Far from enjoying peace and security as a result of a 
complete ban on nuclear testing, the world, on the contrary, will be sub
jected to even more serious nuclear threats by the U.S. nuclear overlord.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.



CHINESE COMMUNIST EDITORIAL, NOVEMBER 22 483

It is just because of this that even a man like Dean Rusk is talking 
zealously about the need to conclude a so-called complete nuclear test 
ban treaty in the hope of using it to substitute the increasingly dis
credited tripartite treaty and further deceive the world’s peace-loving 
peoples. Isn’t it clear as daylight whom a complete ban on nuclear 
testing will benefit ?

P roposal to D estroy D elivery Means Complicates I ssue

Some people say that destruction of the delivery vehicles of nu
clear weapons can be taken as a primary measure for realizing the 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons.

At first glance, such opinion seems to be not entirely senseless. 
But after a careful study, it is not difficult to see that this suggestion 
has a serious weakness. Devils are devils, whether they have long,or 
short legs. Conventional weapons can launch nuclear bombs as well 
as the intercontinental ballistic missile. And ordinary aircraft can 
carry nuclear weapons as well as strategic bombers. The means of 
delivery is no longer as important a problem as it used to be, par
ticularly since the United States is working hard to develop small 
but powerful nuclear weapons. The proposal to first of all destroy 
the means of delivery in effect confuses the question of complete pro
hibition of nuclear weapons with the question of reduction of con
ventional arms and thus greatly complicates the issue. Moreover, this 
proposal will inevitably involve the question of control which is the 
great obstacle to arms reduction deliberately put up by the United 
States during the disarmament talks. That is why although people at 
the disarmament negotiations have worn their lips thin and many 
years have been wasted, U.S. arms expansion has continued year by 
year. If the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons should begin 
with the destruction of the means of delivery only heaven knows when 
this goal will ever be attained.

N ot to U se N uclear W eapons : T he E ffective Step T owards Com
plete PROHmTION

As the first step towards the complete prohibition of nuclear weap
ons, it is necessary to get at the real key question and not be bogged 
down by some minor and side issues. This first step must facilitate 
the taking of further steps and be conducive, not detrimental, to the 
gradual attainment of the aim of the complete prohibition of nu
clear weapons. This step must help check the nuclear arms race 
instead of serving as a smokescreen and help lessen the threat of nu
clear war instead of increasing the threat. It must serve to pro
mote the struggle of the peace-loving people the world over for the
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complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, and not lower their vigi
lance and pull the wool over their eyes.

It is precisely in the light of these principles that the Chinese 
Government has proposed that the various countries should agree 
to undertake not to use nuclear weapons, as the first step towards 
the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. The Chinese Govern
ment proposal is reasonable and practicable.

It is very easy for the countries possessing nuclear weapons to do 
this provided they harbour no aggressive intentions. After they have 
undertaken not to use nuclear weapons, it will no longer be necessary 
for them to continue nuclear testing and the production of nuclear 
weapons. The United States will then be unable always to intimidate 
others with nuclear weapons nor set up nuclear bases and spread nu
clear weapons in other countries under this or that pretext. Then, 
the stockpiling of nuclear weapons will become unnecessary.

As for those countries w'hich do not possess nuclear weapons, they 
will have no need to develop their own or import them from other 
countries, since the countries possessing nuclear weapons and those 
which may soon possess them will undertake not to use nuclear weap
ons, not to use them against non-nuclear countries.

Many countries at present are keenly interested in the establisliment 
of nuclear-free zones. However, to really free the nuclear-free zones 
from the threat of nuclear war it is first necessary for the nuclear 
powers to undertake not to use nuclear weapons. Otherwise, the es
tablishment of nuclear-free zones would be impossible and even if they 
be set up in name, all it means is that the non-nuclear countries would 
be deprived of their legitimate right to develop nuclear weapons to 
resist the nuclear menace and be bound hand and foot, while the 
nuclear powers would in no way be affected in their continued produc
tion, stockpiling and even use of nuclear weapons. Consequently, the 
sole result would be: the larger the nuclear-free zone, the graver the 
U.S. imperialist nuclear tlireat to the non-nuclear countries.

No question of control is involved in undertaking first of all not 
to use nuclear weapons. So long as the countries concerned have 
peaceful intentions, agreement can be reached quickly. Therefore 
this is simple and can be easily carried out.

For 20 years the peace-loving peoples of the world have resolutely 
opposed the U.S. imperialist policy of nuclear blackmail and threats 
and have demanded the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. 
There will be hope for the realization of this aim if the pledge is first 
of all taken not to use these weapons. This will be a major victory 
for the people of the world who cherish peace. It will inevitably in
spire them with ever greater confidence in the struggle for the com-
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plete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, and 
the development of this struggle will provide greater po^bility of 
an early realization of this noble objective.

To undertake first of all not to use nuclear weapons is the only 
realistic and effective step towards complete prohibition. The Chinese 
Government has taken the lead in declaring that at no time and under 
no circumstances will it be the first to use nuclear weapons, and it is 
willing to reach an international agreement guaranteeing against their 
use. The question now is whether the U.S. Government is willing to 
make the same commitment. The U.S. Government claims to be 
“peace-loving” while at the same time obstinately opposing the Chinese 
proposal for a world summit conference. We would like to ask the 
U.S. Government: if your peace babble is worth anything at all, are 
you willing to reach agreement with China, pending the convening 
of a world summit conference, on the question of guaranteeing not to 
use nuclear weapons ?

C h in a  W il l  N o t T ak e P a r t m  G eneva D isarm am ent T a lk s

It seems that the U.S. authorities have- no desire either to hold a 
world summit conference or to reach a bilateral agreement with China 
against the use of nuclear weapons. They have been declaring, evi
dently with an ulterior motive, that they have no objection to China’s 
participation in the Geneva disarmament talks, thus trying to. sub
stitute the 18-nation disarmament talks for a summit conference of 
all countries.

We would like to point out that the Geneva disarmament talks are 
conducted within the framework of the United Nations. Over the 
past 15 years, the United States has deprived China of its legitimate 
rights in the United Nations by various sinister and despicable means.
Now that China has nuclear weapons, the United States wants to 
drag her into the affairs of the United Nations. What is behind all 
this? Frankly speaking, China will have nothing to do with the

4

United Nations as long as the latter fails to restore to the representa
tive of the People’s Republic of China the legitimate rights as the 
representative of the sole legal government of the Chinese people and 
as long as the illegal status of the representative of the Chiang Kai- 
shek clique is not nullified. This stand of ours is absolutely 
unalterable. ' I

Furthermore, under the manipulation of the United States, the 
United Nations has proved itsislf completely incapable of handling 
the disarmament question. For, 18 years since the, adoption of the 
resolution on “principles concerning the general adjustment and re
duction of arms” at the first U.N. General Assembly in December
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1946,̂  the assembly has discussed the disarmament question every 
year but has failed to make any headway because of U.S. obstruction. 
On the contrary, the thicker the disarmament talks smokescreen, the 
more frantically the United States has carried out arms expansion and 
war preparations. U.S. military expenditure rose from 12,900 mil
lion dollars in 1949 to 60,000 million dollars in 1964. U.S. expend
iture on the maMng of nuclear weapons increased from 200 million 
dollars in 1947 to 3,000 million in 1963. This is the greatest mockery 
of the U.N.-sponsored disarmament talks.

The Geneva 18-nation disarmament conference is in fact still under 
the manipulation and control of the United States and can in no 
way reflect the aspirations of the peoples. The conference has been 
in session for two and a half years and a pile of propoisals of all 
kinds have been put forward but not a single question of substance 
has been solved. Even though some peace-loving countries are par
ticipating in the talks, this can in no way make the United States 
less peremptory. Thus, the Geneva disarmament conference has like
wise served as a smokescreen for U.S. imperialist armament expansion 
and war preparations. It is more diflSicult for the Geneva disarmament 
conference to solve the question of complete prohibition of nuclear 
weapons than for a camel to pass through the needle’s eye. We thank 
the U.S. Government for its generosity in not opposing China’s par
ticipation in the Geneva disarmament conference but we must tell it 
frankly that it will not have the pleasure of our company.

A u i CoiTNTRiES Must H ave T heoui Say

There is also the suggestion that the five countries possessing nuclear 
weapons should hold negotiations to discuss questions conceiving 
nuclear weapons. We do not approve of this proposal either.

The reason is that the question at present is primarily one of a cer
tain nuclear power posing a threat to all non-nuclear countries. It 
is a question which has a vital bearing on peace and security in the 
world. On this question, the more than 100 sovereign countries in the 
world, big or small, with or without nuclear weapons, should have 
the same say. What right do the five countries possessing nuclear 
weapons have to deprive more than 100 countries of their say and make 
arbitrary decisions on such a major question affecting the destiny of 
mankind ?

China has consistently stood for discussion by all countries of the 
question of banning nuclear weapons. This was our stand when we 
did not have nuclear weapons. Now that we have them we still 
adhere to this stand. We have only one objective, namely, to make

 ̂lUd., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 6-7.
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joint efforts with all peace-loving countries and people throughout the 
world to strive for the realization of complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons, and by no means to use nuclear 
weapons to raise our own prestige and manipulate international affairs. 
So-called talks among the five countries possessing nuclear weapons 
would in fact be a nuclear club in disguise. We will not join such a 
club even if an invitation is sent us together with a sedan chair.

The struggle for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction 
of nuclear weapons has been going on for many years. Now is the 
time to take practical and feasible steps to attain this objective. The 
Chinese Government’s proposal has opened up a new avenue for the 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. It proposes to reach first 
of all an international agreement guaranteeing against the use of 
nuclear weapons, so as to provide a new starting point for their com
plete prohibition. It is our belief that ho matter how U.S. imperialism 
may try to obs|iruct this, the Chinese government proposal will win 
the ever increasing support of peace-loving countries and peoples. 
The Chinese people will fight together with them to push the struggle 
for the prohibition of nuclear weapons on to a new path.

Letter From Prime Minister Shastri to Premier Chou, 
November 27, 1964 ^

I have received your letter of the I7th of October, 1964, on the 
atomic explosion conducted by China,̂  the previous day, along with 
a statement issued by the Government of the People’s Republic.®

Your Excellency’s letter and the statement repeat the same argu
ments and make the same proposals which you made in July-August, 
1963 ,when the nations of the world were preparing to sign the 
nuclear test ban treaty,® which Your Excellency’s Government re
fused to subscribe to.

As you are aware, over 100 nations have since adhered to that treaty 
and the international community has repeatedly hailed the treaty as 
a significant landmark in the quest of humanity towards general and 
complete disarmament.

 ̂India News, Dec. 11,1964, pp. 7-8.
® Ante, p. 455.
* Ante, pp. 448-451.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 272.
* IMd., pp. 291-293.
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R educed E-adioactivity

The cessation of atmospheric test explosions, wliich followed, also 
reduced radioactivity in the atmosphere and consequently the hazards 
to health which these explosions were inflicting on the innocent 
inhabitants of the earth.

This was the first time in the history of mankind that the peoples • 
of the world took a concrete step towards the ultimate objective of a 
disarmed world.

Since then, the international community has taken several steps 
in that direction, particularly towards non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and limitation of the arms race by reducing the production 
of fissile material for weapons purposes.

I regret to note that the Government of the People’s Republic of 
China has not only denied its co-operation in this common endeavor 
of the peoples of the world for progress towards elimination of nu
clear weapons and general and complete disarmament, but has also 
placed serious obstacles to it.

R etrograde D evelopment

Whatever the political or military considerations, the nuclear ex
plosion conducted on the 16th of October in total defiance of the 
opinion of the nations of the world and in complete disregard of the 
health of its innocent inhabitants is a development that people all 
over the world must regard as retrograde and deplorable.

Your Excellency has proposed that “a summit conference of all 
countries of the world be convened to discuss the question of the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nUclear weapons 
and that, as a first step, the summit conference should reach an agree
ment to the effect that the nuclear powers and those countries which 
may soon become nuclear powers undertake not to use nuclear weap
ons, neither to use them against non-nuclear countries and nuclear 
free zones, nor against each other.*’

As I said earlier, this proposal is similar to the one Your Excellency 
made when the Government of the People’s Republic of China refused 
to sign the nuclear test ban treaty.

Most V ital Objective

My predecessor then replied to Your Excellency at some length. 
He said that general and complete disarmament covering conven
tional weapons and forces, as well as nuclear weapons and their means 
of delivery, was the most urgent and the most vital objective of the 
peoples of the world.̂

 ̂Indian Ministry of External Affairs, White Paper No. X: Notes, Memoranda 
and Letters Exchanged Between the Governments of India and China, July 
1963-January 196Jf, pp. 116-120.
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Pending the conclusion of a comprehensive treaty, it was necessary 
that immediate and positive steps, embracing measures of arms con
trol and limitation and reduction of the risks of war, be taken to reduce 
international tension and build up confidence.

The international community had been seized of the problem and 
the United Kations and the disarmament committee had been dealing 
with the entire gamut of the problems of disarmament and of a dis
armed world.

My predecessor then enumerated the steps which had already been 
taken and were being taken by the international community in this 
regard.

He made particular reference to the stoppage of nuclear weapons 
tests in respect of which an international treaty had jiist 'been entered 
into.

B andung D eclaration

He drew attention to the fact that Your Excellency was one of the 
signatories of the Bandung declaration, which stated, inter alia, that 
“pending the total prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons, the conference appealed to all powers con
cerned to reach an agreement to suspend experiments with such 
weapons.” ^

He hoped that the People’s Republic of China, in harmony with the 
majority of the countries of the world, woidd subscribe to the nuclear 
test ban treaty, which was not only a step towards general and complete 
disarmament, but also of great significance in saving humanity from 
the death-dealing fall-out resulting from explosions in the atmosphere.

I regret to say that Your Excellency’s Government has belied this 
hope and ignored the appeal of the peoples of the world.

The radioactive fall-out from the Chinese explosion has traversed 
the atmosphere of the globe, spreading its unhealthy debris over the 
peoples of the world. ?

    if" C

It has also given a set-back to the efforts being made by the interna
tional community to prevent proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
bring the world nearer, to its goal of general' and complete 
disarmament.

Conventional D isarmament
f

In your letter  ̂ last year,̂  Your Excellency had ignored conven
tional disarmament. This particular aspect of the matter cannot be 
absent in any proposal from the People’s Republic of China which has

 ̂Documents on Dismkhament, 19Jf5-1959, vol. I, p. 455.
IMd., 1963, pp. 268-272.
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the largest Army in the world, not including millions of armed men 
in the Chinese militia.

In your last letter, Your Excellency had also proposed a summit 
conference, which was to consider the question of prohibition and de
struction of all nuclear weapons and of taking certain measures as 
initial steps.

These initial steps included establishment of nuclear-free zones, in
cluding one which would cover China, refraining from export or im
port of nuclear weapons and technical data for their manufacture and 
cessation of all nuclear tests.

This time. Your Excellency has omitted these suggestions as the 
People’s Republic of China, in complete disregard of its own pro
posals, has now established China as a nuclear weapons zone, rather 
than a non-nuclear zone, and conducted a nuclear weapons test 
explosion.

Now Your Excellency only suggests that the step to be taken should 
be that nuclear powers should not use nuclear weapons. There is no 
reference to non-manufacture of weapons, non-possession of weapons 
or non-testing of weapons.

I ntricate I ssues

In the reply we had sent to your last communication, we had pointed 
out that the problems of general and complete disarmament, including 
nuclear and conventional arms, were highly complicated matters 
requiring a lot of detailed work and were not matters which could 
be debated and settled at a large conference of the kind proposed by 
Your Excellency.

By their very nature, these intricate issues need to be negotiated 
in smaller committees and often at the level of experts, as was being 
done by the United Nations.

We agreed that it was essential that all countries subscribed to a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament, but we felt that a con
ference of plenipotentiaries of the countries of the world could be 
useful oiily when substantial progress had been made in working out 
a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.

The Government of India continue to adhere to these views, which 
are also the views of the majority of the nations of the world.

CoisrcRETE Steps N eeded

What is needed is not declarations or exhortations, but concrete 
and specific steps, like cessation of tests, prohibition of the use of 
fissile material for purposes of weapons, non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, reduction of large and intimidating armies, etc.
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In this context, I trust Your Exeiellency’s Government will take 
early steps to subscribe to the nuclear test ban treaty and stop the 
production of these weapons of mass destruction.

The Government of India believe that general and complete dis
armament is the most urgent and the most vital problem faciQg 
mankind today.

They have, for years, urged that a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament be agreed upon as speedily as possible and have lent 
their full support to all measures, comprehensive or partial, pre
liminary or otherwise, to that end.

They will continue to do so. We believe in the ultimate victory 
of the spirit of humanity over the glorification of war and violence 
to the detriment of the human race.

News Conference Statement by President Johnson on 
Atlantic Defense, November 28, 1964 ^

The present discussion of the Atlantic alliance that we see in the 
press and by the commentators, in television and radio, is, I think, 
partially the result of a neglect of first principles that are worth 
some new attention this morning. The ultimate essentials of the 
defense of the Atlantic community are the firmness and the mutual 
trust of the United States and Europe. The United States position 
I should make abundantly clear. The safety of the United States 
depends upon the freedom of Europe, and the freedom of Europe 
depends upon the strength and the will of the United States. That 
strength and that will have never been clearer, have never been more 
necessary, than today.

The United States is committed to the increasing strength and the 
icooperation of the Atlantic community in every field of action— 
economic, commercial, and monetary. There are no problems which 
we cannot solve together, and there are very few which any of us 
can settle by himself. The United States sees no safe future for 
ourselves and none for any other Atlantic nation in a policy of narrow 
national self-iaterest. One of the great aspirations within the 
Atlantic community is the aspiration toward growing unity among 
the free peoples of Europe. No nation on either side of the Atlantic 
has done more to support this purpose than the United States. This 
support will continue.

^Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 14, 1964, pp. 846-847.
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Since 1945 the United States has borne a special responsibility for 
the nuclear defense of the free world. The costs and the complexities 
of modem nuclear weapons make it inevitable that this American 
responsibility will continue far into the future. While we cannot 
divest ourselves of this awesome obligation, we can and we will work 
earnestly with all of our friends to find new and better ways by which 
all interested members of the alliance can increase their own sense 
of safety by sharing responsibility in the miified defense of the alli
ance as a whole. This is the meaning of iour present interest in the 
multilateral forces. This is the meaning of our continued readiness 
to discuss these problems with every interested ally. I believe that the 
Atlantic alliance is only at the beginning of its time of greatest 
achievement. Its success has been proved in 15 years of Atlantic 
peace. Its differences are differences among peoples who have learned 
in the torment of war that the freedom of each requires the freedom of 
all. I look forward with confi.dence to the resolution of present 
differences and the reassertion of the unity which is so deeply in the 
common interest of us all.

Address by Premier Pompidou to the National 
Assembly, December 2, 1964 ^

France wants peace. France has no demands to make. France 
is not threatening anyone and has no expansionist aims anywhere. 
France is ready to disarm if those who are overarmed set the example. 
But in the present situation France is compelled to prepare to defend 
itself. Actually, defense today is impossible without nuclear force.

(1) The atomic bomb has changed everything. It is not only the 
most modem weapon, just as tanks, planes, or heavy artillery or 
machine guns were in the past. It is the weapon the possession of 
which gives certainty of victory—immediate and unchallengeable vic
tory—over an adversary who does not have it.

One cannot, therefore, resign oneself to not having it, unless one 
resigns oneself either to being a protectorate, pure and simple, or to 
relying on the wisdom of all the nations and of all their leaders. The 
latter assumption is such a dangerous gamble that as soon as one has 
the means to possess the atomic weapon one has the obligation to do 
so. In any case it is a gamble that no great power seems willing to 
taJke since—and this is no accident—the five great powers at San Fran-

^French Foreign Ministry press release (oflScial translation), Dec. 2, 1964.
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cisco, which became the permanent members lof the Security Council, 
are today nuclear powers in varying degrees and everyone is talkuig 
about the desire of the others to get closer to the atomic weapon.

(2) The destructiveness of the atomic weapon is such that war can 
only be envisaged as total catastrophe. Hence it is longer a ques
tion of “preparing for victory” but of “safeguarding the peace. In 
the words of a military writer, “the role of the nuclear weapon is not 
to make war but to prevent it.” This is what is called deterrence, 
which means “to be in possessi,on of a destruction capability, as com
pared with a possible enemy, which is such that the latter will realize 
that he will be able to gain the victory only at the cost of unbearable 
sacrifices.”

For this it is desirable, but it is not essential, to be the equal of the 
enemy. It suffices if the blows that one has the capability to deal him 
are sufficiently heavy to remove temptation.

D eterrence R ests E ssentiallt on T his P sychological E lement

(3) But in order for it to count, it is necessary that the enemy be 
convinced that he cannot escape the impact of atomic weapons on his 
own soil. Otherwise, he might hope to win, either in a conventional 
war or in an atomic war waged beyond his own borders without great 
harm to him, particularly if he has sufficient mass potential and a terri
tory protected by remoteness or by its vastness.

(4) This is what explains our attitude toward NATO, that is, 
toward American protection. As long as the United States had an 
actual monopoly on the nuclear weapon we were certain of victory, to 
be sure, but also of deterrence.

(5) Today the American Alliance still provides the certainty of 
final victory, but it no longer gives assurance of not being attacked, 
because the United States is henceforth within range of the nuclear 
weapons of its possible enemy. Hence the latter might hope to limit 
the theater of operations to Western Europe, conquer it by using its 
conventional or even its atomic means, and then: see the United States 
draw back from the decision to destroy itself which an attack with all 
its nuclear weapons against the territory of the U.S.S.R. itself would 
involve. The risk is real. The past proves it since at a time when war 
was infinitely less terrible Wilhelm II could believe that Great Britain 
would not intervene and Hitler could believe that Great Britain and 
a fortiori the United States would accept the defeat of France and 
would halt the war or would not declare war. The risk lies not so 
much in our uncertainty regarding the decision of the United States 
as in the error in evaluation that the enemy might make. Was it not 
an analogous error in evaluation that Soviet Russia made just recently 
in the Cuban affair ?
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(6) It is necessary, therefore, that France, in order to be protected 
from the risk of war, should possess nuclear weapons such that the 
aggressor would know with certainty that he cannot hope to attack 
and win without inevitably suffering destruction such that he could 
not bear it, or at least such as to remove all attraction from the 
hypothesis of victory. Hence our program, which is giving us a 
destruction capability that is adequate because it is equivalent to the 
stake which our country can represent.

(7) By adopting this attitude we are at the same time amply helping 
to protect Europe. It goes without saying that if Great Britain had 
chosen to link itself closely to Western Europe, the addition of its 
nuclear power to ours Would have increased the value of the deterrent 
considerably, but it did not choose to do so. We sincerely hope that 
some day it will change its policy. Meanwhile the only systems which 
have been suggested consist more or less of integrating the forces 
belonging to European nations with a portion of the American forces, 
creating a joint power of decision. This is a double-veto system. Such 
a system gives Europe no guarantee. In the first place, Europe is no 
longer sure of its defense in the sense that I meant it above since the 
enemy may at any moment doubt that the U.S:A. would decide to in
tervene all-out for the benefit of a European state.

Moreover, Europe would not find in such a system any real capa
bility, either of blocking the launching of an atomic war or, on the 
other hand, of being free to launch one in its own defense.

Indeed, let us imagine that aggression takes place somewhere in the 
world. Let us consider a situation in which the United States and 
Europe are not in agreement regarding the steps to take in interven- 
ingj an assumption that cannot be ruled out and which, moreover, is 
the only one that lends value to the holding of the veto right.

Ill such a situation:
Either the United States of America will want to use the nuclear 

weapon and Europe will not want to, in which case the United States 
will be free to act, using at least 95 percent of its power, and the 
European veto will count for nothing; or else, in case of an aggression 
affecting them directly, the European countries will want to use the 
atomic weapon and the United States will not want to use it, or will 
not want to use it all-out. In this case the American veto suffices to 
paralyze the European nuclear forces.

(8) Now, there is a risk, and a grave risk, that the final result of the 
so-called strategy of escalation would be that the atomic weapons 
would not be used or would be used only in a limited theater. I f the 
aggression were directed against Western Europe, it might mean that 
France, Germany and the satellite countries of the East would be 
destroyed, while the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.H. would keep their terri
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tory intact during this first phase. The leaders of the U.S.S.R. might 
then find themselves in the psychological situation which I men
tioned— t̂hat is, the illusion that the U.S.A. would recoil before self- 
destruction and would accept the annihilation of Europe as a fait 
dcoomfli to which it had to resign itself. It is therefore evident that 
in the present situation the only sure deterrent which Europe can em
ploy comes from its own nuclear forces. In other words, all Europe 
today has a direct interest in the Freiich nuclear foroe, although it is 
of course very inadequate for winning final victory, and consequently 
the Atlantic Alliance remains a necessity.

(9) It has been maintained that it would be better if this nuclear 
force did not remain exclusively French but were integrated in a 
European force. Theoretically, this would make it possible for the 
force to become stronger and thus be a more effective deterrent. How
ever, it should be noted that because of the very fact that France is in 
Europe its force operates fully and automatically to the advantage of 
Europe, whose defense is inseparable from its own—which is not the 
case with forces, even allied forces, which are outside the European 
Continent. V

Furthermore, the creation of a European nuclear force raises, a 
number of questions for which there is no solution under the present 
circumstances.

In the first place, the question of Germany’s participation. Arming 
Germany with nuclear weapons would, in the eyes of the U.S.S.E.., 
constitute a grave act the consequences of which could not be measured. 
The U.S.S.R. has not yet forgotten what the last war was like, with 
Hitler’s armies at the gates of Leningrad, Moscow and Sebastopol. 
Nor have Poland, Czechoslovakia, or Rumania, for their part, for
gotten it. There is here a need for caution, which the Federal Repub
lic itself has recognized.

Furthermore, an integrated European defense can be conceived of 
only if there is first a political Europe that has its own policy and 
consequently its own defense. That is an ideal we not only contem
plate but hope for. But who can fail to see the difficulties that must 
still be surmounted ? To imagine that, for our defense, we are going 
to entrust the supreme decision to use the atomic weapon to the presi
dent of an organization like the High Authority of the European Coal 
and Steel Community or the Commission of the EEC is ridiculous. 
Whenever decisions or proposals of the High Authority of the Brus
sels Commission clashed with important interests in one of the states, 
deliberations of the governments have been necessary in order to carry 
them out.. Wlio could imagine leaving to an international official, 
however eminent he might be, the responsibility for pressing the but
ton on which the life of tê ns of millions of men would depend ? Hence
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it is necessary to create a minimum of European political organization 
among states, and France, for its part, is ready to contribute to that. 
But this first stage would not suffice to provide the conditions neces- 
saiy to a really integrated defense. Indeed, it presupposes a decision 
that might have to be immediate. In the event of a crisis, it will be a 
matter of minutes, not hours, and there will be but little time for con
sultations. There may even be no time at all. Therefore, what is 
needed is a responsible person who must consult if he has the time but 
who may make the decision alone if that is necessary. We see this 
clearly in the case of NATO. But what cannot satisfy us is that the 
one solely responsible for European defense should be outside Europe.

(10) Our efforts will be devoted to preparing for that European 
unity, in which the Coromon Market will undoubtedly be a power
ful agent. Meanwhile, we can only seek to make Europe realize the 
necessity of setting out resolutely toward political unity, and to pro
vide ourselves with a force that is already European simply because 
it is French.

Such is our national defense policy. It is none the less European, 
and we are not responsible for seeing that it becomes more so. National 
or European, it in no wise deviates from the Atlantic Alliance, which 
we know to be necessary for the final victory and extremely useful as 
a deterrent. In arming ourselves, not to prepare for war but to render 
war impossible because it would be tragic for the aggressor, however 
powerful he might be, we are discharging an essential duty to the 
country, the most important one of all, for on it depends the very 
survival of France and its people—and we are also discharging that 
duty to Europe.

How absurd the criticism, the sarcasm, about our “little bomb”— 
loudly reaffirmed, with a curious lack of proper timing, on the very eve 
of the day when the first Chinese bomb was to be exploded in a desert 
in Central Asia— n̂ow seems. The next day, the explosion was an
nounced as a very important fact in banner headlines by the very 
newspapers that had smugly echoed the sarcasm!

Ladies and gentlemen, the vote that will end this debate is un
doubtedly the most important aiid most,,^rious of all the votes your 
assemibly will have had to cast. Above and beyond the reservations 
which some of you may have on certain aspects of our military pro
gram, aside from the opinion some may have about the optimum weight 
of a tank or the reciprocal importance of helicopters and airplanes, the 
question put to us is of a blmding simplicity: Do we or do we not want 
to continue on the course that was opened to us by General de Gaulle, in 
the policy to which he adheres despite such strong opposition ? And 
give France the nuclear force capable of assuring it a future of peace ?
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Do we want this until such time as Europe becomes a reality ? Lastly, 
do we want to assure to France the independence to which any nation 
has the right, and ours has had for a thousand years ?

“It is a right superior to all others. It is the right possessed by a 
national community to live in its independence and in its pride.” 
These words were not spoken by a belated nationalist, or a professional 
warmonger: They were spoken by Aristide Briand.

^  r

Ladies and gentlemen, at this time when you are preparing to cast a 
highly important vote, none of you must play tricks on his con
science. This is not ihe time to wonder whether one belongs to the 
majority or to the opposition. There is no place for abstention. Each 
of you, alone with himself, must weigh what is at stake and answer 
yes or no. The government, for its part, has made its choice.

News Conference Remarks by Prime Minister Shastri 
{Extracts}, December 4, 1964 ^

• • * • • •  •

Evening Standard: I understand that you have met the Minister 
of Disarmament, Lord Chalfont. Have you discu^ed the subject of 
Chinese atom bomb, and would you be making any changes in your 
disarmament policy ?

PriTm Minister: I have had some talks, but I hope you will not re
gret if I say that we do not propose to make any changes in our 
policy in that regard!

BBG External Services: Do you regard the atom bomb as a political 
weapon. Sir, or as a military weapon ?

Prime Minister: Well, it is a weapon to destroy mankind; having 
exploded one atom bomb, China might consider it to be a political 
weapon. But the other nuclear powers, I know, know full well that it 
is a most deadly, destructive type of weapon.

• • • • • • •

The Economist (Mr. Stephen Hugh-Jones): Has any progress 'been 
made in the discussions on disarmament, and is Britain to help India 
in her diplomatic efforts in that direction ? And have you asked the 
British Government to join in any agency of the United Nations?

Prime Mimster: We have discussed this matter, and India’s stand 
has been that all the countries should concentrate on the elimination

 ̂Information Service of India press releiase, Dec. 4,1964. The news conference 
took place at liondon.

774ri7ia—65— —S3
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of nuclear weapons. The United Nations is the proper forum where 
this matter could be raised. India has formulated certain proposals 
on this matter, but how and in what form it would be placed will have 
to be decided a little later.

The Ohserver: Do you think it is desirable for India to obtain a 
nuclear guarantee against nuclear attack from the existing nuclear 
Powers?

Prime Minister: Well, it is not only for India that that, guarantee 
is needed. It is needed by all the non-nuclear countries; and I think 
it would be important for the nuclear Powers to consider as to how 
they can guarantee the safety and security of the non-nuclear coun
tries. It would be very wise on their part to give serious thought 
to this aspect of the problem.

Pakistan Times: After their explosion of nuclear device, the Chinese 
suggested a world summit conference to be held to ban the manufac
ture and use; of nuclear weapons:̂  How did you react to this proposal ?

Prime Minister': I do not know how far serious China was in putting 
up this proposal. They have come up with this proposal after explod
ing an atom bomb, and this does not seem to be consistent. Secondly, 
China never agreed to sign the Moscow Test Ban Treaty and it was 
further proof of the fact that China could not be serious about it. 
They wanted perhaps to create some kind of psychological atmosphere 
in their favour.

The Bun: Mr. Prime Minister, how can a non-nuclear, non-aligned 
country— Î emphasise non-aligned—defend itself against any attack 
by a nuclear country ?

Prime Minister: We will devise our own ways and means to help 
defend us. When I talk of the elimination of nuclear bombs, I neied 
not be afraid of any nuclear attack. This world is big enough, vast

  • J

enough, to tackle this problem of the nuclear threat. Most of the 
world is without nuclear devices and nuclear weapons— m̂ost of the 
countries of the world; and, therefore, we should not think purely in 
selfish terms. We will have to take a wider view of things, and I do 
hope that if all the non-nuclear countries combine, they can create 
the necessary trend in the world for the non-use of nuclear weapons.

A correspondent: Are you still of the opinion that China should 
join the UN; and have you been discussing this with Mr. Wilson as 
to how this could be achieved ?

* Ante, p. 455.
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Prime Minister: There is not much to discuss with the Prime Min
ister about the admission of China to [the] UN. It will depend on so 
many factors and on the attitude of the members of the United Na
tions. But India has been in favour of admission of China to the UN 
and we stand by that even now.

• • • • • • •

Karachi Morning News: You have been described in today’s papers 
as, a person having 450 million problems. Why don’t you reduce some 
of your 450 million problems by coniing to some sort of arrangement 
with the Western powers that if you are really attacked irom the 
North, they will come to your resc;ue as they did last time; and the 
resources and energies you save could be diverted to productive chan
nels? In other words, whether you will accept any offer of Western 
powers to come to your aid, and if so, the wasteful energy in arming 
India cannot be utilised ?

Prime Minister: Every country has got its own prestige and. dignity 
and honour. A country like India cannot afford to keep its defences

r •

weak. It is true that we do not want to race with China in the matter 
of, military preparations, but yet we are trying to strengthen our de
fence forcps and will continue to do so. It is not purely food and cloth
ing and shelter which are needed by our citizens, by our people. As 
I said, the honour of the citizen, of the, nation, is in no way le^ 
important than that.

Guardian (Patrick Keatley) : Could you outline your views as to
m

how a United Nations Peace-keeping Force or Standby Force can be 
achieved ? Is there any support forthcoming in this regard, including 
from your own Government ?

Prime Minister: Yes, we do support the idea of a Peace-keeping 
Force, and India has come forward to help with her forces in some of
• *

the countries where the UN wanted to send peace-keepiag forces. But 
a practica.1 formula should be found out on the basis of which we could 
get the support of other countries and specially of the Soviet Union. 
I do hope that it would be possible to find a solution for this difficult 
problem.
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Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the General 
Assembly [Extracts}, December 7, 1964 ^

The unprecedented extent of the arms race constitutes the prime con
cern of the peoples. Information which would reveal its complete pic
ture is kept under lock and key. But even without that it is common 
knowledge that month after month, out of nuclear plants and off 
conveyor belts and out of shipyards, come new piles of weapons: 
nuclear armament, rockets, bombers, tanks, and submarines. Nor can 
it be denied that research and technical thought, and many of the best 
scientists and engineers, are creating more and more destructive types 
of weapons.

Thus, a colossal amount of human effortj energy, knowledge, and 
material means are wasted on something which in itself is not only 
of no use for people, but is, on the contrary, fraught with untold calam
ities for them. The absolute abnormality of this situation is str^ed  
still further by the fact that statements in favour of disarmament are 
being made more and more generously with every passing year, whereas 
the gap between such statements and disarmament itself is widening.

It is now almost three years that the Committee of Eighteen, which 
was entrusted by the countries represented in the United Nations with 
drafting agreements on disarmament, has been in session in Geneva. 
Five times it has submitted reports on its work to the General Assem
bly.̂  What can one read in those reports ? One and the same thing: 
We came to the shores of Lake Geneva; we had meetings; we prepared 
a report, recessed and went home. But one will find in those reports 
nothing attesting to the elaboration of agreements at least on one of 
the questions considered by the Committee. The results of the negoti
ations in the Committee of Eighteen are absolutely unsatisfactory: 
One cannot help thinking that in Geneva, where so ihany watches 
famed for their most accurate precision are made, time seems to stand 
still.

What is the reason for the obviously unfavourable state of affairs 
in the disarmament negotiations? To call a spade a spade, it has to 
be admitted that all this is due to the stand of some NATO States, 
which do not want disarmament.

The times are now such that even opponents of disarmament are not 
loath to flirt with this demand of the peoples of the world. They will 
tell you that the desire to save mankind from the threat of nuclear

‘ A/PV.1292 (prov.), pp. 22-50.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 577-581; vol. II, pp. 865-871; 

ihid., 1963, pp. 170-173, 428-432; ante, pp. 435-440.
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war and th© gigantic burden of military expenditure is one of the 
most noble expressions of the human spirit. They sometimes go 
further and state that general and complete disarmament, would be a 
radical settlement of this problem. But as soon as specific questions 
are put forward for discussion, as soon as one goes from words to 
deeds, arguments of quite a different sort are adduced which are in 
fact aimed at proving that disarmament is impossible. Thê  number 
of arguments by the way is not very great, just two or three theses 
repeated in various combinations.

It is said, for example, that disarmament is impossible without 
international control. But who maintains that control is not neces
sary? The Soviet Union is in favour of control, the stricteist and 
most rigid control, but control over disarmament. If our partners in 
the talks had that same point of view, there would be no problem.

In reality, however, things look different. Eeadiness for disarma
ment m ^nres is handed out in homeopathic dosages, whereas control 
measures are prescribed in virtually veterinary dosages.

What, for example, is the heart of the latest United States proposals 
in the Committ^ of Eighteen ? It is not to touch the stockpiles of 
nuclear* bombs, and not even to hinder their future accumulation; 
actually not to touch conventional weapons; to leave intact military 
bases in foreign territories and to restrict oneself merely to “freezing” 
certain types of availabliB delivery vehicles.̂  But for control it is 
proposed to open wide all the doors. In other words, you find out 
what you are interested in, gather information on the defences of the 
other side, and then you act to your best advantage. But that is 
exactly control without disarmament, which can only lull the vigilance 
of the peoples, but cannot bring them real security.

Another argument is also proposed, namely that in the process of 
disirmiament, before all weapons have been destroyed, this or that 
country or ^oup of countries might fall victim to aggression. This 
is an invented argument indeed. As if aggression were not easier 
to unleash when armaments are growing; as if security in an armed 
world were greater than< in a world where the military machine of 
States is being scrapped. But even to this artificial argument an 
answer is given in the well-known proposals of the Soviet Govem  ̂
ment to leave a limited number of missiles at the disposal of the Soviet 
Union and the United States on their own territories until the whole 
process of disarmament is over.̂  Sometimes it is asked how many 
such missiles will be necessary. Well, we are ready to discuss this 
with our partners. Give us your figures, and let us start to consider 
the questions in a businesslike and concrete manner.

See antelf pp. 7-9.
* Ante, p. 22. ^
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Voices are still being heard̂ —and we heard them at the negotiating 
table in Geneva—asserting that it is difficult even to contemplate 
disarmament because man, by his very nature, remains pugnacious 
and hard to get along with. So, just take your time and wait for 
human nature, which is so unflatteringly characterized, to change. 
Qne may ask what physical and intellectual features man should 
acquire before he can be suited to live in a disarmed world. ■ But we 
think disarmament can be agreed upon before all people become an
gels. Attempts to equate the peoples who desire peace with a handful 
of profiteers who wax rich on military preparations and put their 
narrow interests before the interests of the overwhelming majority of 
mankind, only show how empty is the storehouse of ideas of the 
advocates of the arms race.

Of all that is being cited as evidence that disarmament is impossible, 
nothing can be regarded as being at all convincing. It is not that 
disarmament is objectively impossible; the trouble is that those forces 
that do not want it are still influential. But can the interests of those 
profiting from the manufacture of arms be allowed to prevail over

I V

the desire of the peoples to be secure and to protect themselves .from 
the threat of a nuclear and rocket war? No, this cannot be allowed 
at all. '•

Let those Western statesmen who oppose the proposals aimed at 
actual disarmament take the proposals of the Soviet Union in hand 
once again, and let them see whether their approach towards these 
proposals is not prompted by biased views. And what is most im
portant, let them ponder seriously whether it is only the Socialist 
countries that would gain from disarmament. Everyone who gives 
the matter serious thought cannot fail to admit that all countries and 
all peoples will gain by disarmament. It would also help the newly 
liberated peoples to. overcome century-old backwardness inherited 
from colonialism. The economic programme of disarmamient pro
posed by the Soviet Union opens up good prospects in this respect.

It is not the view of the Soviet Government that since others are 
not ready for a radical settlement of the disarmament problem, one 
may go with the stream without checking the armaments race. The 
Soviet Union is ready to agree on general and complete  ̂disarmament. 
But it also favours measures which would, at the beginning at least, 
slow down the armaments race and reduce its scope. In diplomatic 
language these measures are called partial. Their significance lies 
in the fact that they reduce international tensions and create i more 
favourable conditions for disarmament and for the settlement of other 
outstanding international issues. = ; ■

The Soviet Government is submitting to the General Assembly a 
memorandum on measures for further relaxation of international
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tension and curtailment of the arms racie.̂  Our'proposals have been 
worded taking into account the considerations expressed by a number 
of States at the negotiations both in the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
and outside it. We trust the General Assembly will give thorough 
consideration to these proposals.

In submitting this memorandum, the Soviet Government proceeds 
from the assumption that real prerequisites exist for carrying out a 
number of partial measures on an agreed basis. It is proposing to 
go further in reducing the military budgets of the great Powers and 
the strength of foreign troops stationed in Europe. As is known, 
something has already been done in this respect.

The proposals contained in the Soviet memorandum on banning 
the use of nuclear weapons, on preventing their further prolifera
tion, establishinj ‘̂ denuclearized zones in various areas of the world, 
on discontinuing underground nuclear test explosions too, and on elim- 
inatiiig at least certain delivery vehicle  ̂for nuclear weapons, namely 
bomber aircraft, are aimed at slowing down the nuclear armaments 
race. The necessity has become ripe to eliminate foreign bases in other 
territories, to sign a non-aggression pact between the countries of 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty, and to take some other practical 
riieasures.

The Soviet Government supports the proposal of the Polish People’s 
Republic to freeze’nuclear armaments in Central Europe.̂

Various-proposals are being put forward as to the forum for dis
armament negotiations and the aspects of this problem which should 
be given priority in the immediate future. In the view of the Soviet 
Government, it would be consonant with the present situation to con
vene a world disarmament conference with the participation of all 
the countries of the world, as proposed by the Cairo Conference of 
non-aligned nations.̂  The proposal made 'Ity the Government of the 
Chinese People’s Republic for a conference of the H^ds of State 
of the world to discuss the question of the complete banning and com
plete destruction of nuclear weapons and to reach agreement on the 
renunciation by States of the use of these weapons as the first step, 
deserves positive consideration."* This coincides with what has been 
repeatedly suggested by the Soviet Government.

The Soviet Government is prepared to participate in further dis
cussions in any forum and at any level, including the highest one, of 
the problem of general and complete disarmament, of banning and

 ̂Ante, pp. 76-78.
® Ante, pp. 443-448.
 ̂Ante, p. 455.
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destroying nuclear weapons, and of measures for the curtailment of 
the arms drive.

All those who have spoken from this rostrum dwelt, as they should, 
upon the task of disarmament and the search for ways towards a 
further relaxation of international tensions. The representatives of 
Powers whose activities outside the United Nations are aimed in an 
opposite direction are no exception in this respect. It is a secret to 
no one that, as the present session of the General Assembly was draw
ing near, efforts to create in this or that form the so-called NATO 
multilateral nuclear force just spiraled.

The picture is indeed a strange one. On the one hand, representa
tives of a number of leading NATO Powers seek to convince everyone 
that they are opposed to the transfer of nuclear weapons to other 
States, that they would like to reach agreement on the non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons. On the other hand, they state they cannot 
resist the demands of some of their allies who are clamouring for 
nuclear weapons or, at least, for access to them. However, because a 
new group of countries is being allowed to have access to nuclear 
weapons on a NATO bloc basis, they maintain that this in no way 
amounts to proliferation of nuclear weapons.

But do the authors themselves believe that their arguments are con
vincing and logical ? It looks as if, for the sake of appearances, they 
agree to keep the front door to the NATO nuclear club closed, but at 
the same time are ready to open wide the back door to some of their 
allies.

It is hard to get rid of the impression that a sort of performance is 
being played out before everybody’s eyes. One character says to an
other : “You have nuclear weapons; share them with me or else you’ll 
be sorry— Î’ll start making my own.” Another looks at those who are 
watching the scene and tries to calm them, saying there is no other 
way out except to yield to the solicitation of the first. But both of 
them keep silent about the fact that the text of their dialogue was 
written beforehand and the whole performance was needed to persuade 
and calm the credulous. The final scene of the play has not yet been 
written. It may be different from what the two above-mentioned 
characters visualize.

Let us all say together that nobody must transfer nuclear weapons 
to others and that noibody should accept them from anybody else, 
and that includes not accepting them through military alliances. 
Otherwise, nuclear weapons will slither all over the world and, as 
they proliferate, the threat to peace will grow in geometrical pro
gression.

It may seem to some that the military measures planned by some 
NATO countries are a purely European and even West European
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affair and, the farther a country is situated from Europe, the cahner 
it may feel. Yes, this is undoubtedly a challenge to Soviet people 
and Poles, Czechs and Yugoslavs, Frenchmen and Englishmen, Turks 
and Greeks, citizens of the Scandinavian countries—a challenge to 
all European peoples. But the creation of a multilateral nuclear force 
should be a cause of concern not only for Europeans. It is not often 
that the international situation can be divided into separate parts: 
here is Europe; there, Asia and Africa; there, the Western Hemi
sphere. Once the situation in Europe deteriorates, the political climate 
of the entire planet is affected. And, vice versa, when the clouds of 
military peril grow thick in other parts of the world, Europe is in 
a fever.

It must be said without mincing any words that the creation of a 
NATO multilateral nuclear force would mean a further spread of 
nuclear weapons and therefore is an action hostile to the interests of 
peace. Such plans play primarily into the hands of those circles of 
the Federal Kepublic of Germany which demand a revision of Euro
pean frontiers and associate the realization of those demands with 
acquiring access to nuclear weapons.

The United Nations Member States must be fully aware of the 
fact that the plans for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force 
are the main obstacle in the way of an agreement on the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons which the Soviet Union is ready to join. 
Evidently everyone understands only too well that, if such an agree
ment is not signed, all countries, nuclear and non-nuclear, will lose.

Revanchist claims and increasingly insistent attempts by the Fed
eral Republic of Germany to get nuclear weapons make the problem 
of insuring European security and a German peace settlement, the 
solution of which is so persistently sought by the Soviet Union, par
ticularly topical and significant.

History has known three German Reichs which in one way or 
another inherited from one another the policy of militarism and expan
sion. The Third—^Hitlerite— R̂eich brought the greatest trouble to 
the peoples of the world, primarily the Europeans, and ceased to exist 
through a most destructive catastrophe. The German Reich no longer 
exists. No matter how long one traces the map of the Germany of 1937 
with one’s finger, the mirage which still dims certain people’s minds on 
the Rhine will not turn out to be either “Reich number three and a 
half” or “Reich number four”.

There are two German States— t̂he Federal Republic of Germany 
and the German Democratic Republic— t̂he latter of which pursues a 
policy dictated by a feeling of responsibility for strengthening peace 
in Central Europe. One has to proceed primarily from this obvious



506 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

fact in order to ensure European security and find a solution of the 
problems pertaining to a German peace settlement.

To this day some people are busy implanting hatred and alienation 
between the two German States, seeking to impede agreement and co
operation even where there is, in fact, nothing to argue about. But 
life itself calls for normal relations between the German Democratic 
Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany both in the interests of 
their national affairs and in the interests of a detente and the strength
ening of peace. These goals would also be served by the admission of 
the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of'Ger
many to equal membership in the United Nations, the necessity of 
which, we believe, has long since become ripe. '

It is known in the Soviet Union that the citizens of the Federal 
Republic of Germany also want a peaceful life. And our country is 
ready to develop normal good-neighbour relations with the Federal 
Republic of Germany. When the USSR raises the question of ensur
ing European security and a German peace settlement, it has in mind 
not something aimed against the Federal Republic of Germany,' but 
measures which would accommodate the vital interests of our two 
countries, as well as those of other States which are not indifferent to 
the way in which the situation in Central Europe develops.

In denouncing the plans for the creation of a NATO multilateral 
nuclear force, the Soviet Union states quite bluntly that the realization 
of these plans will make the unification of Germany still more difficult. 
Those who really show concern for the unification of Germany, and 
do not merely pay lip service to it, must be aware of the fact that the 
creation of a multilateral nuclear force would constitute a new ob
stacle in the way of bringing the two German States closer together 
and bringing about agreement between them. In short, a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force and the cause of German imification are 
absolutely incompatible. -oi ;

f ♦ ,

m • • • • •

Guided by the line of peaceful coexistence, the Soviet Government 
deems it necessary to draw the attention of the States of the world 
to territorial disputes as one of the sources of international complica
tions and friction. Undoubtedly territorial claims and border dis
putes between States differ in their nature. One must not confuse 
the question of territorial disputes between sovereign States with the 
rights of countries and peoples to wage a struggle for their freedom 
and independence, for their liberation, or for the completion of the 
liberation of their territories from the colonial yoke or foreign occu
pation. But in regard to territorial disputes among sovereign States 
there can be no two viewpoints, provided, of course, that one proceeds
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from the interests of safeguarding peace. All such matters, as well 
as any other disputes between States, should be solved not by the force 
of arms but through peaceful means exclusively.

• • • • • •  •

If we address ourselvessay, to relations between the Soviet Union 
and the United States— n̂ations standing at opposite poles of social 
development—they too in our view, have sufficiently broad fields for 
co-operation. Joint measures to avert the danger of war, to expand 
trade relations, to engage in the peaceful harnessing of outer space, in 
excha^^s of scientific, technical and cultural achievements—in each 
of these fields there are many untapped possibilities.

True, with the United States we also have relations of the type 
about which we can say that it will be better if they are never resorted 
to. For example, the direct line of communication between Moscow 
and Washington is kept in constant operational readiness for prompt 
contact in case of an international crisis. To check the technical con
dition of the line the Soviet operators frequently transmit extracts 
from the Rotes of a Hwrhter by the well known writer I. S. Ttirgenev. 
They say these texts have aroused great interest in Russian classical 
literature on the part of the American operators. The Americans 
from time'to time transmit the results of baseball games. Well, these 
are also forms of cultural exchange. The line has never been used for

- '  ■  p  ̂ '

itis direct purpose. Most probably nobody will obj ect if such situation 
always prevails in the future.
V i

• • • • • • •

The last year or year and a half has been marked by a certain easing 
of international tensions. It would probably be correct to say that 
now the inertia, which but recently frustrated all initiatives aimed at 
invigorating international relations, has to some extent been over
come. A number of cases have justified the method which has been 
named a policy of mutual example, when States do not conclude formal 
agreements but undertake appropriate parallel measures on the basis 
of mutual understanding, as if looking at each other.

. But probably all will agree that what has been achieved is only the 
start of the road. It should be continued in order to save the worldr

from the dangers generated by the armaments race, foreign interven
tion in the internal affairs of a number of countries and peoples, from 
the remaining tensions in relations among dozens of States. In any 
case, from our point of view, this is only a stage on the long road which 
IS illuminated for our policies by the historic precepts of the twentieth 
and twenty-second Congresses of the Communist Party of the Soviet
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Union, namely, that there is no longer any fatal inevitability of world 
war and that the present generation is capable of averting thermo
nuclear war and preventing it from breaking out.'̂

We know full well that forces—and very influential ones—are at 
work in the world which persistently cultivate the idea that the people 
are incapable of solving international problems on which the main
tenance of peace depends, and they seek to hypnotize the people with 
their pessimism. Is there any, for example, who does not remember 
how certain quarters in the West were in a state of complete prostra
tion when, in the years immediately preceding the outbreak of the 
Second World War, and especially in its initial stage, Hitler seemed 
to be marching from success to success ? At that time those quarters 
watched the torrents of Hitler’s divisions and air armadas like a spar
row watches a boa constrictor, and lamented that there was nothing 
to be done anyway. But when the Soviet Army, relying on the might 
of the entire Soviet people, smashed the hordes of Hitler’s invaders 
with fire and metal, it became clear to all that the critical point had 
been passed and that the coming of the day of the great victory of the 
anti-Hitler coalition over the fascist forces was inevitable.

We speak of this because nowadays we still frequently come across 
similar views. No matter how hard you try to solve important inter
national problems and appeal to the interests of peace and the interests 
of the peoples, nothing will come out of it, say the proponents of this 
fatalistic concept which is designed to disarm the peoples ideologically, 
politically and morally.

Translated into practical terms, it means that if today dozens of 
billions of dollars, roubles, pounds, francs and marks are diverted 
from peaceful needs to military purposes, let these funds be even 
bigger tomorrow; and if today no foundation has been built for a 
stable peace, it will not be built tomorrow either. But such an ap
proach to international affairs is imbued with great danger. It serves 
only the interests of the enemies of peace.

The Soviet Government categorically rejecte it, and it will continue 
its unflagging struggle against any attempts to imdermine the con
fidence of the nations in their strength, to deprive them of hopes for an 
improvement in the international atmosphere and for the strengthen
ing of peace. It has, indeed, happened before and may happen in the 
future—̂ that the main barrier in the way of settling burning inter
national issues turns out to be not the complications actually inherent 
in them, but artificially cultivated disbelief in the possibility of reach-
»■ ■ ■■■■' I"

 ̂For the “peaceful coexistence” doctrine of tlie 22d CPSU Congress  ̂ see Docu
ments on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 555-559.
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ing agreement and solving such problems. We, however, are con
vinced that there are no insoluble international problems and that 
their solution is not impossible, though it may be difficult. Among 
them are the problems of disarmament, of safeguarding security in 
Europe and a German peace settlement, the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, the withdrawal of foreign troops from alien terri
tories, the dismantling of foreign military bases and the conclusion 
of a non-aggf ession pact between the member States of NATO and the 
Warsaw Treaty.

The policy of the peaceful coexistence of States with different social 
systems serves not only the interests of the Soviet Union but also, the 
Soviet Government is firmly convinced, the interests of ,all other coun
tries as well. This policy may not offer simple and easy solutions of 
international problems, but it alone yields correct and reliable solu
tions and on this basis alone can a truly stable peace be secured.

• ‘ • • • • • •
I ’
»-

Memorandum by the Soviet Govermnent on Measures 
for the Further Reduction of International Tension 
and Limitation of the Arms Race, December 7, 1964"̂

It has recently been possible, as a result of the active and persistent 
struggle carried on by peace-loving States and peoples, to take a num
ber of practical measures to lessen international tension and limit to 
some extent the scope of the nuclear arms race— t̂o conclude the Mos
cow Treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and underwater,̂  to agree not to launch nuclear weapons into 
orbit,® to begin cutting down the production of fissionable material for 
niilitary purposes in the USSR, the United States and the United 
Kingdom * and to make a reduction in the 1964 military budgets of 
the USSR, the United States and a number of other States.

The Soviet Government, being guided in its foreign policy by the 
principles of peaceful coexistence, is convinced that for the sake of 
strengthening peace it is essential to move steadily forward in the

^A/5827, Dec. 7, 1964 and Corr. 1, Dec. 8, 1964. The memorandiimj was sub
mitted to the General Assembly on Dec. 7.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
p. 538.

* Inte, pp. 165-166,166-168,171.
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direction of an improvement in international relations. The first 
steps should be followed by further agreements limiting the arms race 
more and more strictly, extending the area of international trust and 
thus clearing the way for the conclusion of an agreement on the 
fundamental question, namely, general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government proposes that agreement should be reached 
to implement the following measures in the very near future, which 
would carry States forward a further stage in the struggle for a lasting 
and inviolable peace.

1. Reduction of Military Budgets

The continuing arms race absorbs vast sums of money and imposes 
a heavy burden on the peoples of the world.

The Soviet Government has repeatedly proposed that States should 
reduce their military budgets, pointing out that this measure would 
not only lessen the chance of an expansion of the arms race, but would 
release considerable resources for developing the peaceful branches of 
countries’ economies and raising standards of living. Having set an 
example by unilaterally reducing its 1964 military budget by 600 
million roubles, the Soviet Union proposes to the other big military 
Powers an agreement to reduce military budgets by 10-15 per cent or 
some other agreed amount.

The Soviet Government, constantly following a policy of giving 
every possible support to the developing countries which are faced 
with important tasks in strengthening their economies, is favourable 
towards the idea of using part of the funds saved as a result of the 
reduction in military budgets for aid to the developing countries. The 
Soviet Government declares itself ready, if agreement is reached on 
a reduction in States’ military budgets of 10-16 per cent, to make provi-

I 4-

sion for part of the resources saved in this way to be used for aid to 
the developing countries.

The Soviet Government also considei*s it possible to make progress 
in the reduction of the big Powers’ military budgets on a basis of 
mutual example.

2. 'Withdrawal or cut-hack of foreign troops stationed in alien
territories

The normalization of international relations is materially impeded 
by the presence of foreign troops in the territory of other States. The 
concentration in Central Europe of large numbers of foreign troops 
and weapons constitutes a serious obstacle to an improvement in the 
relations between the States belonging, on the bne hand, to the North 
Atlantic Alliance and, on the other, to the Warsaw Treaty. The
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presence of foreign troops in the territory of other States and else
where gives rise to serious complications.

The Soviet Government considers that the best solution, one con
ducive to an improvement in international relations, would be the 
conclusion of an agreement on the withdrawal of all foreign troops 
within their national frontiers, and the Soviet Union is ready for 
such a settlement of this question if the Western Powers are too. As a 
first step the Soviet Government proposes that agreement should be 
reached on a cut-back of foreign troops stationed in the territory of 
other States, having in mind subsequent step-by-step progress to the 
point where such troops are entirely withdrawn within national 
frontiers.

The Soviet Union is prepared to cut-back its troops stationed in the 
territory of the German Democratic Republic and other European 
States if the Western Powers will likewise cut back their troops in the 
Federal Republic of Germany and other countries. This could also 
be done by way of mutual example.

3. Disma/ntling of foreign nfiilitary hoses

Events of recent years confirm the fact that foreign military bases 
in the. territory of other States constitute one of the principal sources 
of international conflicts and tension, fraught with danger for world 
peace and the development of the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America towards the consolidation of their national independence. 
The maintenance of further construction of foreign military bases

*

constitutes a violation of the sovereignty of States and a threat to 
freedom and international peace. The attempts by a nmnber of States, 
principally the United States and the United Kingdom, to create 
new military bases in the Indian Ocean basin contrsiry to the clearly 
expressed will of the peoples of that region merit resolute condem
nation. There can be no possible justification for the preservation 
or further creation of military bases in dependent territories, where 
they constitute a tool of colonialism.

The Soviet Government considers that many States are justified 
in demanding the abrogation of inequitable treaties concerning foreign 
military bases, which violate their sovereignty and contradict the 
principles of the United Nations Charter. The dismantling of for
eign military bases would be a major contribution to the strengthening 
of world peace and the lessening of international tension. At the same 
time it would help to strengthen the independence of the young States 
of Africa, Asia and Latin America, to halt interference in their 
domestic affairs, to bring to a rapid conclusion the historic process 
of the liquidation of colonial regimes, and to eradicate colonialism.
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4. Prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons

Nuclear weapons harbour monstrous destructive power and their 
use could inflict incalculable sufferings on the peoples. Since nuclear 
weapons first made their appearance, the Soviet Union has called, 
and continues to call, for the unconditional prohibition of these weap
ons and the destruction of all stocks thereof accumulated by States. 
The complete destruction of nuclear weapons and of the means of their 
delivery constitutes the essence of the programme of general and 
complete disarmament advanced by the Soviet Government.̂

Given that there is as yet no agreement on general and complete 
disarmament, sinc« a number of States not disposing of nuclear weap
ons are showing a desire to possess or gain access to such weapons and 
since a number of nuclear Powers are expressing readiness to grant 
them such access, there is now a real danger of a further spread of 
nuclear weapons, which could not but lead to a heightening of inter
national tension and increased danger of nuclear war.

The greatest practical danger in this regard is presented by plans 
for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force, under which it 
is proposed to give access to nuclear weapons to the Federal Republic 
of Germany—a State which is calling for revision of the frontiers in 
Europe etoblished as a result of the Second World War.

Considering the dangerous consequences of any further dissemina
tion of nuclear weapons, inter aliâ  through a NATO multilateral nu
clear force, the Soviet Government proposed the conclusion of an in
ternational agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons 
such as would altogether deny the non-nuclear States direct or indirect

»

access to such weapons, either directly or through military alliances.

5. Prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons

The Soviet Grovernment considers that the conclusion of an inter
national agreement (convention) banning the use of nuclear weapons 
would be an important step towards the elimination of the threat of 
nuclear war. The conclusion of such an agreement would lead to the 
further relaxation of international tension, would be a measure for 
checking the nuclear arms race, and would be a substantial contribu
tion to the consolidation of confidence in relations among States.

As early as 1953 the Soviet Government proposed that, as a first step 
towards the complete removal of nuclear weapons from national arma
ments, States should assume a solemn obligation not to use atomic.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938, and ante, p. 22
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hydrogen or other weapons of mass destruction.̂  A similar proposal 
was advanced again by the Soviet Union in 1968.? In 1960 in the Ten- 
Nation Disarmament Committee the Soviet Union, Poland, Bulgaria 
and Romania submitted a joint proposal to the effect that States pos
sessing nuclear weapons should solemnly declare that they would re
frain from being the first to use such weapons.®

Now the idea of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons has 
received wide support from the peoples of the world and from most of 
the States Members of the United Nations. On the initiative of Ethi
opia and other African and Asian States and with the support of the 
socialist countries, the sixteenth session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly in 1961 adopted the well-known Declaration on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons."* Sub
sequently, within and outside the United Nations there has been a 
lively campaign to convene an international conference for the signing 
of a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons. In 1964 the question of the convening of such a 
conference was also considered in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament, the majority of whose members spoke in favour of con
vening it forthwith.

The Soviet Government supported and supports the proposal to hold 
this international conference and favours putting this proposal into 
effect without delay.

6. EstahUshment of demiclearized zones

The proposals which many States have advanced for the establish
ment of denuclearized; zones in various regions of the world open a path 
to the effective limitation of the range of stationing and use of nuclear 
weapons, which is also of great importance for the elimination of the 
threat of nuclear war and the limitation of the arms race. These pro-

Soviet draft resolution of Sept. 24, 1953, proposed the proMBition of 
“atomic, hydrogen and other t3^es of weapons of mass destruction” {Docu
ments on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. I, p. 390), and Soviet amendments of 
Nov. 18, 1953, to a draft resolution sponsored by the United States and other 
powers declared that any government which was “the first to use the atomic, 
hydrogen or any other instrument of mass destruction” would commit a crime 
against humanity and should be branded as a war criminal (General Assembly 
Official Records: Eighth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 23̂  p. 7). At the Geneva 
Foreign Ministers meeting of 1955 the Soviet Union proposed that the four 
participating powers “assume an obligation not to be the first to use atomic and 
hydrogen weapons against any#ountry” {Documents on Disarmament, 19^S- 
1959, vol. I, p. 548).

’ nid., vol. II, p. 1135.
• lUd., 1960, p. 80.
* IMd., 1961, pp. 648-650.

<7174-812-̂ 65------ 3̂4
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posals are receiving increasing support from the peoples of the non
nuclear States in view of the growing danger to these States arising 
out of the policy adopted by some nuclear Powers, of stationing nuclear 
weapons on their territory.

In the view of the Soviet Government, the need to establish denucle
arized zones is particularly acute and urgent in those regions of the 
world where substantial quantities of nuclear weapons are concen
trated and there is great danger of the outbreak of nuclear conflict. 
The Soviet Government therefore supports the proposal of the Gov
ernment of the Polish People’s Republic concerning the establishment 
of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe  ̂ and has put forward a 
proposal for transforming the whole Mediterranean region into a 
denuclearized zone.̂  The Soviet Government also fully supports the 
proposal of the Polish People’s Republic on the freezing of nuclear 
weapons in Central Europe.̂

The Soviet Government also supports proposals for establishing 
denuclearized zones in Northern Europe, the Balkans, Africa, the 
Indian Ocean, the Near and Middle East and other regions of the 
world.

The Soviet Government considers that, in the interests of strength
ening peace and barring the spread of nuclear weapons, not only 
groups of States embracing whole continents or large geographical 
regions but also more limited groups of States and even individual 
countries may assume obligations for the establishment of denu
clearized zones. Accordingly, the Soviet Government has already de
clared that it views favourably the decision of the Ceylonese Govern
ment to prohibit foreign ships carrying nuclear weapons from 
entering Ceylonese ports and foreign aircraft carrying nuclear bombs 
from landing at Ceylonese airfields. It would be a useful contribution 
to the strengthening of peace if other non-nuclear States would also 
decide to prohibit the use of their territories, ports and airfields by 
the nuclear Powers for the stationing of nuclear arms.

The Soviet Government is prepared to undertake an obligation to 
respect the status of all denuclearized zones that may be established, 
if the same obligation is assumed by the other nuclear Powers as well.

7. Destruction of horribers

One real disarmament measure for limiting the arms race which is 
undoubtedly ready to be put into practice is the destruction of bombers. 
This type of weapon, although becoming obsolete, still forms an im

‘ m a., 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
* Ibid., 1963, pp. 187-193.
* Ante, pp. 76-78.
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portant part of the arsenal of nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and 
may be used as a powerful means of conducting offensive war.

The Soviet Government is convinced that an agreement on the 
destruction of bombers could be reached without particular difficulty, 
if all the parties concerned bring goodwill to the task. The physical 
destruction—“bonfires of bombers”— ŵould be an important advance 
in the sphere of disarmament and the reduction of the threat of 
nuclear war.

In an endeavour to facilitate agreê ment, the Soviet Government 
is prepared to discuss the phasing of the destruction of bombers in 
terms of types within an agreed over-all time-limit for the destruc
tion of all bombers. »

Since some countries that do not possess more sophisticated military 
equipment need bombers as a means of national defence, the Soviet 
Government proposes also that a formula be worked out under which 
the large Powers would be the first to eliminate bombers.

8. Banning of midergrov/nd nuclear weapon tests

The banning of all nuclear weapon tests without exception and, 
hence, the actual cessation of the further development 6f such weapons 
would promote the consolidation of peace and the limitation of the 
arms race. The Soviet Union has been and remains a steadfast advo
cate of the banning of all nuclear weapon tests.
: The conclusion of the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water established favour
able conditions for the final solution of the question of the banning of 
all nuclear weapon tests. The Soviet Government is also prepared to 
reach forthwith an agreement on the banning of underground nuclear 
weapon tests, based on the use of national means of detection for con
trol of the ban.

9. Non-aggression pact ])etween the NATO States and the Warsaw
Treaty States

In Europe, where both world wars began and where at present 
troops of the two military blocs—^NATO and the Warsaw Treaty— 
are massed in large numbers, peace can be strengthened by uniting 
the efforts of all the European countries, with the participation of 
the United States, in the causfe of guaranteeing effective European 
swurity. An effective and comprehensive system of coUective secu- 
rity in Europe would be an alternative to the existence of opposing 
military alignments of States, The Soviet Government declares its 
readiness to come to an agreement on the creation of such a coUective 
security system in Europe and, as a first step, proposes the conclusion
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of a non-aggression pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw 
Treaty States.̂

The Soviet Government is convinced that the conclusion of a non
aggression pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty States 
would substantially improve the whole international situation in 
Europe and in the world and would promote a significant consolida
tion of confidence in relations among States. In the opinion of the 
Soviet Government, the question of the form which the non-aggression 
pact should take can be settled without great difficulty.

10. Prevention of swrpfise attack
With a view to lessening the danger of surprise attack and thus 

consolidating international confidences, the Soviet Government pro
poses that agreement should be reached on the simultaneous execu
tion of the following measures: reduction of foreign troops on the 
territory of European States, renunciation of the policy of stationing 
nuclear weapons on the territory of the German Democratic Bepublic 
and on the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany, stationing 
of observation posts on the territory of countries belonging to NATO 
or to the Warsaw Treaty.

The establishment of a system of observation posts can prove useful 
only if it is combined with such practical measures for the lessening 
of the threat of war as the reduction of foreign troops and the renunci
ation of the policy of stationing nuclear weapons on the territory of 
the German Democratic Republic and on the territory of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. Practical steps to lessen the possibility of the 
outbreak of a military conflict in Europe and observation posts are, 
in this case, two complementary parts of a single process— t̂he relaxa
tion of tension in one of the most dangerous regions of the world, 
where the armed forces of opposing groups are in direct contact.

11. Reduction of total forces
The reduction of the total forces of all States always has been and 

remains an important aim of the Soviet Government’s policy on dis
armament. The Soviet Union already has made repeated unilateral 
reductions in its armed forces. At present the Soviet Government 
considers it possible for agreement to be reached on the reduction of 
total forces either by the conclusion of appropriate agreements or on 
the basis of a policy of mutual example, if the Western Powers, for 
their part, are prepared to take similar practical measures.

* *
•  • * , 1 * :  •  I

In proposing that agreement should be pached on the practical 
execution of the aforementioned measures, the Soviet Government, of

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 57-58.



JOHNSON-WILSON COMMUNIQUE, DECEMBER 8 517

course, proceeds on the premise that, along with the conclusion of 
agreements providing for physical disarmament measures, an under
standing should be reached on mutually acceptable forms of control 
over the execution of such measures.

The Soviet Government appeals to all States to make fresh efforts 
to reach an understanding on the important and prising qu^tions of 
the reduction of international tension and the limitation of the arms 
race. The Soviet Government is convinced that the putting into effect 
of the measures referred to in this Memorandum would be a tangible 
contribution to the consolidation of world peace and would hasten the 
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament.

Joint Communique by President Johnson and Prime 
Minister Wilson, December 8, 1964 ^

The President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom met in Washington 7th December to 9th December. 
They were assisted by Secretary of State Rusk, Secretary of Defense 
McKamara and Under Secretary of State Ball and by the Foreign 
Secretary, Mr. Gordon Walker and the Secretary of State for De
fence, Mr. Healey.

In the course of a wide ranging exchange of views, the President 
and the Prime Minister reviewed the current international situation 
in light of the responsibilities which their countries cariy for main
taining, together with their allies and friends, peace and stability 
throughout the world. They reaffirmed their determination to sup
port the peace-keeping operations of the United Nations and to do 
all in their power to strengthen the systems of regional alliance in 
Europe, the Middle East and the Far East to which they both 
contribute.

They recognized the importance of strengthening the unity of the 
Atlantic Alliance in its strategic nuclear defense. They discussed 
existing proposals for this purpose and an outline of some new pro
posals presented by the British Government. They agreed that the 
objective in this field is to cooperate in finding the arrangements 
which best meet the legitimate interests of all members of the Alliance, 
while maintaining existing safeguards on the use of nuclear weapons, 
and preventing their further proliferation. A number of elements 
of this problem were considered during this initial exchange of views

‘ Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 28,1964, pp. 903-904,
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as a preliminary to further discussions among interested members of 
the Alliance.

They also agreed on the urgency of a world-wide effort to promote 
the non-dissemination and non-acquisition of nuclear weapons, and 
of continuing Western initiatives towards arms control and disarma
ment. They recognized the increasing need for initiatives of this 
kind in light of the recent detonation of a Chinese nuclear device.

The President and the Prime Minister reaffirmed their determina
tion to continue to contribute to the maintenance of peace and stability 
in the Middle East and the Far East. In this connection they recog
nized the particular importance of the military effort which both 
their countries are making in support of legitimate Governments in 
South East Asia, particularly in Malaysia and South Vietnam, which 
seek to maintain their independence and to resist subversion.

They recognized also that a nation’s defense policy must be based 
on a sound economy. The President and the Prime Minister, while 
determined that their countries should continue to play their full 
parts in the world-wide peace-keeping effort, affirmed their con
viction that the burden of defense should be shared more equitably 
among the countries of the free world.

They agreed also on the need for improvement in the balance of 
payments and in the productivity and competitive position of both 
their economies in order to ensure the underlying economic stmligth 
which is essential for fulfilling their heavy international responsibili- 
ties. In this connection they arranged to explore in detail the possi
bilities of closer cooperation between their two countries in defense 
research and development and in weapons production.

The President and the Prime Minister reaffirmed their belief in the 
importance of close allied cooperation in international affairs. They 
a^eed that this meeting was only the first stage in their consultation 
in which the matters that they had discussed would need to be ex
amined in greater detail. They looked forward, too, to continuing 
discussions at all levels both within the Alliance and in wider inter
national negotiations in pursuit of nuclear and conventional disarma
ment and all measures to reduce world tension.
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Address by the Irish External Affairs Minister (Aiken) 
to the General Assembly (Extract), December 8,
1964^

# • • • • • •

I wish to turn now to another grave and pressing problem—that of 
preventing the growth of international tension through the spread 
of nuclear weapons.

The great Powers, as we know, are prisoners of the terrible weapons 
which they possess. As they confront each other, with fingers frozen 
on the triggers of iiistruments of total destruction, they deserve our 
sympathy, our prayers and our help.

Even the smallest countries can do somjething to help the great 
Powers to reduce the tension which forces them to keep their nuclear 
weapons at the ready.
I

We can help, I suggest,‘by co-operating to avoid strife in all areas in 
a spirit of peace, conciliation and brotherhood, and by moderating our 
demands for action to redress injustices in cases where action is not yet 
in the realm of the possible without war. We can help too by estab
lishing wherever possible areas of law and limited armaments in 
which a group of States would conclude an agreement not to attack 
one another, to settle their differences peacefully and to limit their 
armaments to police level, on the condition that the United Nations, 
backed by the nuclear Powers, guarantee them against aggression 
from Outside or inside the area.

We can help to reduce tension also by providing and supporting 
adequate United Nations peace-keeping forces to patrol and ^ard  
the frontiers between small States at war with each other or in grave 
danger of being attacked.

There is one way above all in which the non-nuclear States can help̂  
particularly those among them which have the capacity to make 
nuclear weapons; that is by declaring their readiness, in accordance 
with the General Assembly resolution on prevention of the wider dis
semination of nuclear weapons,̂  to sign an international agreement 
not to manufacture or acquire such weapons and to accept inspection  ̂ > 
to ensure they are keeping their pledge. The counterpart to this 
pledge would be that the nuclear Powers bind themselves not to give 
control of nuclear weapons to non-nuclear States and to go to the 
assistance of a non-nuclear State attacked by a nuclear Power.

 ̂A/PV.1295 (prov.), pp. 12-20.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
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Those who suggest that an agreement against the spread of nuclear 
weapons should be made dependent upon the reaching of agreement 
on general disarmament do not, I think, appreciate that the advent 
of nuclear weapons and missiles, with their capacity of instant, un
heralded and total destruction, is something completely new—and 
irreversible—in the history of man, and that to cope with it requires 
an equivalent revolution in political thinking on international affairs. 
Luckily, the necessary Change in thinking does not require the revision 
of the Charter; for discussions on revision, like general and complete 
disarmament conferences, could go on forever without conclusive 
result. And in the meantime the list of nuclear States would continue 
to increase. We must therefore, I am convinced, endeavour to win 
through to a stable world peace and the restriction of armaments, on 
the basis of the present constitutional position and division of power in 
the United Nations and of accepting the monopoly of nuclear weapons 
in the hands of the five nuclear Powers for many years to come.

Though we are all inclined, from time to time, to cavil at the right 
of veto possessed by the members of the Security Council, I  think that 
we should accept the present division of power and responsibility 
between them and the other members as a realistic division and a 
reasonable compromise in the circumstances of the world today. 
The whole constitutional position would, of course, be greatly clarified 
and strengthened if the five nuclear Powers occupied the five permia- 
nent seats in the Security Council. But, however desirable it might 
be to have the People’s Reipublic of China as a member of the Security 
Council, particularly now that it has become the fifth nuclear Power, 
it would, in my opinion, be intolerable that this should be done by 
denying Taiwan and its twelve million people a right to membership 
of the United Nations. For I lam sure that the people of Taiwan wish 
to govern themselves, as they did before being occupied by China and, 
later, Japan.

The small States in this Assemibly which suffered occupation by for
eign Powers for much longer and more completely than Taiwan—and 
many of us with much smaller population—should bear this in mind 
when asked to eject Taiwan from the United Nations.

It would be intolerable also, in my opinion, if Peking were admitted 
to a seat in the Security Council and were left under the illusion that 
it was not to be bound by the provisions of the United Nations Charter 
and the Charter of Human Rights, or that its colonial occupation of 
the ancient nation of Tibet or its attack on Korea and India would 
be forgotten. Neither should it be allowed to think that it would 
not be subjected in the United Nations to the same pressure to refrain 
from aggression and to free its colonies as other colonial Members 
have been.
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I do not know, of course, whether it would be possible to negotiate 
an agreed settlement of the problem which is called the representation 
of China. I suggest, however, that the Secretary-General and the 
four nuclear Powers in the 'Security Council should be asked to nego
tiate with Peking and Taiwan between, now and the next session to 
find out whether agreement could be arrived at on the following 
basis: that Taiwan would take a seat in the Assembly and that Peking 
would assume the position of a permanent member of the Security 
Council, accepting to be bound by the Purposes and Principles of the 
Charter, by a non-dissemination agreement and by an agreement that 
all other nuclear States would go to the assistance of a non-nuclear 
State attacked by a nuclear Power.

It may not be possible to get the agreement suggested between 
Peking and Taiwan, but now that Peking has become a fifth nuclear 
Power it is a matter of the greatest urgency that an all-out ejffort 
should be made to find out. For it requires very little reflection to 
see that a number of States in the Eastern part of the world may feel 
compelled to follow Peking’s example unlesŝ  it is soon brought under 
the rules of the Charter and the direct influence of the United Na
tions, and unless, in conjunction with the other nuclear Powers, it 
accepts an agreement of the kind I have mentioned. The President 
of the United States said on 18 October that:

The nations that do not seek national nuclear weapons can be sure that if 
they need our strong supi>ort against some threat of nuclear blackmail they 
will have it.̂

That statement is to be greatly welcomed, and I am sure it will have 
an encouraging effect on those who are trying to persuade their Gov
ernments not to embark on the production of nuclear weapons at 
great cost to their peoples.

President Johnson’s assurance, however, would be far more effective 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons if, as I suggested in an address 
to the Commonwealth Clu'b at San Francisco on 27 November, similar 
assurances were given by the other nuclear Powers, and if those 
as^rances were incorporated in a treaty such as I have suggested be- 
tweien the nuclear Powers and were confirmed and ratified by their 
treaty-making authorities. Even if all five nuclear Powers are not now 
prepared to sign a treaty of that kind, it would, I am convince, be a 
strong brake on the spread of nuclear weapons and a vital step for 
the prevention of war and the establishment of stable peace if as many 
nuclear Powers as possible negotiated and ratified such a treaty with
out delay.

 ̂Ante, p. 468.
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It may be said that the nuclear Powers could not be trusted not to 
spread nuclear weapons or relied on to go to the assistance of a non
nuclear State attacked by a nuclear Power. But I have always be
lieved that all great Powers, like small States, can be trusted to keep 
an agreement which it is in their vital interest to keep. It is clearly 
in the common interest of the nuclear Powers with highly concentrated 
urban populations and industrial facilities to restrict the monopoly 
of nuclear weapons and prevent the balance of terror from being up
set. The balance might, of course, be dangerously threatened by an 
addition to the number of nuclear Powers or a change in the control 
or strategic distribution of nuclear weapons. Indeed the sensitiveness 
of the nuclear Powers in regard to the strategic balance has been well 
illustrated by their reaction to the establishment and maintenance of 
missile bases and by the warnings which have been issued to othie>r 
countries not to allow nuclear weapons on their territories and not to 
allow observation aircraft to use their airfields.

It is therefore, I think, well demonstrated that the nuclear Powers 
consider it vital to prevent other nuclear Powers from seizing, or even 
using, further territory which might be equipped as air, sea or missile 
bases. I am firmly convinced that if the nuclear Powers had com- 
mitted themselves before the world to go to the assistance of a non
nuclear State attacked by a nuclear Power, none of them would violate 
its pledge, knowing that it would be in the interests of the other nuclear 
Powers to prevent the agreement from being broken and that its 
aggression would destroy its influence in the world—an influence which 
each of them is trying strenuously to extend.

In the light of those considerations, my delegation would appeal to 
the non-nuclear States to urge the nuclear Powers to negotiate and 
conclude a treaty of non-dissemination and of guarantee to non
nuclear States against attack. We are greatly encouraged in making 
this appeal by the fact that Prime Minister Shastri has given the 
lead by indicating a few days ago in London that India, a non
nuclear State with the reputed capacity to manufacture nuclear weap
ons, would not produce such weapons, and urging that the nuclear 
Powers should guarantee non-nuclear States against attack.̂  India 
has thus given the lead to countries with a capacity to make nuclear 
weapons, and it is devoutly to be hoped that they wiir follow India’s 
example.

I fully realize that it appears to be asking much of non-nuclear
 ̂ t * •

States with the capacity to make nuclear weapons to renounce their 
right to equip themselves with nuclear armaments. But I know of 
no case in any strategically sensitive part of the world where a non-

’ Ante, pp. 497-499.
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nuclear State could proceed to manufacture or acquire a significant 
number of nuclear weapons without attracting a violent reaction from 
its nuclear or non-nuclear neighbours. I think it is clear that in some 
cases an effort to produce them might bring about, before it had pro
ceeded very far, the very attack it wished to protect itself against with 
the help of a nuclear arsenal.

As I see the situation, the best defence of the smaller States against 
aggrgsssic#. in the nuclear age is to help stabilize the number of nuclear 
Powers and help to evolve a reliable system of international law and 
law enforcement in co-operation with the other Members of the United

_   •

Nations. The first step in the evolution of the ideal system must be, 
I believe, an agreement that for many years to come the non-nuclear 
States w'ill provide the forces necessary to keep the peace among 
smaller States and that the nuclear Powers will police themselves.

In conclusion, in the interest of all our peoples I appeal once more 
to the five nuclear Powers to negotiate and conclude without delay 
a non-dissemination agreement complemented by an agreement̂  in 
which they will solemnly undertake to protect the non-nuclear States 
f tom attack by a nuclear Power. And I appeal also to the non-nucl^r 
States which have the resources to make nuclear weapons to ref

so. Let us all, in the interest of the survival of mankind, 
make an all-out effort in the days â head to put a stop to the mad use 
for destruction <of our God-given resources, and use them instead to 
abolish the appalling mi^ry and want which exist throughout the 
world, even in ^me of the. most highly developed countries.

Address by the Polish Foreign Minister (Rapacki) to the 
Cjeneral Assembly [Extract}, December 14, 1964 ^

It is our conviction that if all the forces working for peace and for 
the indejpendence of nations, including the forces of common sense 
in the West, especially in the United States, understand the present 
situation in timê  we shall be able to stop the dangerous chain reaction 
of tension, acts of violence and the arms race, in order to start the 
desired chain reaction of relaxation of tensipn, agreements and 
disarmament.

I need scarcely dwell upoii the importance of peace in Europe in the 
cause of peace throughout the world. This year was marked by two

__________________________________________________________________  i f "  ■ • i'.

* A/PV.1301 (prov.), pp. 27-36. • ; ; -



524 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

anniversaries: the fiftieth anniversary of the First World War and 
the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Second World War. Today, in 
that same continent of Europe, undermined as it is by political con
troversies, two powerful forces with the most modern means of instant 
and mass destruction in possession of the opposing groups, confront 
each other.

On several occasions I have been forced to utter warnings from 
this rostrum, inspired not by an exaggerated sensitivity, but by the 
experience of my nation acquired in its tragic past, and prompted by 
a sober analysis of the international situation. I would be only too 
glad if there were no longer any reason for such words of warning. 
But, I regret to say, we are facing yet a new danger. I have in mind 
the danger of the dissemination of nuclear weapons in Europe, al
though for the time being under the guise of a multilateral nuclear 
force. Such a step would indeed make the discussion of a universal 
treaty on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons a futile exercise. 
It should be realised fully that the setting up of a multilateral force 
would indeed have far-reaching consequences. It would upset the 
equilibrium between the two sides— îf not necessarily the military 
balance then certainly the political balance. No one could expect the 
socialist countries to refrain, in those circumstances, from taking ap? 
propriate counter-measures.

The creation of a multilateral nuclear force would open up a new 
period of tension and a new phase in the aims race in Europe. The 
existing division of the world into two opposing military blocs would 
become ever wider and more acute, even if we undertook unceasing 
efforts to replace that division by a system of collective security. It 
would make any agreement between the East and the West more diffi
cult, to say the least. The question might also arise as to the value of 
the prolonged disarmament negotiations if they were to become 
nothing but a soothing accompaniment to unilateral military nloves 
and to an accelerated arms race.

As in the past, whenever new steps on West German armaments 
have been taken within NATO, we are once again being told that the 
creation of the multilateral force would prevent the Federal Republic 
from acquiring armaments independently. What a strange line of 
reasoning that is. If it is true that the Federal Republic does not 
want to embark Upon the independent pc^^ession of nuclear weapons, 
why, then, does it reject the proposal for a nuclear-free zone in Central 
Europe ? Why is it reluctant, to put it mildly, to accept the proposal 
for a freeze of nuclear armaments in that area? What guarantees 
are there that the Federal Republic would not use the multilateral 
force to strengthen still further its position within the Western Alii-
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ance, and that it would not, playing upon the controversies between its 
allies, secure for itself independent control over nuclear weapons ?

In point of fact, the proposed creation of the multilateral force is 
only one element in the entire, and more than obsolete, policy of the 
We^ German Government and the policy of the Western Powers 
on the German question. The components of those policies can be 
summed as follows: the arming of West Germany; the non-recogni
tion of the German Democratic Republic; and constantly renewed 
territorial claims by West Germany against Poland and Germany’s 
other Eastern neighbours, accompanied by the refusal by West Ger
many’s allies— ŵith the exception of France—to i?ecognize the finf̂ .1 
character of the Polish-German frontier. There is no need to make 
clear the implications of such a policy; it gives rise to false but 
ê t̂lPemely dangerous illusions that the road eastward lies open to 
imperialism.

We are aware that a sizable portion of West German public opinion 
desires peace and good relations with all of West Germany’s neigh
bours. However, the official policy of the Federal Republic and of 
its allies is based on the most expansionist West German elements; 
it counts on them, encourages them and strengthens them.

It is being alleged by statesmen of the Federal Republic and its 
allies that the purpose of that policy is self-determination and uni
fication of the German nation. There are not two roads to the unifi
cation of Germany. The road followed by the Government of the 
Federal Republic is not one of “self-determination” but of prepara
tions for the annexation of the German Democratic Republic. That 
is why there is a refusal to conclude a peace treaty with the two German 
States; that is why a non-aggression pact between the NATO and the 
Warsaw Treaty Powers is rejected. Preparations for annexation can
not lead to the unification of Germany; they can lead only to the brink 
of an abyss. ;

The only realistic approach to the umfication of Germany is that of 
a historical process which could take place solely in an atmosphere of 
relaxation of tension, under conditions of strengthened mutual secu
rity and confidence in Europe which would be conducive to the devel
opment of co-operation and a gradual mpprochement between the 
two German States. That is also the very essence of the proposals 
advanced by the Government of the German Democratic Republic.̂  
The Federal German Republic’s condition that any proposals aimed 
at the relaxation of tension and disarmament in Europe must be de
pendent on the unification of Germany is no more than a cunning

 ̂See ENDO/124 and 133.
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excuse for confining in a vicious circle the issues of relaxation of tension 
and disarmament, as well as the question of Germany’s unification.

Kenunciation of nuclear armaments in Germany and in Central Eu
rope, recognition of the existence of the two German States, recog
nition of the final character of Germany’s frontier: those are, we sub
mit, the requirements, and they not only are not inconsistent with the 
concept of the unification of Germany but, on the contrary, constitute 
a starting point for an evolution in that direction. And, what is, most 
important, they are an urgent and most topical imperative for the 
maintenance of peace in Europe and throughout the world.

The peaceful development of mankind can be best safeguarded by 
general and complete disarmament. My country participates in the 
work of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee. Through no 
fault of ours, that Committee’s activities have not yet yielded any con
crete results. We continue to be ready to participate in any negotia
tion which would bring us closer to a solution of this extremely .im
portant problem. We have greeted with great attention and positive
interest the decision of the recent Cairo Conference, of Non-Aligned 
Countries that a world disarmament conference should be convened.̂  
We also sincerely welcome the proposal of the People’s Republic of 
China for the complete destruction of nuclear weapons, or at least the 
effective prohibition of their use.̂  ! ^

It is of paramount importance that efforts to achieve general and 
complete disarmament be accompanied by an atmosphere of relaxa
tion of tension and by the implementation of at least partial, regional 
disarmament measures. That purpose is the guiding factor of the 
proposals contained in the memorandum submitted here a few days 
ago by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of, the USSR, Mr. Andrei 
Gromyko.̂

It seems that the most urgent measures are those whose implementa
tion could prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons. The 
basic idea of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons is simple: the 
nuclear Powers should in no way, either directly or indirectly, facili
tate the nuclear armament of other countries, and the non-nuclear 
States should renounce the production and acquisition of nuclear 
weapons. It is in that spirit that we express our readiness to take 
part in the preparation of a universal treaty on the non-dissemination 
of nuclear weapons.

At the same time, our support goes to the idea of establishing 
nuclear-free zones in different regions of the world. An extremely

I ■!
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pressing task is to stop the race in weapons of mass destruction ;in the 
most inflammable areas. Those were the reasons ;which prompted the 
Polish Government to put forward its plan for a nuclear-free zone 
in Central iEurope.̂  The plan has not lost any of its urgency.

However, precious time is passing. Of concern to all of us should 
at least be the halting of ia further nuclear arms race in that region. 
To this end Mr. Gomulka has recently advanced a new proposal: to 
freeze the existing nuclear potential at the present level on the terri
tories of Poland, Czechoslovakia and the two German States.̂  The 
possibility for, other States to accede to such an agreement has also 
been provided for. It is not a complicated plan, and it does not affect 
the security of either side.

We are also ready to enter into constructive negotiations with re
gard, to, the methods of exercising control, as envisaged in our plan, 
with regard to the scope of the freeze, as well as to the matter of link
ing the freeze of nuclear armaments with a set level of conventional
forces. ' , j!

«

I must also stress our strong belief that the time is ripe for exam
ining the problem of European security in its entirety; In our con
sidered opinion, the advisability of convening for this purpose a con
ference of all European States, with the participation, of course, of 
both the Soviet Union and the United States, should be closely exam
ined. If it is deemed useful, such a conference could be initially 
prepared by representatives apipointed by the Warsaw Treaty and 
NATO groups and possibly, if so desired, by representatives sent on 
behalf of European States not belonging to either of the. two groups.

• • • • • • •

• 1 t

Address by the Indian External A£fairs Minister (Singh) 
to the General Assembly {Extract}, December 14,
1964"

It is unfortunate that at a time when the international community 
has embarked on a determined policy of reducing the risks of war 
and of building up of confidence amongst nations, the People’s Re
public of China has thought it fit to maintain war as an instrument

* ' * . ■
I ‘

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
" m a., 196S, pp. 651-652. . , . .
’ A/PV.1301 (prov.), pp. 42-50. '
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of national policy and to question the principles of peaceful co
existence. The People’s Republic of China conunitted a massive and 
premeditated aggression in 1962 on India—a country which, as the 
Assembly is well aware, has consistently tried to befriend China. This 
wanton attack was not only against the spirit of Bandung but was 
also against all canons of international behaviour. Despite the sin
cere efforts made by six non-aligned Afro-Asian countries, the Chinese 
forces continue to be in occupation of 14,600 square miles of Indian 
territory and fourteen to iGlfteen divisions of [the] Chinese Army stand 
poised on India’s northern borders. The People’s Republic of China’s 
preparations for war thus still continue and so also its violations on 
our territory and air space.

The problem of war and peace is the most important one for our 
Organization. The advent of nuclear weapons has changed the nature 
of war not merely in quantitative but in qualitative terms. Nuclear 
war has become not only more dangerous; it is evident that it will de
stroy all that man has succeeded in con^ructing on this planet. The 
nuclear age demands that the great Powers adhere to the medium of 
negotiations as the only valid basis for settling the differences, however 
fundamental and â cute these might be.

The concept of peaceful coexistence has now been ac^pted by an 
overwhelming majority, if  unfortunately not all, oif the governments 
of the world. Peaceful coexistence was the central theme of the Decla- 
raition of the Second Conference of Heads of State or Government of 
Non-Aligned Countries held at 'Cairo in October last.̂  The Confer- 
^ce declared its deep conviction that in the present circumstances 
mankind must regard this as the only means of strengthening world 
peace 'and has further sugge^ed that the General Assembly of the 
United Nations should adopt on the occasion of the twentieth anni
versary of the United Natiions a declaration on the principles of peace
ful coexistence. It was their hope that such a code supported by the 
whole world would result in the consolidation of peace and security.

The detente which came about in the intemational situation towards 
the end of 1962 'and who^ high-waiter mark was the signing of the 
Moscow Test Ban Treaty in Augu^ 1963,̂  seems to be fading out. The 
deterioration of the situation in South-Ea^ Asia, and the emergence 
of new conflicts in the Mediterranean, the heart of Africa and indeed 
on our own borders, 'are each of them capable ô f escalation which might 
ultimately lead to a general 'conflagration.

Disarmajnent remains one of the most important issues before the 
Assembly. The Moscow Test Ban Treaty, the hot-line between Wash-

 ̂Ante, pp. 443-448.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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ington and Moscow  ̂and the joint United States-USSE. declaration ® 
not to place nuclear weapons in orbit in outer space had together raised 
hopes for an acceleration in the process of disarmament. Not only has 
there been no further progress towards bringing the underground tests 
within the scope of the Moscow Treaty, but we have now witnessed a 
fresh explosion in the atmosphere which at least was bamied under 
the Treaty. We have always felt that as long as bigger and more de
structive nuclear weapons were being tested, the pre-conditions did not 
exist for serious and purposeful negotiations on disarmament. This 
was one of the principal reasons why for so many years in this Assem
bly we concentrated on an agreement to ban nuclear tests. The need 
for an agreement to ban nuclear tests was foreseen by Prime Minister 
Jawaharlal Nehru as early as 1954.* The question was carefully con
sidered at the Bandung Conference of Afro-Asian States in 1955. The 
People’s Republic of China was one 'Oi the signatories to the Bandung 
Declaration which stated inter alia:

Pending total prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear and thermonuclear
weapons, the Conference appealed to all Powers concerned to reach an agree-
nient to suspend experiments with such weapons/

Since then, this world Organization has discussed the matter year 
after year culminating in the adoption of General Assembly resolu
tion 1762 (XVII) condemning all nuclear tests.® The partial Test 
Ban Treaty has now been acceded to by well lOver a hundred States. 
The Cairo Conference of Non-Aligned Countries called upon all States 
to accede to the Treaty and to abide by its provisions in the interest 
of peace and the welfare of humanity. In defiance of this over
whelming world ppinion and in utter disregard of the Bandung Decla
ration signed by it, China has exploded a nuclear device thereby re
versing the hopeful trends and adding once again to the dangerous 
pollution of the atmosphere. Consistent with the attitude of this 
Assembly on nuclear tests and particularly in the spirit of General 
Assembly resolution 1762 (X V II), India cannot but condemn the 
nuclear tests conducted by the People’s Republic of China. This 
action of China is fraught with dangerous consequences. It may well 
start a fresh nuclear race among countries which admittedly possess 
nuclear capability at the present time. The risk of proliferation has 
thus increased many-fold.

The Assembly must take serious notice of this development and 
consider ways and means of preventing the risk of further prolifera-

‘ Ihid., pp. 236-238.
’ Itid., p. 538.
* lUd., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 408-^11.
* IMd., p. 455.
* lUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 102^1033.

(774- 812—
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tion. The Cairo Declaration signed by Heads of State or Government 
of forty-eight non-aligned countries has called upon all States to ac
cede to the Moscow Treaty partially banning the testing of nuclear 
weapons and to abide by its provisions in the interest of peace and 
welfare of humanity. The Conference has also urged the extension 
of the Moscow Treaty so as to include underground tests and the dis
continuance of such tests pending the extension of the agreement. It 
is the considered view of my delegation that the positive measures 
suggested in that Declaration should form the guidelines for further 
action by this Asssembly. During this session we would suggest the 
adoption by the Assembly of a resolution which would reiterate its 
condemnation of all nuclear tests, urge cessation of all further tests, 
call upon all States who have not already done so to accede to the 
Moscow Treaty and request the United States and the Soviet Union 
to reach an agreement prohibiting underground tests. Now that tech
nique has advanced far enough to make underground tests compara
tively easy of detection, my delegation hopes and believes that the time 
has come for bringing underground tests within the scope of the 
Moscow Treaty.

India has asked for the inscription of an item on non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons on the agenda of the current session of the As
sembly."̂  The importance of non-proliferation cannot be over
emphasized. This question is as important as that of banning nuclear 
tests. We feel that the Assembly should direct the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament to discuss the question of non-prolifera
tion as a matter of highest priority. We appeal to the nuclear Powers 
to abstain from policies leading to the dissemination of nuclear weap
ons and technology among those States which do not at present possess 
them. The non-nuclear States, on the other hand, should declare 
their readiness not to produce, acquire or test any nuclear weapons.

While on the subject of disarmament, I welcome the latest prjoposals 
of the Soviet Union referred to by the Foreign Minister of the USSR 
in his statement.̂  They deserve the careful consideration of this As
sembly and of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. Dis
armament, as we all know, is a very complex problem and if it is to 
come about, we must ensure that it embraces both nuclear and con
ventional aspects.

•  •  •  •  • • •

 ̂ See ante, pp. 497-498.
Ante, pp. 509-517.
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Letter From Prime Minister Wilson to Premier Chou, 
December 23, 1964/

I

Her Majesty’s Government (have given carefiil thought to your mes
sage of October 17 in which you announced that China had exploded 
^  atom bonib and suggested that a Summit Conference of all coun
tries of the world be convened to discuss the question of the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons.̂

I should like first to say how much Her Majesty’s Government 
regret that China should have felt it necessary to carry out a nuclear 
test. The number of countries which signed the Test Ban Treaty ® 
provides incontrovertible evidence of the overwhelming wish of the 
peoples of the world that tests should not be carried out in the at
mosphere or the other environments covered by the Treaty. All 
these will have received news of the Chinese test with profound ap
prehension and regret. Furthermore the action of the Chinese Gov
ernment will be widely regarded as contrary to the general desire 
that there should be no further spread of nuclear weapons.

Disarmament is one of the principal aims of Her Majesty’s Gov
ernment. We are determined to take every appropriate opportunity 
to work for it. But I do not believe that the procedure you have 
suggested is the best way to make progress in present circumstances. 
Nuclear weapons are now an integral part of the armories of some 
major powers; measures to deal with them cannot be taken m isola
tion from other steps towards disarmament and notably from the 
reduction of conventional weapons and armed forces. The reduc
tion and elimination of nuclear weapons can therefore only be real
ized through an agreement on general and complete disamament 
under effective international control, by carefully balanced steps so 
designed that no state can gain a military advantage during the 
disarmament process.

Her Majesty’s Government are working for this goal of an agree
ment on general and complete disarmament at the conference of the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conmiittee in Geneva. We consider 
that a Summit Conference of all nations, as you suggest, would be 
unsuitable for the sort of detailed discussion and negotiation that 
is needed if a Disarmament Agreement is to be achieved.

You propose that as a first step the nuclear powers should under
take not to use nuclear weapons. Her Majesty’s Government re

* British Information Services pr^s release, Dec. 23,1964. 
 ̂Ante, p. 455.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-2^.
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main of the view that this is not a realistic approach and might even 
create the impression that armed aggression with conventional forces 
could be safely undertaken.

In order to avoid room for any misunderstanding, I must finally 
make clear that my Government cannot accept the terms in which 
your communication and the statement enclosed with it referred 
to the United States and the Federal German Republic.

Letter From Premier Kosygin to Premier Chou, 
December 28, 1964^

The Government of the Soviet Union has studied carefully your 
letter of 17 October 1964.̂  The letter proposed that a summit confer
ence of all the countries of the world be convened to discuss the ques
tion of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons and that as a first step, all countries should reach an agree
ment to undertake not to use nuclear weapons. The Soviet Govern
ment wishes to state its own views on this point.

The Soviet Government holds that the most important task of all 
countries at present is to free mankind from the threat of nuclear war. 
As is generally known, as far back as 1946 when the Soviet Union did 
not possess nuclear weapons, it put forward a proposal for the banning 
of atomic weapons and the destruction of their stockpile permanently.® 
After the Soviet Union had manufactured this kind of weapon it re
mained its consistent stand to ban and thoroughly destroy nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery.

In the present circumstances, the question of how to further 
strengthen the efforts of all those who advocate the stoppage of the 
arms race and the solution of the disarmament question and of how to 
bring increased pressure to bear on the imperialist groups that are 
doing their utmost to prevent the events from developing along tliis 
direction is of greatest importance. Now this question has attracted 
the attention of more and more countries.

While seeking a complete solution of the question of the prohibition 
and destruction of nuclear weapons and general and complete dis
armament, the Government of the Soviet Union also proposes to take 
measures immediately which can be of help now to halt and limit the

* Peiping radio broadcast, Jan. 1,1965.
* Ante, p. 455.
* Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. I, pp. 17-24.
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nuclear arms race.̂  To sign an international agreement among na
tions to undertake not to use nuclear weapons is one of these measures. 
This agreement will be an important step towards the complete pro
hibition and destruction of nuclear weapons.

Comrade Premier, the proposal of the Government of the CPR for 
convening a summit conference of all the countries of the world to dis
cuss the question of the prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons 
which was put forward in your letter is in accord with the line of the 
Government of the Soviet Union. The Government of the Soviet 
Union declares its complete agreement with and support for this pro
posal.

The Government of the Soviet Union is ready to, take part in an 
mtemational conference of heads of state of all countries to discuss the 
question of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons and, together with all the socialist countries and 
other peace-loving countries, will make every effort to work for the 
convocation and success of this conference.

With my regards,
A. K osygin

Letter From President Johnson to Premier Kosygin, 
December 30, 1964^

D ear  M r . C h a ir m a n  :

Personally, and on behalf of the American people, I extend to you 
and the Soviet people greetings and best wishes for the New Year.

The year just ending has produced significant accomplishment in 
some areas of endeavor. But major international problems are un
resolved and the most urgent business for all of us remains strengthen
ing the foundation of world peace. In this task, our two govern
ments bear great responsibilities and it is my earnest wish that in 
the coming year we can make substantial progress.

Arms control remains especially urgent; nothing can contribute more 
to the hopes of mankind for the future. During the months ahead 
I hope we can work for practical agreements to this end. We can 
and should move to limit the spread of nuclear weapons; to achieve 
a verified worldwide comprehensive test ban; to make a cut-off of

 ̂Ante, pp. 509-517.
 ̂White House press release, 30, 1964. Tbe texit was released at Austin, 

Texas. On the same date, the President sent an identical letter to Anastas 
Mikoyan, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R.
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fissionable material production for weapons coupled with measures 
to safeguard the peaceful uses of nuclear power; and to agree on a 
verified freeze in existing offensive and defensive strategic nuclear 
delivery systems.

By progress in this critical area, our governments can help to make 
this a happier and safer world for all peoples. You may be certain 
that the American people and their government will never be second 
in this effort.

Sincerely yours,
Lyndon B. J ohnson

Fourth Annual Report of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency {Extracts}, January
21, 1965"

Introduction

The year 1964 brought dramatic evidence of the urgency of arms 
control in the nuclear age. While E-anger T photographs of the moon’s 
surface heralded a future of great astronautical achievement, an ex
plosion at Lop Nor on the mainland of China warned of the danger of 
nuclear spread and reminded the world of the unrelenting threat posed 
by these awesome weapons.

Four American Presidents since World War II have been preoccu
pied with arms control. They have understood that an increasing 
stockpile of thermonuclear weapons cannot in itself insure national 
security. There is a measure of progress to be recorded in the fact 
that this long-held American conviction is shared increasingly by the 
nations of the world, and particularly by the great nuclear powers.

It is this fact, along with the realization that ‘‘war is senseless” 
in the nuclear age, that is the basis for our belief that prudent agree
ments to avoid catastrophe are possible.

A major goal of U.S. policy, then, is to bring the arms race to a 
halt. It is the task of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
to translate this goal into specific and realistic proposals.

The most urgent and immediate of ACDA’s objectives are to keep 
the arms race from expanding and to find ways to reduce the risk of 
war which is inherent in the very existence of mighty nuclear arsenals. 
The list of arms control achievements in 1963 has contributed to

* Fourth Annual Report to Congress, January 1 ,1964-DecemJ>er 31,19€4 (AODA 
pubUcation 25,1965).
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easing the intensity of the arms race, and has underlined the impor
tance of continuing the search for new agreements.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961 stipulates that 
policy in this area “must be consistent with national security policy 
as a whole.”  ̂ It is and must be interwoven with defense policy. It 
touches vital political and economic chords as well. The problem of 
bringing the arms race under control is, therefore, one of extreme 
delicacy and complexity, both at the domestic and the international 
level.

The impact of events on possibilities for arms control is difficult to 
overestimate. Early in 1964 the two great superpowers began to give 
public expression to concern over the costs of their respective military 
establishments. Both the United States and the Soviet Union an
nounced cuts in their military budgets. In his state of the Union 
message in Januaiy of 1964 the President told the Congress that 
production of uranium would be cut back by 25 percent and that four 
plutonium reactors would be shut down.̂  Wlien this action was fol
lowed 3 months later by a still further U.S. cut in fissionable materials 
production, it was accompanied by simultaneous announcements in 
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom of an intention to cut 
back their planned production for use in weapons.® These actions 
were taken unilaterally and not by any formal agreement. The 
United States explained it was cutting back production because there 
was no reason to manufacture weapons material beyond its needs. 
It is fair to assume this consideration influenced the Soviet Union 
and the United Kingdom as well. Nevertheless, in a world grown 
accustomed to the continuing pileup of weapons on an almost un
imaginable scale, this commonsense action was a heartening sign.

At Geneva, when the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee 
reconvened January 21, President Johnson presented the conference 
with the most far-reaching arms control measures yet to come before 
that body. His five-point program aimed directly at stopping the 
spread of nuclear weapons and at preventing any further East-West 
buildup of stockpiles of strategic delivery vehicles— b̂oth missiles and 
bombers.'* The weight and seriousness of intent embodied in these 
proposals, combined with the improved atmosphere brought about by 
the agreements of 1963, was reflected in the conference for the remain
der of its 1964 sessions.

While no formal agreements emerged, the accomplishments of 1963 
helped the conference come of age. Even the deepest areas of dis

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 482.
* Ante, p. 4.
 ̂Ante, pp. 165-166,166-168,171.

* Ante, pp. 7-9.



536 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

agreement were for the most part approached with more rational 
exposition and less polemic than at any time in the past. As always, 
external political events impinged on the Geneva deliberations. 
Among these were such questions as the relationship of the proposed 
NATO multilateral force to proposals on the nondissemination of 
nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union extended its drive against the 
MLF to the Geneva forum, and refused to enter negotiations on an 
agreement to halt nuclear spread unless the MLF was abandoned. In 
Washington and New York, as well as in Geneva, the United States 
continued its 2-year effort to convince the Russians that the multi
lateral force idea was put forward as a “viable alternative” to 
proliferation.

The orientation of U.S. defenses to the concept of “flexible response” 
and the constantly evolving technology in weapons systems have 
had an impact on arms control concepts and made tremendous 
demands on the ingenuity of our technical experts. In addition, 
changes in the level and pattern of defense spending during 1964 
brought about the closing of defense plants and installations and the 
possibility , of resulting economic disturbances in various parts of the 
Nation. The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is required by 
its statute to assess the effects of arms control measures on the economy; 
and while the closing of bases has not been the result of arms control, 
the economic impact is the same. The President has pointed out the 
importance of improving our knowledge of the effects of such action 
in our communities, and ACDA is involved at both the study and 
action level.

The year 1964 also brought new governments to the three great 
nuclear powers— t̂he United States, the United Kingdom, and the 
Soviet Union. And during that dramatic period of a few weeks. Com
munist China made its bid for entry into the nuclear club. Renewed 
emphasis on disarmament problems was immediately evident in Brit
ain’s new Labor government. A Ministry of State for Disarmament 
was established, and the new Minister, Lord Chalfont, came to Wash
ington to acquaint himself with the staff and organization of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. Subsequent to this, an expert 
group to perform functions similar to ACDA’s was organized within 
the British Foreign Office.

In the Soviet Union, the new rulers hastened to reassure the West 
that the course of Soviet foreign policy would remain essentially un
changed, which—for the time being at least—served to keep open 
possibilities for further arms control agreements. The East-West 
dialog continued at several levels. Late in the year. Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk met in New York with Soviet Foreign Minister
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Gromyko. Mr. Gromyko also met with President Johnson in Wash
ington. Meetings between the Cochairmen of the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Conimittee, ACDA Director William C. Foster and 
Semyon K. Tsarapkin of the U.S.S.R., were held in New York and 
Washington. Among other disarmament questions on the agenda of 
these talks was the priority item of how to stop further nuclear spread.-

The detonation at Lop Nor, while not unexpected, brought into the 
public spotlight vexing questions about the relationship of the Com- 
mimist Chinese to disarmamenti The President called attention to 
one of the most immediate of these when he told the Nation: “The 
lesson of Lop Nor is that we are right to recognize the danger of 
nuclear spread; that we must continue to work against it, and we 
will.” "

A few weeks later the White House announced the appointment of 
a special Presidential committee, under the Chairmanship of former

__

Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric, to make an exhaustive 
examination of the problem of nuclear proliferation.^

 ‘X

Existing U.S. proposals along these lines were highlighted at the 
Atoms for Peace Conference in Geneva early last fall. Drama,tic 
advances in nuclear reactor technology, and the rapid worldwide 
spread of peaceful uses activity, underlined the importance of inter
national safeguards against diversion of reactor products to military 
use. The Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, Glenn 
T. Seaborg, warned the conference that neither the United States nor 
any other nation alone could provide assurance against nuclear pro- , 
liferation. The need for agreement to the President’s January pro
posal that all nations supplying nuclear technology and materials 
apply imiform and credible international safeguards became clearer 
than ever as a result of recent technical advances.

  V

In the year’s last important political development, the American 
people returned President Johnson to the White House in time of 
“great danger [but] also the excitement of great expectations.” ® The 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is sharing in the search for a 
way out of that great danger. During 1964, as in the years that pre
ceded it, the Agency has charted its course in response both to existing 
realities and to new developments, whether political or t^hnological. 
And when the imponderables of science and history have demanded 
it, the course has been recharted. The theory of the flexible response 
applies in peace as well as war.

 ̂Ante, p. 468.
* See New York Times, Nov. 2,1964, p. 1.
® Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 25,1965, p. 95.
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On December 30, the President sent a New Year’s message to the 
new Soviet leaders. In that message he pledged the American people 
and their government to work for practical agreements in arms con
trol. He urged limitations on the spread of nuclear weapons; a veri
fied worldwide comprehensive test ban; a cutoff of fissionable material 
production for weapons; measures to safeguard the peaceful uses of 
nuclear power; and a verified freeze in existing offensive and defen
sive strategic nuclear delivery systems. “The most urgent business 
for all of us,” he said, “remains strengthening the foundation of world 
peace.” ^

W i l l i a m  C. F o s t e r  

Director

The International Negotiations

There is only one item on the agenda of this Conference—it is the leading 
item on the agenda of mankind—and that one item is peace.̂

The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is responsible 
for the preparation and management of international negotiations in 
the disarmament field, under the direction of the Secretary of State. 
In 1964 the principal negotiations were conducted at the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee at Geneva. The Agency, as in the 
past, furnished technical support and policy guidance in its area of 
competence for talks at the Foreign .Ministers level between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, with the nations of the North 
Atlantic Alliance and various other countries.

T h e  E ig h t e e n -N a t io n  D is a r m a m e n t  C o m m it t e et '

The Eigliteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) will 
celebrate its third birthday on March 14, 1965. It conducts its 
negotiations under a joint U.S.-U.S.S.R. “Statement of Agreed 
Principles” which sets the guidelines for negotiations towards an 
ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament.̂  From the out
set of the Committee’s deliberations, the United States has pressed 
for inclusion of a more immediate and practical objective—agree
ment oh limited measures to be implemented at’ the earliest possible 
date. In consequence, the emphasis at the conference has tended to 
be on such limited or “collateral” agreements. In the 1964 sessions 
the Soviet Union indicated more willingness to go along with this 
approach than in the past. This year particular attention was 
directed to measures designed to contain the nuclear threat.

p# S33.
 ̂Ante, p. 7.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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On January 21, 1964, after its usual recess during the General 
Assembly, the Committee resumed its discussions. In a message 
to the conference, President Johnson presented five proposals for 
potential agreement and reaffirmed U.S. support of arms control and 
disarmament goals.̂  11

The five proposals ranged from far-reaching measures involving 
complex negotiations to more modest items, easy to implement and 
not too difficult to police.

T he  “F reeze”

The most substantial and dramatic of the proposals was a United 
Stat^ offer toi explore the possibilities of a freeze of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles. The proposal was designed to tackle the arms race 
in a critical area and prevent the development and accumulation of 
new and even more powerful strategic delivery vehicles—the missiles 
and aircraft capable of long-range delivery of nuclear payloads. In 
his exposition of the proposal, the U.S. delegate pointed out that 
unless production were frozen at present levels, the more than Y50 
operational long-range missiles then in American arsenals would 
“rise, under present plans, to more than 1,700 during the next few 
years.” ^

Under a freeze agreement, production of all such types of arma
ments would be halted, except as specifically agreed to provide for 
maintenance, loss by accident, or for training and “confidence” 
firings, and outer space programs. New development would be re
stricted. All production and testing facilities would be declared at 
the outset, but not the actual missile and aircraft inventory. Also, 
installations for space launchings and sites to be used for allowed fir
ings would have to be declared and kept up to date;

The verification system was designed to provide for maximum 
effective verification with minimum intrusion into the normal activ
ities of states. The system would include continuing inspection of 
declared smanufacturing plants and testing sites, spot checks each 
year to look for undeclared locations, observers at space launchings 
and allowed missile firings, and observation of destruction of missiles 
or launchers, or confirmation of their loss by accident.

The Soviet reaction to date has been negative. The proposal was 
characterized, in the now-familiar way, as “control without disarma
ment.” It was aimed, the Russians maintained, at the “very arms 
which form the basis of the defensive might of the Soviet Union,” 
and was motivated by a U.S. desire to concentrate on production of

* Ante, pp. 7-9.
* Ante, p. 158.
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short-range missiles and new military aircraft, such as the A-11.  ̂
The freeze was, on the other hand, well received by the non-Commu- 
nist ENDC delegations, who recognized the serious intent and work 
behind this proposal, and hoped it could be accepted by the Soviet 
Union as a basis for exploration.

T he “Cutoff”

Another U.S. proposal directed—as was the freeze— t̂owards curb
ing the arms race was the renewal of the offer for a verified agree
ment to halt all production of fissionable materials for weapons 
use. Just as the freeze could halt the production of delivery vehicles, 
so the cutoff would affect the amount of fissionable material available 
for the nuclear warheads in missiles. Such an agreement would 
also tend to inhibit nonnuclear countries from developing weapons.

The President suggested in his message to the conference that— 
pending agreement on a complete cutoff—reductions begin by closing 
down production of fissionable material on a reciprocal plant-by- 
plant basis with mutual inspection.

In addition, the United States maintained its offer in connection 
with this proposal to transfer an agreed amount of fissionable material 
to nonweapons uses if the Soviet Union would do likewise.

A verification scheme to give confidence of compliance had been 
worked out for the cutoff proposal, again involving only as much 
invasion of national privacy as necessary to protect national security. 
A working paper on its technical aspects was tabled.̂

Again the initial Soviet reaction was negative. More often than 
not, the Soviet Union rejects the need for verification, charging that 
this requirement is actually an excuse for “legalized espionage.” ® 
But specific Soviet criticisms revealed a lack of understanding of the 
proposals which may be eliminated by future discu^ions.

Both the freeze and the cutoff would affect the focal point of the 
arms race— n̂uclear weapons and their delivery systems. While no 
cutoff agreement was in sight, a step in this area was taken in the 
spring. On April 21 the U.S. and Soviet delegates turned the atten
tion of the ENDC to the parallel announcements by President Johnson 
and the Soviet Premier dealing with their intentions concerning the 
planned production of fissionable material in the United States and 
the Soviet Union, respectively.  ̂ On the same day, the British Prime 
Minister made a similar statement on behalf of the United Kingdom.®

 ̂Ante, pp. 138-139.
® Ante, pp. 235-r238.
* Ante, pp. 93, 339-341.
* Ante, pp. 165-166,166-168.
® Ante, p. 171.
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These announcements highlighted the value of the U.S. proposals 
for a verified agreement on a complete production cutoff and gave 
added impetus to them. The ENDC recognized the relation of these 
developments to its work by noting the announcements “with great 
satisfaction” in its communique of April 21  ̂ and in the 'Committee’s 
report to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and the 19th 
General Assembly.̂

N o n pr o lifer a tio it

On October 18 President Johnson spoke to the Nation about the 
Chinese Communist explosion, and warned of the dangers implicit 
in an increase of the number of countries controlling nuclear weapons.® 
In doing so he lent new urgency to the proposals he had made to 
thjB disarmament conference in January. Three of the measures in 
his five-point program were proposed “to stop the spread of nuclear
weapons to nations not now controlling them.”

The first proposal was for an agreement that nuclear weapons not 
be transferred to the national control of states not now controlling 
them. The Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
William C. Foster, announced at Geneva the United States intention 
to take no action inconsistent with the “Irish Resolution,” adopted by 
the General Assembly in 1961, which calls foi? a nonproliferation 
agreement.'̂

Later in the year an important step along this line was taken at the 
ENDC when on August 27, R. K. Nehru, the Indian Representative, 
announced the decision of his government not to produce or acquire 
nuclear weapons, but to employ India’s nuclear capability solely for 
peaceful purposes.® The United States welcomed and commended 
this step, and urged other governments to follow India’s example.®

The President’s second proposal was to seek agreements providing 
for international inspection of peaceful nuclear activities and the ap
plication of effective international safeguards to any transfers of 
nuclear equipment and materials for peaceful purposes. The rapid 
spread, on a worldwide scale, of nuclear reactors for power has com
plicated the problem of controlling nuclear spread. Because power 
reactors produce plutonium which can be used in weapons, uniform

 ̂Ante, p. 170.
 ̂Ante, pp. 435-440.

® Ante, pp. 465-469.
*For Mr. Foster’s statement, see ante, p. 35. The Irisili resolul̂ ion appears in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
® Ante, p. 376.
® Ante, pp. 389^390. i
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international controls “to keep the peaceful atom peaceful” are 
essential.

A positive step in this direction encouraged negotiators during the 
spring session. On March 5 the U.S. Representative announced that 
the 600,000 thermal kilowatt nonmilitary Yankee reactor in Rowe, 
Mass., would be placed imder International Atomic Energy Agency 
safeguards.  ̂ This represented by far the largest U.S. power reactor 
to be opened to international inspection, and the delegation urged the 
Soviet Union and other states to follow the U.S. example. The first 
international inspection of the Yankee reactor took place in Novem
ber 1964.

The third proposal in the President’s message was for a verified 
agreement to ban underground testing. Just as the limited test ban 
treaty acts as a restraint on the nonnuclear nations against weapons 
deviBlopment, a total ban would further inhibit proliferation. It 
would mark even more clearly the voluntary determination of non
nuclear signatories not to develop a nuclear capability.

Productive discussion of nondissemination in the ENDC was frus
trated, however, by violent Soviet attacks against the proposed 
NATO multilateral force, which the Soviet Union alleged to be a 
means of putting nuclear weapons in the hands of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany. U.S. delegates explained that containment of the 
nuclear spread was an important objective of the MLF and out
lined the elaborate system of safeguards the force would incorporate 
to prevent national use by any one of its members.

The President’s message also stated U.S. willingness to discuss 
means of prohibiting the threat or use of force, directly or indirectly, 
to change boundaries or demarcation lines, and it proposed discussion 
of a system of observation posts to further reduce the danger of war 
by accident or surprise attack.

In addition, the United States presented a proposal for a “bomber 
bon&Be” of U.S. B-47’s and Russian TU-16’s, to be taken from opera
tional inventories and destroyed at the rate of 20 a month over a 2-year 
period.̂  It was suggested that additional aircraft might 'be added 
from “mothball” stocks. The United States did not deny that the 
measure involved planes which were being phased out of the active 
inventory. Nevertheless, they were bombers capable of delivering 
nuclear weapons, and their destruction would prevent their sale or 
transfer to third parties, thereby contributing to regional arms races. 
Another attraction in the proposal lay in the fact that it would repre-

 ̂Ante, pp. 81-82.
® See ante, pp. 101-105.
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seiit the first actual physical destruction of armaments, and as such 
would provide valuable experience in arms control.

These measures were the core of the U.S. position at the E¥DC in 
1964. They represent a wide variety of potential agreements, and 
will be on the agenda when the conference returnŝ  to Geneva from 
its winter recess.

T he  S oviet PosmoN
The Soviet delegation, led by S. K. Tsarapkiii, arrived at the con

ference with a 9-point memorandum on collateral measures which it 
presented for discussion on January 28.̂  The memorandum included 
only one new proposal: a call to eluninate all bomber aircraft. 
Otherwise, the call for a reduction of military budgets,, nuclear-free 
zones, reduction of force levels, withdrawal of foreign troopSj and a 
NATO-Warsaw nonag^ession pact were familiar Soviet strains, as 
were the repetitions of the Soviet position on nuclear nondissAina- 
tion, comprehensive test ban, and prevention of surprise attack. Of
ficial Soviet statements sugg^ting a policy of “mutual example” as 
an alternative to negotiated agreements were reflected in the memo
randum.

It soon became apparent that the Soviets intended to concentrate 
on military budget reductions. The Soviet and East European dele
gates insisted on the value and simplicity of an agreement to reduce 
defense budgets by 10 to 15 percent. The U.S. Representative, Adrian 
S. Fisher, responded that it was not that simiple, particularly in view 
of the paucity of public information about the Soviet military budget 
which consisted of “sixteen words and one sum.” In addition, the 
differences in budgetary practices between states, and the possible 
concealment of military expenditures in other budget items* added 
to the difficulty of policing any such agreement. He added that the 
United States considered verified agreements for arms reductions the 
surest way to reduce military expenditures and hoped states would 
find it possible to reduce such expenditures as their security needs and 
U.N". peacekeeping responsibilities permitted.̂

Sweden and Canada urged preliminary work on budget reductions 
through establishment of an experts committee to study budgetary 
and other economic data relevant to arms control, but the Soviet Union 
refused to engage in technical discussions.

The idea of budget reductions was attractive to most of the non- 
aligned who emphasized that in this way funds would be made avail-

i

able for economic development. Brazil, later supported by Nigeria,
r  r *

pp. 12—lT.
" Ante, pp. 152-157.
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tabled a working paper calling for an economic development fund to 
be established from some of the cutbacks in military budgets whether 
achieved by agreement or by unilateral action.̂

The Soviet delegates also tried to press acceptance of their bomber 
proposal. They extolled its merits as a means of reducing the risk of 
war while ridiculing the U.S. B-47 offer as “too little.” They side
stepped any discussion of the many complex questions involved in 
eliminating all bomber aircraft. One problem, for example, is defin
ing a bomber; many types of aircraft can carry bombs. Most manned 
combat aircraft can be classed as bombers. Thus, elimination of all 
bombers would eliminate tactical aircraft. Moreover, the measure 
fails to meet the basic requirement that disarmament steps be balanced 
so that no state or group of states could gain military advantage 
therefrom.

Other ENDC D iscussions

While attention was focused on collateral measures, the ENDC 
also continued its discussions of general and complete disarmament. 
During the spring the Soviet delegation continued to insist that only 
a drastic cut in nuclear delivery vehicles at the outset of disarmament 
could “eliminate the threat of nuclear war.” The Soviet disarma
ment proposal calls for the immediate elimination of all nuclear de
livery vehicles, with the exception of a “nuclear umbrella,” to be 
retained by the United States and the Soviet Union until the end of 
the third stage of the disarmament process.

The Soviet “nuclear umbrella,” as first proposed by Soviet Foreign 
Minister Gromyko in 1962, was vaguely described as a “strictly 
limited” quantity of intercontinental missiles, antiballistic missiles 
and antiaircraft missiles, to be kept until the end of the second stage 
on the territories of the two countries.* The Gromyko proposal was 
billed as a “concession” to Western insistence that nuclear deterrence 
be maintained throughout. Now, at the ENDC, the Soviet Repre
sentative insisted Moscow had made a further concession at the Gen
eral Assembly in September 1963 by offering to extend the Gromyko 
plan until the very end of the disarmament process.® The Soviet 
Union still refused to offer additional details about its plan until the 
principle of a “nuclear umbrella” had been accepted.

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 42-44«
^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 904-905. Provision was made 

for the “nuclear umbrella” in the revised Soviet draft treaty of Sept. 22, 1962 
(iUd., pp. 913-938).

® For the revised Gromyko proposal, see ibid., 196S, pp. 515-516. The proposal 
was incorporated in amendments to the revised Soviet draft treaty {ante, p. 22).
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The Western allies pointed out that disarmament would not be 
achieved overnight and that initial steps had to be viewed in terms 
of the existing military situation. Sharp cuts in nuclear delivery 
vehicles would undermine United States superiority in missiles and 
bombers without similarly affecting Soviet military strong points. 
Linked with the Soviet demand for elimination of foreign bases, the 
Gromyko proposal would force a complete U.S. military withdrawal 
from overseas, thus leaving to the Soviet Union a decided strategic 
advantage. The West insisted that preservation of the rough East- 
West military balance must be the guiding principle for arms 
reductions.

The ENDC went into recess on April 28. When the delegations 
reaisembled on June 9, Valerian Zorin, who returned as head of the 
Soviet delegation, proposed that the conference set up a working 
group to consider the details of the Soviet “nuclear umbrella” proposal, 
if the ENDC would approve that proposal as the basis for nuclear 
delivery vehicles reductions.^

The Western delegations, particularly the Canadians and the 
British, had long urged creation of working groups for the serious 
analysis of disarmament issues. The West was willing to enter into 
working group discussion on the technical and detailed questions 
involved in the reductions of nuclear delivery vehicles. They, there
fore, counterproposed that the group be established with sufficiently 
broad terms of reference to allow consideration of all relevant pro
posals for the reductions of nuclear vehicles.

The idea that initial reductions of nuclear armaments should go to 
low levels attracted many of the nonaligned delegations, who were 
worried about the ever-increasing numbers of nuclear delivery vehicles 
in the great power arsenals. Impatient for progress, they favored 
steep and rapid cuts in nuclear deterrent levels. Yet the nonaligned 
did not espouse either the Soviet or U.S. plan. They saw in the work- 
ing group proposal an opportunity for detailed discussions of both ap
proaches and indicated their support of the West’s contention that the 
group shoul d be free to discuss all relevant proposals.

The Soviet delegation refused to yield, however, and insisted on 
acceptance of their “nuclear umbrella” principle prior to creation of 
the working group. Since these terms were unacceptable to the West
ern delegations, no working group was established in 1964.

Two other general subjects were broached at the ENDC. The 
United Kingdom, Canada, and the United States emphasized the need 
to strengthen existing international peacekeeping forces. And to
wards the end of the year, Mr. Foster brought up the question of con-

« '

’ Ante, p. 2 ll.
TT-l-Sia—65——30
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trolling regional arms races and the responsibilities of the nonnuclear 
powers in relation to conventional arma;ments.̂

In accordance with a General Assembly resolution of November 27, 
1963, the ENDC submitted a report to the 19th Greneral Assembly on 
the Committee’s deliberations during 1964.̂  The ENDC adjourned its 
session on September IT and decided to resume in Geneva “as soon as 
possible after termination of the consideration of disarmament at the 
19th session of the General Assembly.” ® The debate on disarmament 
had not taken place by the end of 1964.

Role of the E ight ^

As with their past efforts towards a partial test ban, the eight sought 
to find common areas which might be conducive to agreements. They 
tried at first to combine some measures from the Soviet memorandum 
and some from, President Johnson’s message into “packages,” to be 
negotiated together. When the proposed working group on nuclear 
delivery vehicles appeared the most promising issue, they worked 
zealously to find a compromise solution.

Neither did the eight forget their interest in cessation of all nuclear 
testing. They presented a joint appeal to the nuclear powers urging 
agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty.®

T he B alance S hebp

Progress was recorded with the announcements of intent to cut back 
fissionable materials production, with the U.S. acceptance of inter
national inspection for a large domestic nuclear power reactor, and by 
India’s announced intention not to develop a military nuclear capa
bility. The tone and atmosphere of the conference remained business
like and reasonably free of polemic.

The meetings between the Soviet and U.S. Cochairmen of the ENDC 
continued successfully, particularly in regard to procedural matters. 
This institution also afforded, more than in pa^ years, opportunities 
for testing new positions and for frank exchanges about the prospects 
of agreement.

A sign of increasing maturity at the ENDC was reflected in the 
acceptance by its participants of a year without agreements, signed,

 ̂Ante, pp. 390-395.
 ̂The ENDC report appears ante, pp. 435-440. For the General Assembly res

olution, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 624-625.
* Ante, p. 440.
‘ Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria,. Sweden, and United Arab 

Republic.
® Ante, pp. 428-429.
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sealed and delivered. The ComiMttee has come to recognize that, in 
complicated and politically sensitive arms control a-nd disarmament 
negotiations, a year of unrealized initiatives does not mean failure.

There was also general understanding that some of the proposals 
put forward in 1964 were so detailed and complex that extended 
periods of study were necessary to gauge their potential and ultimate 
effects. The growing realism exhibited at the conference was also 
marked by general acceptance of the ENDO’s continuity as the focal 
point for short- and long-range efforts towards arms control and 
disarmament.

I ntern'ation'al A tomic E nergy A gency

Another essential arms control obj ective is to prevent diversion of 
nuclear materials, particularly the plutoniUm by-product of power 
reactors, to military purposes. The need for safeguards against such 
a possibility becomes increasingly important as peaceful atomic energy 
programs mushroom on a. worldwide scale.

The vital role of an international control system was reflected in. 
President Johnson’s proposals to the ENDC in 1964. He urged an 
agreement to provide that all transfers from one country to another 
of nuclear materials and equipment for peaceful purposes take place 
only under effective international safeguards.

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has already 
made a signiflcant effort in this direction. Since 1961 it has operated 
an international safeguards system of control and inspection to assure 
that certain civil research and power reactors are used for peaceful 
purposes Only.̂

The United States has been in the vanguard of the effort to control 
the peaceful atom. Electric energy from nuclear power, and the 
exciting prospects of converting sea water to fresh for irrigation, 
promise revolutionary benefits to the world. The United States has 
assisted many countries to develop their peaceful nuclear potential. 
But because of the military potential in the operation of power re
actors, U.S. help has been extended only imder a strict system of 
bilateral safeguards agreements.

The United States, however, is not the only country assisting in the 
development of the peaceful atom. The only genuinely effective assur
ance against diversion of fissionable materials to military uses lies in 
a uniform international safeguards system in which all countries sup
plying nuclear technology and materials participate. The United 
States is therefore giving full support to the IAEA and has urged 
expansion of its safeguards system.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 21-33.
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In support of this policy the United States is transferring to the 
IAEA responsibility for administration of the American bilateral 
safeguards program. One-third of some 35 U.S. agreements have 
already been brought under IAEA safeguards. Negotiations are cur
rently underway which will eventually result in the transfer of the 
remainder.

Meanwhile, the IAEA has made significant progress in developing 
its safeguards system. In February 1964 it expanded its procedures 
to cover large power reactors of 100,000 thermal kilowatts or more.̂  
Last March at the disarmament conference in Geneva, the United 
States announced that it would accept IAEA safeguards and inspec
tion of the giant privately owned Yankee power reactor at Rowe, Mass. 
The U.S. representative urged other major nuclear powers to follow 
this example with some of their large civil reactors.̂

A ntarctic T reaty

In the austral summer of 1963-64 two groups of U.S. observers con
ducted the first U.S. inspection of Antarctic stations under the Antarc
tic Treaty.® The treaty, signed by 12 countries on December 1,1959, is 
in part an arms control agreement.̂  It was the first major step toward 
preventing expansion of the arms race into new environments, for it 
insures that Antarctica will be used for peaceful purposes only. Its 
provisions include prohibition of all nuclear explosions and of any 
dumping of radioactive waste, but allow the peaceful use of nuclear 
energy.

One article of the treaty establishes for each signatory the right of 
unilateral inspection to satisfy itself that no military activities are 
taking place in the area. ACDA was an active member of an inter
agency committee which planned the U.S. inspection. ACDA’s role 
represented another example of its activities in the arms control field.

The U.S. inspection of stations of six of the signatory powers, includ
ing the Soviet Union, took place in January 1964. An ACDA officer 
was a member of one of the groups of observers. In addition to exam
ining ground installations and equipment at five stations, the observers 
conducted aerial observation by overflight of the sixth. They were 
careful at the same time not to interfere with the scientific programs 
underway. The observers’ report stated that “observations revealed a 
variety of scientific and other peaceful activities; no evidence of meas
ures of a military nature was found.”

 ̂See ante, pp. 66-68.
 ̂See ante, pp. 81-82.

* See ante, pp. 195-203.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550^1556.
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The Research Program
«

. . . studies must be continuing and current, not only because they are related 
to our disarmament proposals, but also because of the way in which the 
pressures of changing technology and the realignment of strategic concepts 
affect the possibilities for arms control.^

ACDA’s Responsibilities

At the end of three full years of activity, ACDA is now sustaining 
an organized and broadly based reisearch effort. The Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act of 1961 gave the Agency primary responsibility 
for the conduct and support of research ,“upon which realistic arms 
control and disarmament policy must be based,” and for coordinating 
government-wide research in the field.̂

In 1964 the research program began to pay off, in the sense that 
answers to many of the questions put out in the early stages of ACDA’s 
broad, initial inquiry began to come in. The normal, steady flow of 
maturing contracts that characterizes a full-fledged research program 
came as a reward to the Agency’s first efforts. Answers to general 
questions about possibilities led in turn to new contracts to carry an 
examination deeper when those possibilities revealed promise. This 
has often meant that when an early theoretical study revealed, for 
example, that missile production could be controlled, following con
tracts went after the specific, technical answer to how it could be done.

In addition to this direct Agency-contractor relationship, ACDA 
is involved—either through its coordinating responsibility, or in con
tract support—with other agencies of the government working on 
projects which intersect arms control questions. Most directly con
cerned are the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
ACDA’s experts maintain contact with their counterparts in all these 
agencies, sharing in research * activity at both the information and 
operating level. Reports on government activity related to the arms 
control mission are made to.the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, which in turn reports twice a year to the Bureau of the Budget 
on all government activity in the field.

In some cases the programs undertaken by other agencies provide 
technical information needed to develop arms control measures. A 
well known example is the Defense Department’s Project V ela which 
is working to improve the capability to detect and identify nuclear 
explosions. In the past, its results have affected the on-site inspection 
requirements of the U.S. test ban proposals. Another Agency, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, is studying the technical means of esti-
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mating past and current U-235 production at a gaseous diffusion 
plant. Such highly specialized information is also needed for arms 
control measures involving nuclear weapons or limiting the production 
of fissionable materials.

Often, of course, E>efense Department research focuses on the 
impact of arms control measures on the strength of U.S. military 
forces or on specific weapons systems. One such study concentrates 
on the impact of arms control proposals on the Army. The results of 
such studies are indispensable to ACDA in determining the feasi
bility of particular arms control measures, particularly their effect 
on national security. Finally, this background knowledge of pro
grams initiated by other agencies enables ACDA efficiently to plan 
its own research program, to fill the gaps in information and embark 
upon new projects without risk of needless duplication.

Research N eeds

ACDA’s research needs fall roughly into four classifications. 
There is first the need to understand the political, military, economic, 
and social factors comprising the environment in which arms control 
measures can be initiated or will be implemented. This includes 
analyses of the policies of the other side, such as studies sponsored by 
ACDA to analyze Soviet policies towards disarmament which are help
ing to develop an understanding of where agreements are possible.

Beyond such basic knowledge, the risks of war engendered by 
different environments must also receive careful scrutiny. These 
risks, whether attributable to political or technological factors— 
problems of escalation, limited warfare, war by accident or surprise 
attack— m̂ust be identified if they are to be effectively minimized.

Armed with an awareness of existing situations and the risks they 
contain, ACDA’s experts can turn their efforts to designing arms con
trol measures. These can involve rediictions of armaments or limi
tations on their further production; or they can be directed towards 
easing the tensions and risks of war. Developing arms control pro
posals also includes elaboration of verification systems. Field test
ing of verification or inspection techniques is another step in their 
development.

Finally, ACDA must conduct research into the impact of arms con
trol measures. Their economic consequences are a well publicized 
problem. In addition, military, political and other conditions may 
be changed in consequence of agreements, and it is important to 
anticipate their impact in order to prepare for possible destabilizing 
effects.

Work progresses simultaneously in all these areas, but there is 
some shifting in the intensity of effort in response to immediate needs.
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This year, for example, special attention was devoted to verification 
related to the freeze concept, and to the problems of nuclear 
proliferation.

How R esearch Is P lanned and E xecuted

Arms control research is either undei^ken within government 
agencies or by private institutes, universities, individuals, or corpo
rations on a contract basis. Many problems can best be given to an 
external researcher who is an expert in a particular subject. Other 
research must be done in ACDA by officers or by intergovernmental 
working groups directly involved in policy formulation. Papers 
connected with the final preparation of proposals are often highly 
classified and must be held within the government. Moreover, there 
is always a final stage in the work, even when several external re
search studies have been used to form a proposal, when only Agency 
officers can mold the final product.

ACDA’s research projects usually originate within one of its 
specialized bureaus  ̂ which then assumes responsibility for the par
ticular piece of work. The Agency’s Research Council, made up of 
representatives from each bureau, meets regularly to coordinate the 
overall research effort. In this way ovjerlap is avoided and deficiencies 
are spotted.

How Research Is U sed

In 1964 ACDA’s research was extensively used in the elaboration 
of President Johnson’s five proposals to the 18-Nation Disarmament 
Committee.

For example, past studies contributed to the U.S. offer to explore a 
verified freeze on the numbers and types of nuclear delivery vehicles. 
Over 15 separate studies were undertaken in connection with this 
proposal and research is continuing as increasingly sophisticated prob
lems arise.

The beginnings can be traced to 1962 when two contracts were let to 
examiile general questions about nuclear delivery vehicles: how mis
siles and strategic bombers were produced; how such production 
could be controlled if it were restricted by international agreement; 
what inspection techniques and instruments could be used to monitor 
allowed production and to spot possible clandestine production. 
These early contracts contributed importantly to ACDA’s fuiid of 
knowledge about nuclear delivery vehicles. They were completed in 
early 1963.

' International Relations, Weapons Evaluation and Control, Science and 
Technology, and Economics.
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Other studies followed. One contract investigated controls on 
missile testing, essential to the development of new weapons types. 
Another contract sought to determine how early in the development 
process of missiles and space programs controls could be imposed.

These contracts were supplemented by highly technical studies 
made by ACDA’s scientific staff to seek negotiable verification pro
cedures fully adequate to protect United States security interests. 
Alternative methods of limiting missiles production were analyzed. 
These efforts led to the idea that limitations on strategic nuclear 
vehicles might be possible as a separate measure, not linked to agree
ment on a complete disarmament program. The next step was to 
examine the feasibility of such a separable production freeze.

Intensive work in ACDA transformed the idea of the freeze into 
an exploratory proposal. Its provisions were developed; a verifica
tion system which could preempt possibilities for cheating was con
ceived; the implications of the measure for U.S. security and weapons 
development were analyzed. In the process, a long list of increas
ingly complicated research needs also emerged.

By the* beginning of 1964 the Committee of Principals had con
sidered the proposal and recommended it to the President, who in 
turn approved it for exploration at Geneva. During the summer 
the U.S. delegation was able to describe the verification concept for 
the freeze.̂  This material as outlined to the conference was illustra
tive only. Specific procedures would have to be worked out in further 
discussion and negotiation.

Work related to the freeze is continuing. A contractor is studying 
controls on testing new developments in military missiles and space 
vehicles in order to design effective verification. In-house research is 
analyzing and refining problems of control over the characteristics of 
nuclear delivery vehicles. In addition, a 6-month series of field tests 
was initiated to prove out and perfect inspection methods on T it a n  

and PoLAEis missile plants.
Because of the urgent need to halt the spread of nuclear weapons, 

much ACDA research effort—particularly in the past few months— 
has been devoted to this problem. Major emphasis has been placed 
on possible international agreements to prevent proliferation and on 
expansion of the use of international safeguards against diversion of 
fissionable materials to weapons use. Because space vehicles for peace
ful uses will continue to develop, the possibility of such space pro
grams being used for military purposes in violation of an agreement 
is under the scrutiny of a research contract.

A major U.S. goal in the attempt to halt nuclear dissemination
: -

Ante, pp. 367-373.
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continues to be a verified agreement to end nuclear testing under
ground. Research activity in this area is proceeding on a priority 
basis.

Agreement to the U.S. proposal that nuclear powers shut off all 
production of fissionable materials for weapons use would also have 
an effect on the ability of additional countries to develop nuclear 
weapons. This year a system for verifying such an agreement was 
elaborated by AGDA and the AEG and presented to the 18-Nation 
conference in Geneva.̂

C ontrol  a n d  R e d u c t io n  of A r m s

Even while attention was focused on the President’s proposals, the 
search for means to control and reduce armaments continued. In

r-

addition, it is important to study the arms control implications of 
new developments in weapons technology in order to plan intelli
gently for future measures.

Potential arms control measures must be studied for their effect 
on the military environment, the balance of sea power, for example. 
ACDA is continuing a joint venture with the Office of Naval Re
search to study this relationship.

This dual approach to future, as well as present conditions, is illus
trated by two contracts imderway for a thorough examination of how 
arms control concepts would affect the present forces of NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact as well as how they could affect the situation pro
jected for this area through 1970.

The United States proposed measures in 1962 and 1963 to guard 
against the possibility of war through accident, miscalculation, or 
misunderstanding.  ̂ These included a proposal for a system of ob
servation ]posts and for a direct communications link between the 
Soviet Union and the United States, the latter successfully negotiated 
in 1963.̂  A better understanding of the factors contributing to the 
escalation of conflict is another essential in a world where limited 
warfare can potentially lead to nuclear holocaust. In 1964 ACDA 
contracted the first thorough study of escalation processes and con
trol of conflicts. The investigation will attempt to develop models 
predicting statistically the behavior of participants in a conflict.

I n sp e c t io n  a n d  V e r if ic a t io n

The problem of verification has become synonymous with disarma
ment proposals. However, “verification” and “inspection” are not

' Ante, pp. 235-238. . •* *
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1214-1225; 196S,

pp. 374r-377.
® IMd., pp. 236-238.
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necessarily the same-thing. Some “first step” agreements reached in
1963 did not require inspection arrangements because verification was 
possible by national means. Many arms control measures must in
clude inspection provisions for checking on compliance with an agree
ment. The greater the effect of a measure on military strength, the 
more essential is the assurance that the other side is adhering to an 
agreement.

The built-in obstacle to extensive verification schemes is the reluc
tance of states to throw open their borders to foreign inspectors. The 
Soviet Union’s obsession with secrecy is well known. Other coun
tries, however, including the United States, also have sensitive facili
ties and areas where visitors are not welcome. The dilemma for the

«

arms controller is to devise a system satisfying parties as to com
pliance without unnecessary intrusion at home or abroad.

Eesearch in the verification category involves an examination of 
how much and what kind of verification is needed, and then the devel
opment and design of verification and inspection techniques. Re
quirements differ from measure to measure, since they must be related 
to the environment of the agreement, the objects and activities being 
restricted, or the possibilities of evasion. Agency experts have been 
analyzing the present state of knowledge about these requirements as 
a guide to further in-house and contract research.

Because of the important role of nuclear delivery vehicles in any 
arms control scheme, much attention has been devoted to control of 
their production or deployment. This has been balanced, however, 
by studies of how to police agTeements involving deployed tactical 
ground and air forces.

The development of verification concepts is a continuing Agency 
project. International inspection is a classic means of policing arms 
control; but there are some situations in which it is not the ideal 
a.pproach. For example, the original provisions for on-site inspection 
in the U.S. proposals for a comprehensive test ban called for compli
cated international verification and large inspection teams.̂  Research 
made it possible to modify these requirements significantly. Study 
produced a new concept termed “adversary inspection”—“you inspect 
me and I inspect you.” It is based on the principle that if inspectors 
are nationals of one party to the agreement, they are better prepared 
to distinguish violations likely to threaten the security interests of 
their own coimtry. The most recent U.S. test ban proposals incorpo
rated such a system.̂

 ̂See ibid., 1961, pp. 103-126.
IMd., 1963, pp. 141-145.
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. But these studies continue and it is possible that new instrumeiits 
and methods will be discovered. Major emphasis in 1964r-65 was 
placed on the development of new instruments for use in inspection 
of arms control agreements. The current sta ge in this effort is focused 
on feasibility studies to determine what principles can be developed 
into inspection “hardware”. A testing stage will follow to select 
those instruments worth putting into production.

There are innumerable ways of checking on whether agreements are 
being violate^.. The problem is to find the combination which is 
the surest, the most efficient and economical, and the least intrusive. 
The use of plant and manufacturer’s records for monitoring produc
tion limitations is being considered, as is the use of details about mili
tary budgets. Several ACDA research studies are now in process 
to broaden U.S. understanding of Soviet budgetary practices* This 
will help shed light on whether budget reductions can ever be veri
fied. The feasibility of using fiscal information to supplement verifi
cation of other arms control measures may also be deteriagp^d through 
these studies. A research study by the Department of Commerce 
will provide ACDA with a comprehensive report on the Soviet fiscal 
system, and assist in the evaluation of this potential verification 
instrument.

The regular programing of field tests under the joint ACDA-De- 
fense Department Project Cloijd Gap has increased experience and 
insight into the problems of inspection. One experiment helped 
evaluate how accurately an inspection team could count and identify 
army vehicles at an army installation under given conditions. A 
similar test determined the effectiveness of aerial inspections for 
retained levels of ground armaments.

Activity at military installations and on routes in an area of mili
tary maneuvers were monitored in another field test. Results should 
greatly increase the basis for understanding of indicators of military 
threat and the use of observation posts to reduce the danger of surprise 
attack.

ENVmONMENTAIi F a CTORS

Once the military and technical aspects of an arms control concept 
are examined, political and sociological fiactors will determine its 
potential as a negotiable proposal. For example, analyses of past 
Soviet and Chinese Communist policies towards disarmament have 
been made. The problem has also been approached through research 
by selecting significant areas of confrontation and proj ecting the likely 
technical, military, and political developments in that area for the next 
10-year period.
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One increasingly important problem is the search for solutions to 
local disputes and the inhibition of regional arms races.

ACDA has been studying the role of small powers in arms control 
since mid-1963. The first phase of a long range project has focused 
on the prospects of arms control in Latin America, the Middle East, 
and Africa. The problems of each area have been described and 
analyzed and tentative conclusions reached about possible arms control 
measures. A similar study is underway for the Far East.

In the range of topics associated with the reduction of international 
tension, the peaceful settlement of disputes stands high. An aspect 
of this question is one of the role of peace observation under present 
conditions or in a disarming world. In this connection, a pioneer 
analysis of peace observation experiences under the League of Nations, 
the Inter-American system and the United Nations was completed late 
in the year under an ACDA contract.

By 1964 initial research had revealed so many social and psycho
logical factors bearing on arms control that ACDA established a 
Social Science Advisory Board. Eminent scholars from leading U.S. 
universities representing a variety of social science disciplines are 
to advise the Agency on relevant social science developments and 
keep the Director apprised of professional research in the field perti
nent to anns control. The Board is under the chairmanship of Erwin 
N. Griswold, Dean of the Harvard Law School.

E c o n o m ic  I m pa c t

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is required by statute 
to assess the effects of various arms control and disarmament meas
ures on the American economy. Current changes in the pattern and 
location of defense spending have highlighted the concern expressed 
in 1961 by the drafters of the Agency’s legislation. The need to be 
prepared with information, analyses, and policy criteria which can 
facilitate economic adjustment when the need occurs is becoming 
increasingly evident.

The magnitude of this undertaking requires close cooperation among 
interested Federal agencies who are working at the State and regional 
level with local officials and representatives of industry and labor 
on the economic impact problem.

How defense production facilities might be converted more rapidly 
to civilian production is the subject of three ACDA contracts. One 
contractor is considering the conversion problems of the electronics 
industry. Another is concerned with problems of small firms special
izing in research and development. A third is making management- 
type case studies of conversion experience.
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Changes in the defense program may have important effects on in
dividual communities in the United States. ACDA has awarded 
two contracts to study the results of altered defense spending on spe- 
cij&c area situations.

Studying the possibilities of providing defense workers with new 
jobs is essential to economic impact planning. Actual experience 
of terminated workers in finding new employment can help iden
tify factors affecting labor mobility, and ACDA has joined the De
partment of Defense in a study of reemployment experience of 
defense workers at the Boeing plant in Seattle, Wash., and in a 
corresponding study at the Republic Aviation and other defense 
plants on Long Island, N.Y. The U.S. Department of Labor ato is 
participating in the Long Island study. A third study deals with the 
reemployment experience of defense workers at the Martin plant 
in Denver, Colo.

ACDA continues to join ini contracts with the Department of 
Defense to measure how defense programs distribute production and 
employment among industries and regions.

During 1964 the effectivene^ in coordination by the ACDA Di
rector of research on economic consequences increased materially. 
ACDA’s prospective economic studies have been regularly checked 
out with other interested agencies. Coordination of related economic 
research between ACDA and other departments and agencies has 
been improved, due in part to collaboration between the Agency and 
the President’s Committee on the Economic Impact of Defense and 
Disarmament.

Agenqr Operations

T h e  C o m m it t e e  of P r in c ip a l s

The Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is 
principal adviser to the President and Secretary of State on arms 
control and disarmament, and as such he has a primary responsibility 
for policy recommendations in these matters. In fulfilling this re
sponsibility, the Agency works in close coordination with other Gov
ernment agencies.

Policy recommendations are made to the President by the Agency’s 
Director through the “Committee of Principals,” whose members, in 
addition to the Director of ACDA, are the highest ranking officials 
of each interested government agency— t̂he Secretaries of State and 
Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the Central In
telligence Agency, the Special Assistants to the President for Na
tional Security Affairs and for Science and Technology, the Adminis
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trator of the National Aeronautics and Space Agency, and the Direc
tor of the U.S. Information Agency. As a committee, these officials 
review and coordinate arms control recommendations for the Presi
dent. It is the President who must then give final approval for any 
measures to be set forth in negotiations. In 1964 this approval was 
Evident in the presentation of five U.S. proposals directly to the 
disarmament conference by Presidential message.

In 1964 the Committee of Principals met seven times. Early in 
the year it considered and reviewed the U.S. proposals before the 
Disarmament Committee giving special attention to the proposal to 
freeze strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and the verification system 
outlined for this proposal. Towards the end of the year the Committee 
devoted its meetings to the nonproliferation problem and the possi
bilities of dealing with it.

The Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has 
the benefit of outside counsel from ACDA’s General Advisory Com
mittee. This standing group of experts and prominent citizens is 
appointed by the President from private life, from the business, labor, 
academic, military, and scientific fields, and brings an informed non
governmental view to bear on arms control problems. During 1964 
the Committee met four times in Washington, where it considered the 
U.S. arms control proposals and international problems affecting 
their implementation.

T h e  W est er n - A l l ie d  F o u r

To insure an effective Western position at Geneva and New York, 
U.S. arms control policy must be coordinated with its Western allies 
at the ENDC—^̂ Canada, Italy, and the United Kingdom. Such 
coordination usually takes place at regularly scheduled allied con
sultations. These were held in Washington in January and May
1964 to prepare for the year’s session of the ENDC and again in 
December to discuss preparations for the disarmament debate at the 
19th General Assembly.

PtnBLIC INF0RMATI03ST

Another function assigned to ACDA by the Arms; Control and 
Disarmament Act is the “dissemination and coordination of public 
information concerning arms control and disarmament.” In line 
with this, ACDA is helping students prepare for a national high 
school debate on control of weapons, the topic chosen during 1964. 
High school students throughout the country are participating in these 
discussions and debates. For each participant this involves many
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hours of research, and many more of public speaking. ACDA re
ceived directly and through members of Congress requests for litera
ture from about 20,000 individual students. In addition, Agency 
experts held special brieifing sessions with interested high school 
students.

Public interest in arms control and disarmament generated many 
requests for ACDA officers to address public meetings; over 200 of 
these invitations were accepted. In conformity with the expressed 
wishes of the House Appropriations Subcommittee, out-of-town 
travel was usually undertaken only when the host organization 
defrayed travel expenses.

• • • • • •  •

Officials of the Agency

Director: W il l ia m  C . F oster 

Dejmty Director: A d r ia n  S. F is h e r

Assistant Director  ̂International Relations Bureau: J acob D. B e a m  

Assistant Director  ̂ Science and Technology Bureau: H erbert

ScoviLiiE, J r .

Assistant Director  ̂ Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau: F red 

M. D e a n , Lt. Gen., U.S. Air Force 
As^tofnt Director  ̂ Economics Bmreau: A r c h ib a l d  S. A l e x a n d e r  

General CowMel: G eorge B u n n  

Publixi Affairs Adviser: N ed v ille  E. N ordness 

Executive Director: J o se ph  F. D o n e l a n , J r .

Chiefs Reference Research S taff: C h a r l e s  R . G e l l n e r  

Specicd Assista/nt to the Director a n d  Executive Secretary: C l e m e n t  

E. C onger

Special Assista/nt to the Director: G eorge R a t h  j e n s

Special Assistant to the Deputy Director: L a w r e n c e  D. W e il e r

The General Advisory Committee

Chairman:
J o h n  J. M cC lo t  of New York, former adviser on disarmament to 

President Kennedy, is the Chairman of the Committee. Mr. McCloy 
is a member of the law firm of Milbank, Tweed, Hadley and McCloy; 
member of the board. Chase Manhattan Bank; and former High Com
missioner for Germany.

Members:
R oger M. B l o u g h  of Hawley, Pa., Chairman of the Board of 

Directors of the U.S. Steel Co.
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R ev . E dw ard  A. C o n w a y  of Omaha, Nebr., professor of political 
science at Creighton University.

J o h n  C ow les of Minneapolis, Minn., newspaper publisher, editor, 
and president of The Mirmea'polis Star and Tribwne Company.

G eorge B ogdan  K is t ia k o w s k t  of Cambridge, Mass., professor of 
chemistry at Harvard University and former special assistant to the 
President for science and technology.

D e a n  A n d e r so n  McGee of Oklahoma City, Okla., president of 
Kerr-McGee Oil Industries.

R a l p h  E. M cG il l  of Atlanta, Ga., editor of The Atlanta Constitu
tion and recipient of the Pulitzer Prize for editorial writing.

G eorge M e a n t  of Bethesda, M d ., president of the AFL-CIO.
J a m e s  A. P e r k in s  of Ithaca, N.Y., president of Cornell University.
Herman Phleger of Redwood City, Calif., a partner in the San 

Francisco law firm of Brobeck, Phleger and Harrison, and former 
legal adviser to the State Department.

IsiDOR I s a a c  R a b i of New York, N.Y., professor of physics at Co
lumbia University; recipient of the Nobel Prize for Physics; former 
chairman of the Scientific Advisory Committee, Office of Defense 
Mobilization; and former chairman of the President’s Science Ad
visory

G e n . T h o m a s  D resser  W h it e  of Washington, former Air Force 
Chief of Staff, until his retirement,

H erbert  F r a n k  Y ork  of San Diego, Calif., professor of physics 
at the University of California; former chief scientist of the Advanced 
Research Project Agency, Department of Defense; former member 
of the President’s Science Advisory Committee; and director of d e 

fense research and engineering.

Contractors and Grantees

Aerospace Corporation 
El Segundo, Calif.

American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences 

Boston, Mass.
Aspen Institute for Humanistic 

Studies 
Aspen, Colo.

Battelle Memorial Institute 
Columbus, Ohio 

The Bendix Corp.
Ann Arbor, Mich.

Harold Joseph Berman 
Newton Centre, Mass. 

Booz/Allen Applied Research, 
Inc.

Bethesda, Md.
The Brookings Institution 

Washington, D.C,
The Burroughs Corp.

Radnor, Pa.
Colorado Seminary, University 

of Denver 
Denver, Colo.
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Columbia University 
New York, N.Y.

Control Data Corp.
Rockville, Md.

Richard A. Falk 
Princeton, N. J.

Kazimierz Grzybowski 
New Haven, Conn.

Harvard University 
Cambridge, Mass.

The Historical Evaluation and 
Research Organization 

Washington, D.C.
Dr. Franklyn D. Holzman 

Medford, Mass.
Hudson Institute 

Harmon-on-Hudson, N. Y. 
Hughes Aircraft Co.

Fullerton, Calif.
Institute for Defense Analyses 

Arlington, Va.
Institute for Strategic Studies 

London, England 
Institute for the Study of Na

tional Behavior, Inc. 
Princeton, N. J.

The Johns Hopkins University 
Baltimore, Md.

Kirschner Associates 
Albuquerque, N. Mex.

Arthur D. Little, Iiic.
Cambridge, Mass.

Los Angeles State College 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Martin-Marietta Co.
Denver, Colo.

Massachusetts Institute of Tech
nology 

Cambridge, Mass.
Mathematica 

Princeton, N.J.
University of Michigan 

Ann Arbor, Mich.

Midwest Research Institute 
Kansas City, Mo.

National Planning Association 
Washington, D.C.

The State of New York, Depart
ment of Labor, Division of 
Employment 

Albany, N.Y.
North American Aviation 

Downey, Calif.
William L. Ostrowski 

Accokeek, Md.
Peace Research Institute 

Washington, D.C.
University of Pennsylvania 

Philadelphia, Pa.
Richard H. Pfaff 

Boulder, Colo.
Raytheon Co.

Bedford, Mass.
Research Analysis Corp.

McLean, Va.
Rutgers University, Eagleton 

Institute of Politics 
New Brunswick, N. J.

Southern Methodist University 
Dallas, Tex.

TRW Space Technology Lab
oratories, Thompson Ramo 
Wooldridge Inc.

San Bernardino, Calif. 
Stanford Research Institute 

Menlo Park, Calif.
Stanford University, Hoover 

Institution on War, Revolu
tion and Peace 

Stanford, Calif.
Sylvania Electric Products, Inc.

Mountain View, Calif.
Yale University 

New Haven, Conn.



562 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1964

The Social Science Advisory Board

Chairman:
E r w in  N. G r isw o l d , Dean of the Law School of Harvard Univer

sity, Cambridge, Mass.

Members:
U r ie  B r o n f e n b r e n n e r , Professor of Psychology at Cornell Univer

sity, Ithaca, N. Y.
G o rdo n  C r a ig , Professor of History at Stanford University, Stan

ford, Calif.
W. P h il l i p s  D a v is o n , Specialist in Public Opinion and Interna

tional Communications, Senior Research Fellow with the Council on 
Foreign Relations, New York, N.Y.

A l e x a n d e r  H e a r d , Chancellor of Vanderbilt University and Pro
fessor of Political Science, Nashville, Tenn.

A l ic e  H s i e h , Specialist on China, Social Science Department, Rand 
Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.

M o rris Ja n o w it z . Professor of Sociology at the University of Chi
cago, Chicago, 111.

E d w a r d  S. M a s o n , Professor of Economics at Harvard University  ̂
Cambridge, Mass.

P h i l i p  M o s e l y , Associate Dean of the School of International Af
fairs at Columbia University, New York, N.Y.

C h a r l e s  E. O sgood, Professor of Psychology and Director of the 
University of Illinois Institute of Communications Research, Urbana,

Parties to the Limited Test-Ban Treaty, January 1, 1965 ^

Original Parties:

Ratification, accession or notification of succession also deposited by:

111.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
United Kingdom 
United States

Afghanistan  ̂
Australia ® 
Austria ® 
Bulgaria ®

Republic]  ̂
Canada ®

Burma®
[Byelorussian Soviet Socialist

See footnotes on pp. 563—564.
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Central African Republic ® 
Ceylon ®

• China, Rep. of ®
Czechoslovakia ®
Dahomey ^
Denmark ®
Dominican Republic ®
Ecuador ®
El Salvador ^
Finland ^
Gabon ^
[^rman Democratic Republic]® 
Germany, F ed. Rep.̂  ®
Ghana ^
Greece ®
Guatemala ®
Honduras ^
Hungary ^
Iceland ®
India ®
Indonesia ®
Iran ®
Iraq®
Ireland ®
Israel ®
Italy®
Japan ®
Jordan 
Kenya 

[orea ^
Liberia ®

Malaysia ®
Malta ;
Mauritania®
Mexico ®
Mongolia 
Nepal ®
Netherlands ®
New Zealand ®
Niger ̂
Norway®
Peru®
Poland ®
Rumania ®
Rwanda
San Marino ® .
Senegal ®
Sierra Leone ^
South Africa 
Spain ^
Sweden ®
Switzerland ®
Syrian Arab Republic ® 
Tanganyika 
Thailand ®
Togo ®
Trinidad and Tobago ®
Uganda ^
[Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re

public]^
United Arab Republic  ̂
Yugoslavia ®

’ Treaties in Force, A List of Treaties and Other International Agreements of 
the United States vn> Force on January 1 ,1965 (Department of State publication 
7817), p. 270. The treaty Is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 
291-293. For a list of countries signing or acceding to the treaty at Wasihington 
as of Dec. 31,1963, see ibid., pp. 693-694.

® Ratification deposited at Washington and Moscow.
* Ratification deposited at Washington, I^ndon, and Moscow.
* With reference 'to ithe reported signature and deposit of ratification at Moscow 

by the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, the Government of the United States considers those two constituent 
republics as already covered by the signature and deposit of ratification of the 
treaty by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

® Accession deposited at Washington.

Footnotes continued on following page
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Footnotes continued

® Ratification deposited at Washington.
’ Ratification deposited at Washington and London.
® With reference to the reported signature and deposit of ratification at Moscow 

by the “German Democratic Republic,” attention is called to the following state
ment in a note of Aug. 16, 1963, from the Government of the United States to 
the Government of the U.S.S.R.:

“Inasmuch as the Government of the United States of America does not recog
nize the ‘German Democratic Republic’ as a State or as an entity possessing 
national sovereignty, it does not accept notice of signature in behalf thereof. 
Bearing in mind, however, the purpose of the treaty, the Government of the

• m

United States of America notes that the East Gterman regime has signified its 
intention with respect to the matters dealt with in the treaty.”
That view was reaffirmed by the Governiflent of the United States in a note of 
Jan. 24, 1964, to the Government of the U.S.S.R. in connection with reported 
deposit of ratification. ..

® Including Land Berlin.
“ With a statement.
* În a note dated Mar. 25, 1964, to the Secretary-General of the U.N., the 

Prime Minister of Kenya made a Declaration, reading in part as follows, with 
the request that it be transmitted to the Permanent Missions of the States 
Members of the U.N.:

“As regards multilateral treaties the Government of Kenya intends within the 
two years from the date of Independence, or such later date as may be notified, 
to indicate to the depository in each case the step it wishes to take in regard 
to each instrument—^whether by way of confirmation of termination, confirma
tion of succ^sion or accession. During the interim period of review any party 
to a multilateral treaty applied or extended to Kenya prior to Independence, 
may on a basis of reciprocity, rely as against Kenya on the terms o>f such treaty,”

“ With a declaration.
“ Notification of succession deposited at Washington and London and Moscow.
“ Ratification deposited at London and Moscow.
“ Including Surinam and Netherlands Antilles.
“ Ratification deposited at Washingtoii; accession deposited at London.
” Accession deposited at Washington and London.
“ Ratification deposited at London.
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Polish proposal for conference on, 

527
Denuclearized zones in, problem of: 

Polish views regarding, 53-54, 77, 
78, 524, 527 

Soviet address and memorandum, 
240-241, 514 

Eastern Europe, independence of, 
U.S. views regarding, 466 

Economic Commission for, 264-265 
Political integration of, addresses re

garding, French, 495-496; U.S., 
172-173, 182-183
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Withdrawal of foreign troops from.

Armed forces; Reduction of 
and withdrawal from foreign ter
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European Economic Community, 496 

FAO. See Food and Agriculture Or-
I

ganization 
Fisher, Adrian S., statements on: 

Bomber destruction, 101-105 
Fissionable materials, production cut

off, 169-170 
Military budget reductions, 152-157 
Nuclear delivery vehicles, 96-101, 

13S-137, 157-162 
Nuclear safeguards, 79-82 

Fissionable materials, cutoff of produc
tion for weapons use:

ACDA report, 535, 540-541, 546, 553 
ENDC communique and report, 170, 

437, 438
Inspection and verification. 8ee 

Atomic Energy Agency, Interna
tional: Safeguards system 

Proposals and statements regarding, 
Canadian, 122; Indian, 410; Ni
gerian, 188-189, 418; Soviet, 166- 
168, 339-341; U.A.R., 146, 424, 
426; U.K., 48, 171; U.S., 4, 8, 11, 
35, 36, 44-48, 159, 162, 165-166, 
169-170, 182, 252, 335-338, 390- 
402, 432, 476, 533-534 

Food and Agriculture Organization 
(FAO) :

Proposal for world disarmament 
fund, 272

Studies on economic impact of dis
armament, 263-264, 267, 269-270 

Formosa. See Taiwan 
Foster, William C., addresses and 

statements re:
Disarmament, 390-393, 395 
Fissionable materials cutoff, 44rA8, 

39^02, 473, 475, 476 
Nuclear delivery vehicles, reduction 

of, 17-21, 37-42, 52-53, 221-223 
Nuclear weapons, testing and use of, 

32-36, 251-256, 385-390, 395-403, 
470-478

U.N. peacekeeping forces, 390, 394-396

France, views regarding:
Chinese Communist nuclear test, 478,

496
Disarmament problems, 478-479 
European defense, 492-497 
French nuclear force, 494, 495, 496-

497
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Trade (GATT), 267 
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Disarmament and collateral meas
ures, Soviet, 500-5’17 

Nondissemination of nuclear weap
ons, Indian, 527-530; Irish, 519- 
623; Polish, 523-527-; Soviet, 
503-^6, 509, 512 

ENDC progress report to, 435-440 
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views regarding, 464 
Geneva Atoms for Peace Conference,

401, 537
Geneva disarmament conference. See 

Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament 

“German Democratic Republic”, non
recognition of, 78, 564, n. 8 

Germany:
Peace treaty with, proposed, Soviet 

statements regarding, 240, 313,
505, 506, 509 

Reunification of, addresses and state
ment regarding, Polish, 525-̂ 526; 
Soviet, 506; U.S., 5 

U.N. representation, question of, So
viet address, 606 

Withdrawal of foreign troops from, 
proposal and statements regard
ing, Nigerian, 420; Soviet, 13, 
511, 516 

Germany, Federal Republic of:
Berlin, West, U.S. commitment to, 458 
Military buildup and NATO relation

ship :
ACDA report, 542
Chinese Communist statement, 449 
French address, 495 
Polish address, 524-525
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Germany, Federal Republic of—Con. 
Military buildup and NATO relation

ship—Continued 
Soviet views regarding, 50, 74, 85, 

89-90, 243-248 passim, 250, 276- | 
278, 295-298, 320-S21, 342-349, 
512

U.S. note and statement, 308, 381, 
382

Gilpatric committee, 537 
Gromyko, Andrey A., 68-75, 500-509 
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vation posts 
Guantanamo Naval Base, U.S., 446

Hassan, Abdel F., 142-152, 279-283,
327-333 
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Nonaligned countries, declaration, 

443-448
Organization of African Unity, decla

ration, 294-295 
Summit conference, proposed, 351- 

352, 464
“Hot line”- See Communications link 

between Washington and Moscow

EAEA. See Atomic Energy Agency, 
International 

Imru, Lij Mikael, 352-357 
India (see also Nonaligned countries) : 

Armed forces, strengthening of, 499 
Chinese Communist aggression in, 

480, 520, 528 
Nuclear weapons, decision regarding 

nonproduction of, 376, 441, 475, 
522, 541

Proposals and statements regarding : 
Chinese Communist membership in 

United Nations, 498-499 
Chinese Communist nuclear test,

487, 488, 489, 497, 498, 529 
Disarmament and collateral meas

ures, 107-111, 37^380, 408-412,
488, 491, 497-499

Nuclear weapons, nonproliferation 
of, 376, 378, 380, 410-412, 442- 
443, 488, 489, 490, 498, 530 

Test-ban treaty, 375-376, 377. 411,
487, 489, 491, 498, 527-530 

Inspection:
Antarctic stations, report of U.S. ot»- 

servers, 195-203, 548

Inspt'ction—Continued 
Disarmament, international inspec

tion and control of. See Control 
of reduction of armaments and 
armed forces 

Nuclear power reactors. See Nuclear 
power reactors 

Underground nuclear tests. See Un
derground nuclear tests; Detec
tion and verification of 

International Atomic Energy Agency. 
See Atomic Energy Agency, Inter
national

International Telecommunication Un
ion, recommendation for conversion 
of military equipment, 270 

International tensions, relaxation of 
{see also Armed forces, reduction 
of; Bombers, elimination of; De
nuclearized zones; Military budg
ets: Reduction of; Nonaggression 
pact; Nuclear weapons: Nondissem- 
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Underground nuclear tests : Cessa
tion of), Soviet proposals for, 12-  
17, 509-517 

Ireland, address regarding nondissem- 
imation of nuclear weapons, 519- 
523

ITU. See International Telecommuni
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I:ivestiya interviews, 68-75, 312-314
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communique, letters, messages, 
and statements regarding:

Atlantic defense, 249w-, 307 (cited), 
468-469, 491-492, 517-518 

Chinese Communist nuclear test, 451- 
452, 465, 46^-468, 518 

Disarmament negotiations, 4, 5-9, 
433^35

Fissionable materials reduction, 4, 8, 
165-166, 432, 434 

Nuclear weapons, 8, 429-433, 467-468, 
517-518, 533-534 

Soviet Union, 165, 465-466, 467 
Test-Ban Treaty, 311-312, 468 
U.N. peacekeeping operations, 6, 517- 

518

Kellogg-Briand Pact, 386 
Kennedy, John F., cited, 19, 31
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Fissionable materials cutoff, 166- 

168
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garding nuclear test ban, 312-314 

Lord Thomson regarding proposed 
nuclear weapons ban, 351-^2 

Removal from oflSce, U.S. views re
garding, 454, 456, 458-459, 460- 
461, 463, 465-466 

Kosygin, Aleksei N.j 532-533

Labor, U.S. Department of, 557 
Labor and Public Welfare, Senate Com

mittee on. Subcommittee hearings 
on training and utilization of man
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Laos, neutrality of, U.S. statement, 461 
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ment problems, 71, 86-87

Martin, Paul, 118-126 
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Act), 246
McNamara, Robert S., 162-164, 179 
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tries) , proposals and statements re
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eral measures, 412-415 
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garding, Irish, 522; Polish, 77; 
Soviet, 13, 26-27, 94; U.K., 58, 60; 
U.S., 290, 292, 390-391, 545 
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Elimination of. See Armed forces, 

Reduction of and withdrawal 
from foreign territory 

U.S. closing of nonessential installa
tions 4, 536 

Military budgets:
Application of savings from reduction 
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consequences of disarmament) : 

AODA report, 543-544

Military budgets—Continued
Application of savings from reduc
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Proposals and statements regard' 

ing, Brazilian, 42-44, 405; Cana
dian, 121; Indian, 409; Nigerian, 
418-419; Soviet, 233, 234, 502, 510 
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Defense expenditures:

U.K., 50, 61 
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AODA report, 543, 555 
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tries, 444 
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ing, Burmese, 127-130, 406;
Canadian, 121; Indian, 409 ; 
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418-419; Soviet, 14, 49-52, 74-75, 
84-88, 95, 167, 228-235, 503, 510: 
Swedish, 422; U.A.R., 150-151, 
426-427; U.K., 61; U.S., 7, 45,
52-53, 152-157 

Studies on, 85, 86, 422 
Missile destroyer, U.S. mixed-manned 

naval demonstration of, statements 
regarding, 'Soviet, 247, 276, 297, 347, 
349; U.S., 177, 179, 398-399 

Missiles (see also Nuclear delivery 
vehicles) :

Polaris, statements regarding, Soviet, 
89, 90, 92; U.S., 40, 133-134, 176, 
178, 392

Retention of during disarmament. 
See “Nuclear umbrella” under 
Nuclear delivery vehicles 

Soviet, 173, 179, 181, 379 
U.S. capability, 89, 91,158, 431, 539 
Western Europe, question of U.S. 

deployment of in (see also North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization: 
Multilateral nuclear force), 172- 
183

Moscow Treaty. See Test-Ban Treaty, 
limited

Multilateral nuclear force, proposed. 
See under North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization 

Myrdal, Mrs. Alva, 298-306
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National Aeronautics and 'Space Ad
ministration (NASA), studies of, 
205, 265-266, 549-550 

NATO. See North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization 

Naval base (see also Military bases), 
U.S. Guantanamo, 446 

Naval demonstration, mixed-manned, 
statements regarding, Soviet, 247, 
276, 297, 347, 349; U.S., 177, 179, 
398-399 

Nehru, Ratan K., 374-380 
Nigeria {see also Nonaligned coun

tries) :
Disarmament and collateral meas

ures, views regarding, 184-195, 
415-421

Nuclear delivery vehicles, working 
document on elimination of, 283- 
284

Nonaggression pact between NATO and 
Warsaw Pact countries, proposed, 
statements regarding, Nigerian, 
421; Soviet, 14, 515-516; U.A.R., 
424; U.S., 395-397 

Nonaligned countries (Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Sweden, U.A.R.) :
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or Government of, declaration,
443-448

Disarmament and collateral meas
ures, memoranda on, 403—427 

Nuclear tests, cessation of, memoran
dum on, 428-429 

Role in disarmament negotiations, 
ACDA report regarding, 543-544, 
545, 546

Nordic countries, proposed denuclear
ized zone in, 78,240 
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(NATO) :

Agreement with U.S. for cooperation 
regarding atomic information: 

Statements regarding, Soviet, 295- 
298, 341-342; U.S., 309-310 

Text, 224-228 
Multilateral nuclear force, proposed: 

ACDA report, 536, 542 
French views regarding, 493-495

North Atlantic Treaty Organization— 
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Multilateral nuclear force—Con. 
German participation in, views 

regarding, Chinese Communist, 
449; French, 495; Polish, 524r- 
525; Soviet, 72, 89, 212-213, 243- 
250, 276-278, 296-297, 321, 342- 
349, 505-506, 512; U.S., 308, 381, 
382

Relationship to nondissemination 
of nuclear weapons, views re
garding, Chinese Communist, 
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414; Nigerian, 416-417; Polish, 
78, 524-525; Soviet, 72, 89, 212-  
213, 276-278, 296-297, 320-321, 
342-349, 50^06, 512; U.A.R., 
145, 329-333, 425; U.K., 57-58; 
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307-310, 381-382, 389, 398-399 

U.S. addresses and statements re
garding, 2 , 9-10, 11, 34, 140, 172- 
183, 249n, 254^255, 293, 307-310, 
381-382, 389, 398-399 
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Treaty countries, proposed, state
ments regarding, Nigerian, 421; 
Soviet, 14, 515-516; U.A.R., 424; 
U.'S., 395-397 

Strengthening of, U.K.-U.S. joint 
communique, 517-518; U.S. ad̂  
dress and statement, 9, 491-492 

Nuclear delivery vehicles {see also Air
craft, military; Bombers and Mis
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ACDA report, 544, 545, 546, 551-552, 
554
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Chinese Communist editorial, 483 
French letter, 478 
Soviet statement, 314-321 
U.S. proposals and statements, 37- 

42, 96-101, 133-137, 221-223, 321- 
324

Working groups on, proposals of 
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186-187, 279-284, 298-306, 404, 
406, 408, 409, 412-413, 415-416, 
421-424
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“Freeze” on production of, proposals 

and statements:
Canadian, 119, 121 
Nonaligned countries, 127-130, 145, 

190-192, 406, 410, 413, 417, 419, 
424-426

Soviet, 71-73, 8S-96, 287-288, 383- 
385, 501 

U.K., 58, 59
U.S., 8,11,17-21, 37, 46, 52-53,157- 

162, 367-373, 385, 534 
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Nonaligned countries, 282-284, 299, 
301-304, 306, 406, 408, 416, 422- 
423

Soviet, 22, 23-32, 6^70, 211, 315- 
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U.K., 60-61
U.S., 39-40, 41, 100-101, 222-223, 

323-324
Nuclear energy, peaceful uses of. See 

Atomic energy, peaceful uses of 
Nuclear-free zones. See Denuclearized 

zones
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ments regarding, 312-313, 325, 429,
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Nuclear power, direction and control 
of, U.S. address, 429-433 
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AGDA report, 539, 541-542, 546, 547- 

548
IAEA safeguards document, 66-68 
lAEA-U.S. safeguards agreement, 

214-221
Proposals and statements regarding, 

Soviet, 339-340; U.A.R., 146;
U.S., 11, 36, 47-48, 80-82, 235- 
238, 253-254, 336-337, 400, 401-
402, 475 
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Chinese Communist test and nuclear 

program:
ACDA report, 534, 536, 537, 541 
U.K.-U.S. communique, 518 
Views regarding, Chinese Commu

nist, 448, 449-450, 455, 481^87; 
French, 496; Indian, 487-491, 
529; U.K., 531; U.S., 440-441 
451-454, 456, 457, 461-464, 465,
466-468, 473-474, 479

Nuclear tests—Continued
Discontinuance of (see also Test-Ban 

Treaty, limited; Treaties, pro
posed : Comprehensive test-ban 
treaty; and Underground nuclear 
tests: Cessation of). Subcommit
tee on, question of reactivation 
of, 131, 150, 193-194, 353, 407, 
420

Fallout from, statements regarding, 
312-313, 325, 429, 488, 489 

Treaties. See Test-Ban Treaty, lim
ited, and Treaties, proposed: 
Comprehensive test-ban treaty 

Underground. See Underground nu
clear tests 

“Nuclear umbrella”. See under Nu
clear delivery vehicles 

Nuclear weapons:
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tion Regarding Atomic Informa
tion :

Text, 224-228
Views regarding, Soviet, 295-298, 

341-342; U.S., 309-310 
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nese Communist 
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struction of, proposed: 
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laration, 294-295 

Soviet-U.K. communique, 351-352 
Views regarding, Chinese Commu

nist, 450, 455, 481, 485; Ethio
pian, 354-357, 408; Indian, 411, 
443, 488, 490, 498; Mexican, 414- 
415; Nigerian, 421; Soviet, 350, 
362-367, 503, 513, 532-533;
U.A.R., 327-328; U.K., 360-361, 
531-532; U.S., 334, 386-387, 453- 
454

Delivery vehicles. See Missiles and 
Nuclear delivery vehicles 

Denuclearized zones. See Denuclear
ized zones 

Devastation wrought by. See War, 
Nuclear

European nuclear deterrent, French 
address, 492-497 

Fissionable materials. See Fission
able materials
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ing, Canadian, 119-120; Polish,
53-55, 76-78, 524, 527; Soviet, 
503, 514

French atomic force development, 
494, 495, 496-497 
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of:

AODA report, 541, 546 
Indian statement, 376 
Irish address, 522 
U.S. views, 441,475 
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See under North Atlantic Treaty 
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ACDA report, 537, 541 
Canadian statement, 121-122 
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statement, 448-449, 483-487 
Indian views, 410-411,442-443,497- 
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Mexican statement, 414 
Nigerian views, 416-417, 421 
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15-16, 212-213, 241-251, 295-298, 
339-351, 504-506, 512-514 

U.A.R. views, 142-145, 327-333, 
424,425-426 

U.K. statement, 57-58 
U.K.-U.S. joint communique, 517- 
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11, 32-36, 83, 140-141, 251-256, 
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AODA report, 542
Proposals and statements regarding, 
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193; Soviet, 16, 131-133, 516; 
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U.S., 8 ,11
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294-295, 327, 334, 350, 443 
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on economic effects of, 205, 265-
266
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ity for, 164

Peace force, international, proposed 
{see also United Nations: Peace
keeping operations), views regard
ing, Indian, 499; Soviet, 70; Swed
ish, 305-306; U.K., 61, 64; U.S.
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Peace treaty with Germany, proposed, 
240, 313, 505, 506, 509 

Peaceful coexistence, address and state- 
ments regarding, Indian, 528; So
viet, 68-69, 278, 506, 507-508, 509- 
510; U.S., 458 
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terials), cessation of production for 
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ACDA report, 535, 546 
ENDC report, 438
Statements regarding, Soviet, 167, 

168, 33&-340; U.K., 58, 171; U.S., 
4,36,47-48,165-166,237-238, 251, 
336, 399-402,472,475 

Poland, proposals and statements re
garding nondissemination of nu
clear weapons, 53-55* 76-78, 523- 
527

Polaris missiles and submarines, state
ments re, Soviet, 89, 90, 92; U.S., 
40, 133-134, 176, 178, 392 

Pompidou, Georges, 492-497
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U.S., 383 

Rapacki, Adam, 76-78, 523-527 
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440-441, 452-454, 456, 457, 461- 
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Nuclear weapons, 83, 140-141, 441, 
453^54,461-462 

Soviet Union, 454, 456, 458-461, 463- 
464

Test-ban treaty, 312, 456-458
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Seaborg, Glenn T., 162-164 
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Shastri, 'Lal Bahadur, 487-491, 497-499 
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Southeast Asia. See Asia and South

east Asia
Soviet Union {for proposals and state  ̂

ments on specific subjects, see sulh 
ject) :

Armed forces of, reduction, 13, 516 
Communications link between Mos
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U.S. views, '0- 6, 7-8, 11, 432 

Test-han subcomnuttee, ENDC, pro
posals for reactivation of, 131, 150, 
193-194, 353, 407,420 
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Agreement for Cooperation Re
garding :

Text, 224r-228
Views regarding, Soviet, 295-298, 
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ment, text, 214-221 

Test-Ban Treaty, limited. See Test- 
Ban Treaty, limited 

Treaties, proposed:
Comprehensive test-!ban treaty (see 
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