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The CH.i..IRMAN (Burma ): I declare open the ninetieth meeting of the 

Conference of the Eighteen· Nation Co~nittee on Disarmament. 

As already a greed at our previous meeting, the first speaker today will be the 

representative of Ni ge:.ia , i'l~r. t:bu, whom I welcone aga in to this Committee. 

Mr. MBU (Nigeria): 1'~low r,1e to extend the belated though none the less 

very warrJ. welcome of my G.elega tion to you, iVlr. Chairr.-;an, and to the Czechoslovak 

Deputy Foreign l'!iinister, l1il· . ?.:urk::1.. Froc your sta tements we are assured that you 

will carry on the very valuabl e ~nd constructive work of your predecessors. 

I should also like to express ny s atisfaction that the CoDI:littee reconvened in 

Geneva as was agreed. It is true, of course, that it did so a fortnight behind 

schedule, but such delay as t~ere was was necessitated by the fact that the subjects 

with which we are concerned here were receiving the fullest and most serious 

consideration in the United Nations General Asse1ably. Indeed, my delegation 

attached and still a ttaches the greatest ir:~portance to the wise and varied delibera-

tions which took place in the First Comoittee of the United Nations General Assembly 

on the subject of general and co~lete disarmament, and especially on the urgent need 

for the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, with which I intend to deal today. 

rviy delegation, in its efforts to secure the cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests, feels fortifi ed by the deliberations at the General Assembly and by resolution 

1762 A (XVII) (ENDC /63) which ecerged from those discussions and which gave this 

Co~rrittee not only a very cl ear oandate on the issu e but also specific indications 
of how we should proceed about thatiask here. It is a matter of regret to my 
delegation that this oost valuable resolution has a lready been subjected to the most 

rigorous test of hair-splitting , and, if one might s ay so, unnecessary diverse 

interpretations which s e em to b e the ulli<appy lot of any valuable document that comes 
before this Committee. It is irreverent to treat in such a manner a n issue about 

which the majority of world opinion feels so de eply concerned. Hy delegation 

intends as far as possible to refra in from interpreting the resolution as it feels 

it would be presunptuous to do so. lioreover, is it not unnecessary to do so with 

regard to a document whose provisions are .so clear? 

brief comments. 
We would, however, make a few 

The most important thing about this resolution is that it condemns all nuclear 

weapon tests. It asks that all such tests should cease inunediately and not later 
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than 1 January 1963, at the same tice admonishing the nuclear Powers to reach an 

agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by 1 January 1963 on the basis 

of the. eigh~-nation memorandum. If, however, .such an agree111ent is not possible, 

and bearing in mind the unequivocal condemnition by humanity of all nuclea.r testing 

which finds expression in the demand that all nuclear testing must cease not later 

than 1 January 1963, then an immediate agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests 

in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space should be entered into. Such a 

partial test ban is however -- in operative paragraph 6 of resolution 1762 A (XVII) 

inextricably linked with, and must always be accompanied pari passu by, an interim 

arrangement suspending all underground tests using as a basis the eight-nation 

memorandum (ENDC/28) and including adequate assurances for effective detection and 

identification of seismic events by an international scien£ific commissio.n. 

We would like to point out that there is absolutely no indica.tion in this 

pa.; :a.graph that such an interim arrangement should be limited in point of time. Of 

course it would be possible to have a more permanent agreement which would replace 

the interim arrangement. It is possible that in a short space of time ·a final 

scientific breakthrough would emerge that would be acceptable to .the two nuclear 

sides and which would r;-:ake assurance of effective detection and identification of 

seismic events by .an international commission no longer necessa ry. It is pertinent 

·;tp note, however, that whatever modalities are a greed upon, utilizing all the 
valuable suggestions outlined by the resolution, the world, the United Nations and 

my delegation expect that ell nuclear weapon tests in all environments, and for all 

time, should cease i~~ediately, and in any case not later than 1 January 1963. 

The other very significant thing e111erging fro;:; the deliberations of the United 

Nations and from resolution 1762 A (XVII) is that the eight-nation memorandum has 

g.rown considerably in stature. It was not only loudly acclaimed by almost all 

speakers in the First Committee but was endorsed a s a basis for negotiations. After 

such unanimous endorsement, with no dissentient voice and only a few abstentions, 

the joint 111emorandum is no longer a.n eight-nation memorandum -- though that appears 

now to be its semi-official title or an eighteen-nation or a seventeen-nation 

memorandum, but a universal memorandum. 

The memorandum provides a just, adequate and equitable basis for negotiations. 

Above all, it takes account of the positions of the. two sides, both political and 

scientific. It may be true, as the eight sponsors declared, that the memorandum 
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is not a blueprint for the treaty as such. It may equally be true that in so far 

as it tries to bring the two sides closer together it is a political compromise. It 

may even also be true that it was aimed at getting the two sides to negotiate again. 

All this may be true, but it would be churlish of my delegation to place only such 

a value, important though it may be, on the memorandum and no more, especially after 

its political sagacity and firm scientific basis have been so well acclaimed and 

vindicated, both within and without the Committee, since its introduction on 16 April 

this year. While it may be a political compromise, it also takes account of very 

far-reaching and solid scientific considerations. The results of the United States 

Project Vela and of our informal discussions with the i7estern scientists -- for which 

we are grateful to Mr. Godber and Mr. Dean -- on improvements in detection and 

identification by the use of distant instrumentation and other seismological progress, 

have, as it were, added force to our expressed belief that "possibilities exist of 

establishing by agreement a system for continuous observation and effective control 

on a pl.lrely scientific and non-political basis" (ibid., para. 3) which might be based 

and built upon already existing national networks of observation posts and institutions 

or, if more appropriate, on certain of the existing posts designated by agreement 

for the purpose together, if necessary, with new posts established by .agreement• 

It may be recalled that the recent London Pugwash Conference declared: 

"In particular, we have used the proposal by the eight neutral 

countries as a basis upon which to find a compromise solution." 

(ENDC/66, p.l) 

This distinguished body of Soviet and Western scientists then proceeded to examine 

various possibilities, and arrived at certain conclusions which somehow confirmed 
how solidly based scientifically the eight-nation memorandum is. It is still the 

hope of my delegation that the memorandum will receive the very serious and sincere 

consideration which it deserves. 

Of course it is true that there have been various qualifications of the 

acceptance of the memorandum, to say the least for instance, whether it should 

be accepted as "a basis 11 , "the basis", or ''one of the basis but not the exclusive 

basis", and so on. Those fine distinctions might perhaps be of some significance, 

but to my mind the important thing is that after six months of virtual impasse a 

basis-- the only one, in fact, mutually acceptable to the two sides a common 

platform from which to erect the scaffolding and super-structure of an agreement, 

has at last emerged. 
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Furthermore, we have noted with satisfaction that as a result of the memorandum 

the gap between the two sides, as they bave themselves acknowledged on various 

occasions, has become considerably narrower. The main obstacle is the question of 

whether on-site inspection should be obligatory or not. My delegation finds itself 

ill at ease at the reluctance of the two sides to bridge this narrow gap, and is 

concerned at the prospect of the widening of this small gap into an enormous chasm 

which could defy all ingenious efforts to bridge it. Te are alarmed at the rigid 

ddherence to and obduracy on principles that are little more than phantoms end at 

fears which have no relation to reality but which nevertheless keep the two sides so 

firmly apart. We fear that undue insistence on those so-called principles is fast 

hardening into a stand on prestige, with all the dangerous consequences which such an 

evolution would have on our negotiations. 

I should like, therefore, on behalf of my delegation, to address a most solemn 

appeal to the nuclear Powers to come out of the quagmire in which they are standing, 

before it is too late. I would invite them to go back once more to the eight:;nation 

memorandum and look at it honestly and thoroughly, in the light of its full worth. The 

memorandum.has already achieved the near-miraculous feat of bringing the two sides 

closer together, making the one accept the concept of an international scientific 

commission and the other that of national seismic stations. It is capable of 
eliminating the remaining differences if considered as a whole, dispassionately and 

divorced from all preconceived notions and ideas and predetermined positions. If 

such an honest and dispassionate consideration of the nemorandum were m~de, if it were 

viewed not even solely and necessarily in a spirit of compromise, but objectively, if 

the two nuclear sides would examine the memorandum as a whole -- and I submit respect-

fully that it should only be considered as a whole then they would find not only 

that the pieces neatly dovetail into one another but that the total result is a 

structure which provides the necessary assurances that such an agreement banning nuclear 

weapon tests in all environments and for all time would have all the necessary and 

realistic provisions for effective detection and identification, with the necessary 

guarantees against possible violation. 

It is the view of :ay delegation that the impetus given to our discussions by 

the delib~rations in the United Nations General Assembly and the resolution shou~d not 

be vitiated by sticking to old positions. We had a right to e~ect that after the 

deliberations in the General Assembly there would have been a greater willingness 
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to negotiate, more strenuous attempts at accommodation and a relaxation of old and 

rigid positions. We are distressed to find, however, that there is so far no 
evidence of this. If it is any consolation to us, we have observed that our distress 

is shared by the representative of the United Kingdom, Mr. Godber.who, in an honest 

appraisal of the perfor~ance thus far, remarked at the forty-fifth meeting of the 

Sub-Committee: 

"I think it is our duty to consider any proposals that come from other 

delegations, because in our Sub-Committee here I am sure you will 

agree with this, w~. Chairwan -- we do tend to become wrapped up in our 

own individual thoughts, particularly after two and a half months. 

lillybody who reads the reports of the Sub-Cor.nittee will admit that our 

views could do with a little new thought brought into them. Of course, 

I think that the w·estern thoughts are very good ones, but possibly you, 

Mr. Chairman, think the same about those of the Soviet Union." 

(ENDC/SC.IJpV.45, pp.l9 and 20) 
My delegation attaches the utoost ioportance to that statement by Mr. Godber for it 

marks, I think, the first tine any of the nuclear Powers has sincerely voiced a 

criticism that embraces itself instead of the usual one directed at the most 

tarnished rigidity and misdeeds of the other. It is an honest self-examination, 

the validity of which the other two nuclear Powers, in a similar honest self-

examination bred of humility and not of self-righteousness, would no doubt acknowledge. 

It is a plea we should like to make for a better display of an accommodating spirit 
and an honest consideration of the new thoughts and proposals coming before us. 

My delegation believes that, in the spirit underlined by Mr. Godber 1 s statement, 

the Sub-Committee should give serious consideration to implementing the General Assembly 

resolution for cessation of tests by l January 1963. As the only mutually and in 

fact universally acceptable basis at present available for either a permanent test 

ban or a partial test ban and the interim arrangement envisaged in paragraph 6 of 

resolution l762A {XVII), is the eight-nation memorandum this Committee, and in 

particular its nucle~r Sub-Cow~ittee, should give urgent consideration to the various 

and practical aspects of that memorandum. It is for that reason that my delegation 

fully supports the Swedish proposal {ENDC/PV.77, p.32, ENDC/P'~.84, pp.l7 and 18) that 
the international scientific commission, proposed in the memorandum and accepted at 

least in principle by the two nuclear sides, should be set up now at least on an 
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interim basis. There is very great force in the arguments adduced by my Swedish 

colleague; I will not repeat them, but I cannot help emphasizing the point that the 

commission must be scientific, and composed of highly qualified scientists, ~ossibly 

from non-aligned countries. The scientific corumission, in the opinion of my delegation, 

is the pivot around which everything else revolves, because if the scientific 

commission is set up as envisaged in the memorandun: raost of the other probler.1s will 

be resolved or will be found to be not of overriding importance. 

My delegation believes th~t instead of spending valuable time in wrangling 

over obligatory or non-obligatory on-site inspection, the Sub-committee should spend 

its time more profitably by considering the other modalities required. For instance, 

it is necessary to determine what is a significant and suspicious event and the 

criteria necessary to qualify such a phenomenon for additional clarification. 

Practical consideration should also be given to the most effective means of transmitting 

data from the national seismic stations to the international scientific coQrnission and 

of processing by the latter. Let us talk of such practical things which would lead 

us to agreement. Let us use the suggestions and ideas put forward by the eight non-

aligned nations in their memorandum, which has been endorsed by scientists and the 

General Assembly as a suitable basis for agreement. Let us also call upon the 

scientists from the three nuclear Powers to intensify their research into the "black 

box" theory and other theories that will contribute substantially to the reaching of 

an early agreement. 

We understand that the reason for the actions of the two nuclear sides so far 

is their preoccupation with their national security. Far be it from me to make 

light of this, but I should like to subnit most respectfully that such undue 

preoccupation which eschews everything else ill serves the cause of hunanity and even 

does not serve their cause ouch better. 

Speaking on 2 December in Baltimore, the newly-elected Secretary-General, 

U Thant, declared: 

"There may be many who may wish for a more complete and comprehensive 

solution of the Cuban crisis, but in this imperfect world we have, at 

least for the moment, to accept less than perfect solutions." 

These wise words apply with equal force to our work here. We cannot be too 

perfectionist in our search for a sui table pl:1n, for no plan on a nuclear test b<:m 

c:Ln either be perfect or fully eliminate all risk of violation or threats to nation:1l 



security. 

ZNllC/PV. 90 
11 

(Mr. l~.ibu, Nigeria) 

~fterwards, what real sanctions can there be against a possible violator 

in a world where there is as yet no world authority capable of enforcing order, even 

in the most watertight and foolproof agreement, except the right to resume testing by 

the· bff-etn!ed party and the obloquy of world opinion for the violator? 

What real guarantees have we that any nuclear Power on the threshold of what it 

might consider to be the ~ost decisive and ultimate w.ilitary breakthrough would do 

more than hesitate to vi~late the agreement, even with all the pre-conditions and 

so-called deterrents against possible violation? But, taking full cognizance of the 

ancient maxim "pacta sunt servanda" we are willing to believe that if an agreement is 

reached in good faith there is a" reasonable chance that it will be complied with. 

Moreover, over and above the irillnediate relief which would result to humanity from a 

comprehensive agreement, is the fact that such an agreement would be essentially an 

expression of good will on the part of those particularly concerned, which would 

facilitate the overall progress towards achieving our main goal of general and complete 

disarmament. 

We should also realize the fact that there can never be a watertight treaty. 

For instance, the United States-United Kingdom partial test ban draft treaty (ENDC/59) 

makes provision for withdrawal from the treaty in article III. There is a similar 
provision in article XIII of their comprehensive draft treaty (ENDC/58). 

read article III of the United Kingdom-united States draft treaty: 

"1. If any Party to this Treaty determines 

(a) that any other Party has not fulfilled its obligations under 

this Treaty, 

I will 

(b) that nuclear explosions have been conducted by a State not a 

Party to this Treaty under circumstances which might jeopardize 

the determining Party's national security, or 

(c) that nuclear explosions have occurred under circumstances in 

which it is not possible to identify the State conducting the 

explosions and that such explosions, if conducted by a Party 

to this Treaty, would violate the Treaty or, if not conducted 

by a Party, might jeopardize the determining Party's national 

security, 

it may submit to the Depositary Government a request for the convening of a 

conference to which all the Parties to this Treaty shall be invited, and the 
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Depositary Gover~~ent shall convene such a conference as soon after its 

receipt of the request as may be practicable. The request from the 

determining Party to the Depositary Government shall be accocpanied by a 

statement of the evidence on which the determination was based ••• " (ENDC/59,p.2) 

I should like to make it very clear that I am neither discussing nor criticizing 

the two drafts. I am merely using the articl e on withdrawal to show that any p~rty 

that is itching to denounce the treaty in order ·to resume testing can do so, even 

legally, under any conceivable treaty. For instance, what would prevent any dastardly 

country, such as we hope does not exist, from itself causing a clandestine nuclear 

explosion -- behind Venus, let us say, if that were praQticable -- and remaining 

undiscovered by the international scientific commission? \-That I r:~ean is tl1.a t t here 

is nothing to prevent a country wishing to do such things from declaring tnat its 

own national security is threatened by its ovm clandestine tests, thus absolving 

itself from its treaty obligations in the 1:1ost legal manner by invoking pa r e.gr a:ph l(c) 

of the article I have read out. 

A.s I said earlier, that is by no neans a criticism of the two dra fts ; in fact, 

we doubt seriously tha t they could be improved upon. I only wish to use them to 

illustrate the fact that even in such carefully prepared dra fts, which two of the 

three nuclear Powers consider ?rovide a dequate a ssurances for them, there a re p ossibl e 

loopholes which could b e exploited by a ny Qetermined viola tor. But my del egation 

feels that there is reason to hope that such grea t Powers --which, although they not 

only have mastered the s ecrets of the atom ~nd outer space but have ha d such tremendous 

capabilities for mutual destruction, have nevertheless acted so far very responsibly 

a nd with commendabl e restra int -- would not trifle with a n a greement such as this if 

it were entered into with the reasonable a ssurance offered by the eight-nation 

memorandur.I. 

It is the view of my del egation tha t it is not a s earch for nationa l s ecurity 

that is preventing the nucl ear Powers from reaching an agreement, for the l eaders 

of the two sides have recognized that the ~resent so-called security is precarious 

and tha t ther e can be no r ea l security until we stop amassing , and p erfecting by 

testing, and start elir.1inating deadly wen-p ons of mass destruction. :My delega tion 

believes indeed tha t the obstacle to ac;re ement is no longer purely scienti f ic but 

largely political. l~s we de clared on 12 April here 
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"Although science and scientists have been quoted lavishly by both sides, it 

is our view that the issue with which we are concerned is essentially 
political; the aid of science is merely required to give the arguments added 

faith."· (ENDC/PV.l9, p.l6) 
What is required on the p~rt of the nuclear Powers is a slight, though in the 

circumstances supreme, political act of good will. I hope that they will not be 
found wanting in that regard. It is our hope that this Committee will successfully 
plead with the nuclear Powers to discover their real interest and that of hcmanity, 

which pleads for the cessation of all tests in all environments, as eloquently expressed 

in United Nations resolution 1762 A (}~I). 
Is it too much to expect President Kennedy and Chairman I{hrushchev to bestow a 

Christmas present upon the world by reaching agreenent on banning nuclear weapon tests? 

Is it demanding too much of "the two K' s" if we call upon ther.• to use the Cuban 
formula to reach agreement on nuclear weapon tests? If they can do this supreme 
service to humanity, we shall all join in sponsoring their candidatures for the Nobel 
Peace prize for 1963. 

The CHAIRMAN, (Burma); In accordance with the decision of this Committee 

at its previous meeting (ENDC/PV.891 p.26 )~ if ihe representative of Nigeria will 
submit a swmaary of his views it will be included in the report of the Co~ittee to 
the General Assembly to&ether with the summaries submitted by the other non-aligned 

countries. 
We shall now take up the subject of general and complete disarmament, with 

specific reference to items 5(b) and 5(c} of our procedure of work (ENDC/l/Add.3). 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist aepublics) (translation from 
Russian): 

In connexion with the statement of the r epresentative of Nigeria on the question 

of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet delegation would like to make a 
few remarks by way of reply. I take it, idr. Chairman, that you have no objection. 

The representative of Nigeria referred to the recent Pugwash Conference of 

scientists from the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom. He also 

spoke about "black boxes" and so on. In this connexion, I should like to r-ake a few 
comments and put forward some considerations. 

First, it must be noted onc e again that on the question of the cessation of 
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nuclear weapon tests there is a considerable measure of agreement between the Soviet 

Union, on the one hand, and the Western P owers, on the other. Now, after many years 

of stubborn opposition, the United States and the United Kingdom have finally 

acknowledged that control in regard to the cessation of nuclear weapon tests in the 

atmosphere, under water and in outer space can be exercised by national rr:eans of 

detecthn and that there is no need for the establishment of an internationel control 

system and international inspection for such control. The differences which now 

separate us and prevent us froQ reaching a~reement relate to questions of control 

only over -underground nuclea r weapon tests. It should be noted, however, that control 

in regard to undergrounQ nuclear tests ca n also be exercised tarough the use of 

national means of detection. But, the ~~restern Powers rema in ada4!ant on this question, 

seeing in it a loophole which would enable them in the future to go on testing 

nuclear weapons. This is the only way in which we can interpret the persistent 

unwillingness of the United States a nd the United Kingdom to a gree to the cessation 

of nuclear weapon tests in the underground· environment on the basis of the use of 

national means of control over such an a greement. In order to prevent agreement 

on this question, the Western Powers continue to insist stubbornly on international 

control and compulsory international inspection in reg~rd to underground nuclear 

explosions. 

The position of the Soviet Union on this question is well known. We have 
repeatedly stated that there is no need for interna tional inspection and international 
control in regard to underground nuclear ~xplosions. 

There can be no justification for the position of the Western Powers, which by 

their persistent demand for international control and compulsory inspection in r egard 

to underground nuclear explosions a re blocking a gr eement on the question of 

prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests. We believe that the existing differences can 

be overcome if we seek for a compromise on a mutually acceptable basis. 

We have already pointed out that 1 in this respect, the conclusions reached by 

the Soviet, United States and United 7.ingdon scientists at the Pu5wash Conference 

in London last September (ZliDC/66) are of definite interest: they proposed the us e 

of unmanned automatic seismic stations, in order to fe.cilita t e a gr e ement on the 

question of control over underground explosions. 

The Soviet delegation has already pointed out that we are prepared to a gr ee that 

in a trea ty on the prohibition of all nucl ear wea~on tests, including underground 
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tests, provision should be made for the setting up of automatic seismic stations 

both on the territory of the nuclear Powers themselves and near the frontiers of 

the nriclear Powers, with the agreement, of course, of the States on whose territory 

it is proposed to locate such stations. 
The Soviet Union is prepared to agree that two or three such stations should 

be set up on the territory of States possessing nuclear weapons, including the 

territory of the Soviet Union. These stations could be located in the zones that 

are most s:ubject to earthquakes. There are three such zones in the Soviet Union -

the Far Eastern zone, the Central ASian zone and the hltai zone. Soviet scientists 

consider that the hlost suitable sites for auto~atic seismic stations would be near 
the town of Yakutsk for the Far Eastern ~one, near the town of Kokchetav for the 

Central Asian ~one and near the town of Bodaibo for the Altai zone. Further, we 

base ourselves on the assumption that delivery of the appropriate sealed apparatus 

for periodic replacement in the automatic seismic stations in the USSR from the 

international centre and its return to the international centre should be carried out 

by Soviet personnel in Soviet aircraft. 

The Soviet Union is sincerely striving to reach agreement on a mutually 

acceptable basis. If the participation of foreign personnel is required for the 

delivery of this apparatus to automatic seismic stations from the international centre 
and for its return from the stations to the international centre, the Soviet Union 

would be prepared to agree to this. 

It is understood that, if necessary, we would take appropriate precautionary 
measures in connexion with such trips by foreign personnel. 

Therefore, in this new position of the Soviet Union it is a question of control 

by means of automatic stations with certain elements of international control; this, 

in our view, would provide a good way out of the situation and make it possible to 

reach agreement rapidly on the prohibitbn of all nuclear weapon tests for all time 

on a mutually acceptable basis. Agreement could, of course, be reached without 

delay even now, if the 7lestern Powers would show goodwill and not try to avoid taking 

advantage of the opportunity afforded thera by this Soviet proposal. 

We believe that this proposal by the Soviet Union introduces a new element into 

the negotiations on the cessation of tests and that it will be duly appreciated by 
the neutral States and the Western Powers, and then we would be able to bestow upon 

mankind, upon all the peoples of the world, the present about which the representative 

of Nigeria has just spoken 
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I shall now turn to the question of general and complete disarmament. Today 

the Committee is beginning in real e::1rnest the discussion of spec"_fic questions of 

general and cooplete disarnament. At the first meetings of the Eighteen-Nation 

Comnittee after the resumption of its work, a number of representatives showed 

definite interest in the proposal submitted on 21 September 1962 at the seventeenth 

session of the United Nations General Asse~bly on behalf of the Soviet Government 

by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Gromyko (A/PV.ll27 (provisional), p.38). 
This proposal is that until com~letion of the implementation of the second stage of 

general and complete disarnament a strictly limited a nd agreed number of inter-

continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-a ircraft missiles in the ground-

to-air category could remain at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States, 

Hhat prompted the Soviet Union to put forward this proposal? \fuat is its point 

and significance? There can be no doubt that the main danger to general peace and 

to the se~urity of the peoples is the threat of a nuclear war breaking out. The 

elimination of this threat is the main and primary task in the general programme of 

disarmament. It is precisely for this reason that States should work out an 

agreement which would eliminate in the very first stage of the inplementation of the 

disarmament progra~me the possibility of a nuclea r conflict breaking out. Much has 

already b e en said at the meetings of our Cow~ittee to the effect that this aim could 

be achieved in two:.ways: either by undertaking neasures in the first staie of 

disarmament to destroy the nuclear weapons themselves, which would be a direct way 

of radically solving· this question, or by accomplishing the aim indirectly by 

measures for the elimination of the neans of delivery of these weapons. 

The argur.1ents in favour of beginning disarr.u~.ment with the elir:lination of the 

nuclear weapons themselves a r e widely supported by r:1any countries. This is not 

surprising since the destruction and p rohibition of nuclear weapons would do away 

with the material basis f or unl eashing a nd carrying on nucl ear war. The Sovi et 

Union ha s always advocated the elimination of nuclear weapons from the v ery outset 

of the disarr.J.ament prograBme. The Soviet Union is already willing to transfer the 

implementation of measures for the elimination of nuclear weapons from the second 

to the first stage , and severa l representatives of the non-aligned States have 

expressed themselves in favour of this. c'le should be happy to do this if t he United 

States , the United Kingdom a nd other ~'{estern Powers would agr ee with this p roposal" 

Unfortunately, the position of the ':Vest ern Powers on this question do es not make it 

possible for us to count on this. 
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Having encountered stubborn resis~ance on the part of the Western Powers to 

the Soviet proposal that all nuclear weap.ons should be destroyed in the first stage 

of disarmament and being anxious to find a mutually acceptable basis for negotiations 

on general and complete disarmament, we propose in the draft treaty submitted by the 

Soviet Government to the Eighteen-Nation Col:ll!littee (ENDC/2/Rev.l) that disarmament 

should start not with the elimination of the nuclear weapons themselves but with the 

elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons. Such a method could also 

lead to eliminating as early as in the first stage the danger of a thermonuclear 

war breaking out, since nuclear weapons without the Gleans of delivering them to their 

targets would be ?aralyzed, would, so to speak, be riveted to their storage sites 

while awaiting destruction in the second stage. 

It should be noted the.t if we begin the impleraentation of general and cowplete 

disarmament by elicinating the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, this has a~so 

certain advantages. Modern means designed for delivering nuclear weapons to their 

targets represent a coraplicated military technique. They include rockets, b()mbers, 

surface and underwater vessels of a specific type and large artillery systems, The 

maintenance and use of these means requires complicated equipment, ancillary services 

and so on. These special features of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are a factor 

which will facilitate to a considerable extent the implementation of control. 

Obviously, the implementation of disarmanent measures must take place in such a 

way as not to create any military advantage either for any individual State or for 

any group of States. This principle is laid down in the Agreed Principles (ENDC/5). 

Accordingly, in the Soviet draft treaty the destruction of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons is organically linked with the elimination of foreign military bases 

on alien territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops therefrom. "i'le have already 

pointed out repeatedly the fact, which is well Yillown to all members of the Committee, 
that the Soviet Union is compelled, for ~ number of reasons, to base its defence mainly 

on the means of delivering nuclear weapons. These means have been, in a sense, the 

Soviet Union's answer to the system of military bases located by the United States 

and the NATO military bloc along the borders of the Soviet Union and other socialist 

countries. In agreeing to the elimination of its main means of defence, the Soviet 

Union is entitled to demand that the other side should take a step which would reduce 

the threat to its security. For this purpose the means of delivery and military 

bases on foreign territories must be eliminated. 
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As soon as nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are destroyed, the need for such 

bases also disapp ears. There is not and cannot be any justificat ion for their 

r etention, and atteopts to retain theo under various pretexts are b ound to give rise 

to l egitimate suspicions and fears. The Soviet Union is proposing a just and 

mutually acceptabl e solution of the question, which t akes into a ccount the s ecurity 

interests of both sides and eliminates the danger of nuclear war both for the 

socialist countries and for the countries in the NATO bloc. 

ir.hile fulfilling certa in milita ry tasks of an aggr essive nature, military base s 

on for eign t erritories a r e a t the s aQe tit~e a p olitica l weapon in the hands of the 

States that posse ss or control them . The ~res enc e of such ba s e s leads, in one way 

or another, to interference in the interna l a ffairs of other countrie s, infringes 

the ir sovere ign rights a nd serves a s a means of imp osing the will of some States on 

others. For e i gn o ilite.ry base s a re a s ourc e of friction in relations b etween Sta t es. 

They creat e a t ens e anC:. nervous situa tion in the worl d , increG. s i ng t h e da nger of 

sharp conflicts which might set in motion the military ma chines of the op~osing bl ocs, 

which in the s e days woul C:. n ean a universal thermonuclear war. 

The elicina tion of for e i gn milita r y ba s es would b e a gr eat step t owa r ds i mpr oving 

the interna tiona l situation. 

Al t h ough the need t o b egi n the i mpl ement a t ion of gener a l and c ompl et e disar nament 

by eliminating the thr e11t of nuclear war wa s cle n-rly r ealized a t the time when we first 

t ook our s eat s a t the Confer ence t abl e , t his truth has now b ecome ev en mor e obvious 

in the l ight of t he acute i nterna tiona l cris is t hr ou gh whi ch we have r ec ently liv ed . 

Thos e who are s eriou s l y c onc erned ab out t he f a t e of the world and ar e anxiou s to 

eliminate the thr eat of nuclear war a nd t o pr es erve the lives of millions and millions 

of p eopl e as well a s va st wat eria l a nd cultura l values built up in the course of ~ 

c enturies by the work of ma ny gener a tions, sh ould welcome the ~roposal of the Sovi et 

Union, whi ch i s a i med a t the spe ed i est solution of t h e p r oblem of abolishi ng t he threat 

of nucl ear war . I t wa s no mer e cha nc e t hat the idea wh ich ran thr ough a l mos t a l l 

the speeches a t the Gener a l As sembly of the United Nations wa s the ne ed to oake the 

most ener getic e fforts in or der t o bl ock t he way t o a nucl ea r war. I n the existing 
conditi ons t his cn.n be don e by destroying the n eans of delivery of nucl ear weapons 

a nd for eign military ba s e s . 

At one of our meetings, t he r epr es entative of Pol a nd , Profe s sor Lachs , made a 

det a il ed ana lysi s (ENDC/PV. 85 , pp .26 et s eq.) of t he cours e of t h e d eba t e on gener al 
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and complete disarmament in the United Nations General Assembly. =~e quoted extremely 

interesting figures which show clearly and convincingly that·at t~e present time many 
States consider it necessary to rid the world of foreign military bases as quickly 

as :;>Ossible and that this is an essential and urgent task. In this respect the 
speec~es of many representatives at the United Nations General hssembly are extremely 
significant and instructive. They reflect the demand of the peoples that foreign 
military bases should be eliminated at the same time as nuclear weapon delivery 
ve~icles. At the present time an awareness of the danger associated with the policy 
of setting up foreign military bases is beginning to make headway even in those 
circles that quite recently justified in every possible way the retention of foreign 

military bases on alien territories. 
~he proposal of the Soviet Union, aimed at ridding the world of the danger of 

nuclear war in the very first stages of disarmament, has .a.l_s_g been evaluated in a 
positive manner by a number of the members of our Committee. Nevert~eless it has 
no-~ yet been possible to reach agreement on this vi tally important question. The 
re<:'.son for this situation lies in the fact that the Jestern Powers re:9resented on 
tl-:.is Committee ure trying to prevent the solution of this question. ·:.r-.:.ile it is 

true ·that they have not disputed the reasonableness of the Soviet proposal, they· 

have nevertheless asserted that the implementation of our proposal is impossible for 

e number of reasons • 

. ll:at were the main objections put forward by the Jestern Powers J0o the Soviet 
propose.l for the complete elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vel-:.icles in the 
first stage of disarmament? 

7heir first objection boiled down to the assertion that the inplementation of 

t:1e Goviet proposals would disturb the miLitary balance between 3est and .lest. It 
was said that the socialist countries,·having numerical superiority in armed forces 

and conventional armaments, would obtain a military advantage. In particular, the 
Canadian representative, General Burns, in opposing our proposal, stated at the 

meeting of 22 August: 

"••• there is the question of the strategical imbalance which would 
occur in Europe. if the nuclear weapon vehicles were abolished and the . 
possibility .of using the nuclear weapon in defence were entirely removed" 

.(.J.lOC/PV.73/p""J:.lO and 11). 
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We do not wish to comrnent now on General Burns' remarks concerning the use of 

atomic weapons in Europe, although they deserve some comment. We shall dwell only 

on the assertion that the elimin3.tion of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would 

create an imbalance in conventional armed forces and armaments. It must be said 

that the talk about the numerical superiority of the socialist countries in comparison 

with the Western bloc in conventional armaments and arned forces is not new. This 

is used to justify g,n increase in military budgets, the accumulation of nuclear weapons 

and the ceaseless ~cceleration of the arms race. However, such assertions are a 

purely propagandistic device used for particular political purposes and bearing no 

relation to the actual state of affairs. Such argu~ents are put forward in order 

to confuse world public opinion and those who put them forward do not themselves 

believe what they are saying. In an article published in the extremely well informed 

United States journal "U.S. News and 'ii'orld Report" on 3 December 1962 there are some 

calculations regarding the total numbers of the armed forces of the socialist 

countries and the western bloc. ~~at are the conclusions arrived at by this journal? 

According to its estimate the socialist countries have 7,700,000 men under arms and 

the western bloc 8,000,000. Therefore, even according to American clearly biased 

sourt1es, the present balance of armed forces between East and West is roughly equal. 

However, this does not prevent t~e representatives of the western Powers at the 

disarmament negotiations fro~ proclaiming day in and day out the weakness of the ~est 

in conventional arr:Jaments z.nd armed forces. 

As regards the situation that would develop in the course of disarmament, it 

is precisely in order to prevent imbalsnce, precisely to ensure balance in the course 

of disarrnawent that we propose the establishment of definite levels of armed forces 

for each stage of disarmar::ent. Therefore, th8 objections of the western Powers to 

our proposal on the ground that its imple1:1entation would create some imbalance in 

forces are unfounded. Nevertheless such objections are being put forward by the 

western Powers. 

It is also argued that some party to the tre'1ty 1;1ight conces.l delivery vehicles 

and later use then for its Z:'.ilitary and political purposes. At the meeting on 

10 August, (ENDC/PV.68, p.44-), the United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber, 

described this as the nain difficulty which prevents the western Powers froQ accepting 

the Soviet proposal for the elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. One 

can hardly take seriously the fears of the western Powers about the possibility of 
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concealing nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. W~ have already drawn at.ten1ion to the 

technical characteristics of the means of delivering nuclear weapons - their larg~ 

size, intricate guidance syst.ems and so on. In addition it can be pointed out that 

the production of delivery vehicles requires a highly organized ;industrial base. 

Modern bombers, intercontinental missiles and, especially, the plants for their 

production are not needles that could easily be hidden in hay stacks. Therefore 

the position of a country that wished to conceal G.elivery vehicles would be. far more 
difficu:t than that of the international controllers entrusted with the task of 
verifying the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. In this 6-onnexion, 

it can be recalled that the Soviet draft treaty provides for a wide range of control 

measures over all delivery vehicles and the industry producing_ them. The control 

that we propose covers practica lly everything relating to nuclear we~pon delivery 
vehicles: aerodromes, ports and launching iJads, without which it is impossible to 

use a single one of the means of this ty2e at present known. 

Therefore this objection of the western Powers .is also, in our vie:w:, unconvincing. 

Nevertheless it is pu.t forward. 
It has aJ.so been said t .hat in circumvention of an agreement on the elimination 

of all delivery vehicles in the first stage there might be i~provisation and the 

use of various foros of transport as delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons. At 

first the western representatives spoke about this to the point of absurdity. They 

even listed fishing boats as irrij?rovised means of delivery. But later, having 

realiaed the absurdity of .the·s e arguments, they began to put forward qivil aircraft 

as more probable improvised ·means. Thus, ~rr. Godber declared at the meeting of 

31 August, arid I quote: 
"Furthermore, I would say that the bulk of Russian military transport 

a.ircraft; as well as ruany of the Soviet Union's civil airliners wl:}.ich 

are adaptations of their bombers, could be used to deliver nucl ear 

weq,pons. 11 (ENDC/PV;.-77, pp. 17 and 18) 
It is, of course, possible to imagine various, even highly improbable situations 

at will .. However, if we loolt at the matter seriously, and examine the Soviet 

proposal on disarmament a ttentively it is not difficult to see that it precludes a ll 

practical possibility of actions of the kind depicted by Mr. G9dber. As a result 

of impl ementation of the - first stage of disarmament in a«~cordance with the dr a ft 

treaty proposed by the Soviet Union, plants for the production of nucl ear weapon 
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delivery vehicles will be liquidated, a s will all installations connected with the 

s ervicing of these oeans of delivery. In a word, the material and t echnical ba se .. 

will be completely eliminated and this, taken in conjunction with control in ~cc ordance 

with the Sovie t plan, will eli::1in:1te the possibility of creating a ny typ e of means of 

delivery uf nuclear weapons, including , of course, i~provised ~eans. 

Therefore, this conclusion of the western Powers on the Sovie t proposals is a lso 

unfounded. Nevertheless it is put forwar d . 

The Soviet Union is ;:-,nxious to r each ag-reement on gen eral anG. c ompl ete 

disarnai:1ent- 3.S quicldy :1 s possible. Llthough we c onsider that the west ern objections 

to the Sovie t proposa l for the elicination of all Eeans of delivery in the first stage 

are without founda tion, we a re p repared to !'Jeet then half way. This desire t o 

contribute t o successful pro~ress in the preparation of a treaty on general and 

c ompl et e disarmar:Jent pronpted the Soviet Gover nment to subni t to the Genera l .i..ssembly 

a new proposal under which the United States and the Soviet Union would retain at their 

disposal until the end of the s econd stage of eeneral and COi-;:Jpl e t e disarmar.:Jent a 

strictly limited and agreed number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missil e r.:issiles 

and anti-a ircraf t oissil es in the gr ound-to-a ir ca t egory. 

changes wer e made in our dr a ft trea ty. 

Accordingly, the r el evant 

Thus, paragraph 1 of ~rticle 5 submitted by us for the c onsideration of the 
Eighteen-Nation Co~ittee r eads: 

"1. All rockets capabl e of G.elivering nuclear weapons of a ny calibre 

and r ange , wh ether stra t egic, operationa l or t ::?..ctical, e.ncl p il otl ess a ircraft 

of all typ es shal l be .elininated from the a rmed forc es a nd destroyeG., except 

for a n agr eed and strictly lin iteG. nuDber of intercontinental missil e ~, 

anti-missil e oissil es a nd anti-c.ircra f t mis s il es in the "ground-to-a ir" 

c~tegory, t o b e r et a ined by the Union of Soviet Soc i alist ~epublics and the 

United St ates of ~;.rJeri ca , exclusiv ely in the ir own t erritory , until t he end 

of the second stage . A strictly limited nur.1b er of r ockets to be converted 

to p eaceful u ses under the p rovisi ons of articl e 15 of the present Treaty 

shall a lso be r e t a ined." . (:t<;NDC/2/:iev .1, p . 5) 

'N"e have a.l so added to the s ection of the Tre2.ty r el a t ing t o the seconG. s t age 

of di sarmament an articl e l c.ying down the p r oc edur e for the destruction of the 

I:lissil e s r emai ning in t he Soviet Union and the Unit ed St a t es a ft er the need for 
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them has disappeared. This is article 23a, the relevant paragraph of which we also 

deem it necessary to read out here in the Co~~ittee: 

"1. All intercontinental :nissiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft 

missiles in the "ground-to-air" category, retained by the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics and the United States of America under paragraph 1 d 
article 5 shall be~stroyed, together with their launching installations 

and guidance systems." (ibid, p.l8) 

It is obvious that, in such a situation, no State would be in a position to 

count on being able with success and in~unity to use concealed means of delivery 

for its military and political purposes. This being so, why engage in such a 

dangerous venture and place oneself in the position of a violator of the Trea~ with 

all the very dangerous and serious consequences that would ensue? 

Thus, the retention by the United States of an agreed number of intercontinental 

missiles during the second stage would do away with the objections raised by the 

western Powers to the Soviet proposal for elimination of nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles in the first stage of disarmament. Of course, an agreed number of such 

missiles would also be retained by the Soviet Union. 

What I have said in the foregoing fully applies also to the talk about the 

danger of so-called improvisation of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons to 

which the western representatives have referred. 

At the end of the second stage, when nuclear weapons will be completely eliminated, 
the missiles remaining at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States will 

also be eliminated, since all need for them will have disappeared. 

We are heartened by the fact that the new Soviet proposal has been r.eceived with 

interest by many States and that the members of our Committee have expressed their 
readiness to consider it carefully. Speaking in the .Eighteen-Nation Cor.unittee on 

30 November the representative of India, Mr. Lall, said that: 

"··••••••• the suggestion was widely welcomed at the General Assembly 

by countries from all over the world. It was referred to as a suggestion 

whi.:.lh might open the door for negotiation on this issue." (ENDC/PV.85, p.21) 

Mr. Lall was referring to the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons 

in the first stage of disarmament. We would also recall that a certain interest was 

also shown in our proposal by the western nuclear Powers ~ the United States and the 

United Kingdom ~ on which depends, essentially, the achievement of an agreed solution 
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to the question of the eliminc.tion of nuclea r weapon delivery vehicles. Moreover, 

we consider that consicler:.>.tion of our pro~osal in the Eighteen-Nation Cor.rmi ttee will 

result in a business-like discussion, which will help to advance the negotic.tions 

and will speed up ~greement on the text of a treaty. For our part we are prepared 

to do everything in our }Ower t o help this process forward. 

In preparing its p roposal the Soviet Government was guided by the desire to 

create the r11ost f c.vourc.b le ::;>ossibilities for the sp eediest achievement of agreement 

with the western Powers on this QUestion. 

to our draft treaty speak for ther.:lselves. 

The texts of t~e corrections and additions 

They give a complete and clear idea of 

the rr.eaning and significance of our ~roposal. 

At previous ~eetings certc.in QUestions were asked by the western representatives. 

~e get the impression that these ~uestions are due to the fact that the western 

delegations have not pro?erly understood the purport of our proposal. 
For instance, the question was put as to what types of missiles, in our opinion, 

could remain at the dispos al of the Soviet Union and the United States. It was said 

that an answer to this question would help the western Powers to determine their 

attitude to our proposal. In this connexion I should like to draw the attention of 

the representatives of the western Powers to the fact that Article 5 enucerates all 

types of rockets which we consicer could be retained by the Soviet Union and the 

United State s during the sec ond sta~a , namely: inter-continental missiles which, as 

is known, are n. se:;_:J:::.r ate ty}le of rockets; further, anti-missile missiles and finally, 

anti-aircraft defence oissiles of the "ground-to-a ir" category. .t.. s far as we are 

aware, this classification of types of r::issiles has been accepted, not only in the 

Soviet Uni on, but also in the Unit ed States. It is ther efore quite clear as to what 

types of missiles specifically can be retained. 

Another question w~s a sked, namely, where the missiles retained by the Soviet 

Union and by the United States would be located? Here again a quite definite and 

clear answer to this ques t ion is given in the text of the Soviet proposal. These 

missiles should be l ocated respectively only on the territory of the Soviet Union and 

only on the territory proper of the United States, and nowhere else. This definition 

of the sphere of location of the missiles retained by the Soviet Union and by the United 

States is quite sufficient for the purpose of taking a decision in principle. Exact 

geographical co-ordinates of the sites where any particular missiles would be located 

are irrelevant to the western Powers' deteroination of their attitude. 
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We were also asked the question as to the number of missiles we envisage should 

be retained by the Soviet Union and by the United States. First of all, I must say 

that in our proposal a definite principle is laid down, namely, that the missiles 
retained by the Soviet Union and by the United States are intended exclusively for 

those purposes which have been already mentioned, and not at all in order to retain 
for these States the possibility of waging a nuclear war. There must be no retreat 

from the main, decisive task of our tioe, namely, the elimination of the threat of a 

nuclear war from the very inception of disarmament. 
Any departure from this idea would be tanta~ount to agreeing to let the world 

re~ain permanently under the threat of a nuclear war. ~fter all, the unacce?t~oility 

of the United States proposal for a ?ercentage reduction of the means of delivering 

nuclear missiles is ex~lained by the fact that this ?roposal retains wide p ossibilities 
of starting and waging a nuclear war right up to the end of disarmament. We cannot 
adopt a position which would tolerate a nuclear war and would sanction it by an 

international agreement. Our proposal therefore stipulates that the agreed number 
of missiles retained by the Soviet Union and by the United States must be strictly 

limited. we do not at all envisage that the Soviet Union and the United States 

would retain many hundreds of inter-continental missiles capabl e of carrying nuclear 
war-heads. The quantity - and I stress this - must be strictly limited and in strict 

accordance with the purposes for which they are retained, namely, as a means of 

defence in the event tkat someone should decide to violate the treaty and conceal 
missil e s or military aircraft, a s some western sta tesmen s eem to fear. 

·we deem it necessary to stress onc e again tha t our proposal ha s been put forward 
with a view to negotiating a treaty with the western Powers, and it is precisely for 
this reason that in speaking of a strictly limited number of missiles to b e r et a ined 
by the Soviet Union and the United States, we have pointed out that this must be an 
agreed number. <1e e.re prepared to discuss the question of the precise nwnber of 
missiles with the western Powers after we have found a common platform with them , 

Only after we have received a favourabl e reply from the other side to our proposal. 
then will there be any point in having business-like concrete discussion of the 

question of the number of missiles t ha t should be r etained by the Sovi et Union a nd 

by the United St a t es. 
The question of control was also raised in connexion with our proposal. 
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The position of the Soviet Union regarding control over disarmament is well 

known. All measures provided for in the draft treaty submitted by the Soviet 

Government would be carried out under strict international control. '.lf e shoul cl 1 ike 

to draw the attention of members of the Committee to article 5 of our draft treaty. 

II e have already quoted the text of paragraph 1 of this article in full ( supr.).. p. 22 ) ; 
this provides for the destruction of rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons 

with the exception of a strictly agreed number of flissiles of a definite type which 

would be ret.).ined by the USSR and the United States during the second stage. 

Paragraph 3 of article 5 stipulates that inspectors of the International ~isariliaoent 

Organization shall verify the irr:.plementation of the rrrea.sures referred to in ::?aragra:ph l. 

At present, when we are still withou-t the agreer01ent of the western Powers to 

accept this Soviet proposal in principle, it would be premature to divert the 

attention of the Committee to the consideration of the various details which r:!ight 

arise in connexion with our proposal. }lhat point would there be in havin;:; a 

discussion on individual details, on individual particular questions, if we have no 

common agreed platforr::? The main thing at present is to get a clear reply from our 

riestern partners as to whether they are prepared to accept the proposals put forward 

by the Soviet Union in a spirit of goodwill inspired by the desire to reach agreement 

as quickly as possible on the oost important issues of the disarmament probleo. 

~e are now waiting for the western Powers to define their attitude to this 
Soviet. proposal which, as the representative of India, ivlr. Lall, has rightly pointed 

out (ENDC/PV.85, p.22), opens the door to solving the problem of the elirr.ination of 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage. 

At the first meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee after the recess, namely 

on 26 November (ENDC/PV.83), both the representative of the United States~ l\1Ir. Dean, 
and the representative of the United Xingdoc, Mr. Godber, in referring to the 

proposal of the Soviet Union submitted by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 

Soviet Union, lvir. Gromyko, at the General Assembly on 21 September (A/PV.ll27 

(provisional), p.38) stressed that they were ready to help towards overcoming the 

obstacles standing in the way of agreeoent on the main issues of disaro::1.r.~ent. ~~ir. 

Dean expressed the idea that he woul<l like to show "flexibility based on a desire 

for mutual understanding" (ENDC/PV.83 1 :1J.l3). 

The Soviet Union has taken a significant step towards ~eeting western Powers. 

It is now for the western Powers to speak; it now depends on them whether we shall 
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be able to reach agreement on an important question of general and complete disarmament, 

nanely, on the ' question of eliminating the danger of a nuclear war through the 

destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. 
The :;_.>icture is now so clear, the situation so obvious, that all that is required 

of the western Powers is to show goodwill. We hope that they will soon give a 

positive re?lY to our proposal. If we receive such a reply, wide possibilities will 

open up for reaching agreement on the basic measures of the first stage of disarmament 

and on all the details connected with the implementation of our proposal, namely, the 
retention by the Soviet Union and by the United States, during the second st~ge, of 
an agreed and strictly lioited number of inter-continental missiles, anti-missile 

missiles and anti-aircraft defence oissiles. 

The General Assembly's resolution 1767 (XVII) on general and com~plete diserma~ent 

(ZNDC/64), in favour of which, I may recall, the !Joviet Union, the United Sts.tes and 
the United Kingdom voted, calls on us to negotiate in a spirit of constructive 

compromise. The Soviet Union has agreed to a cornprocise and has, so to speak, 

fulfilled its part of the task. What still rer.:ains unfulfilled is that part of the 

task which lies on the United States and the United Kingdom. The Soviet Union is 

acting in the spirit prescribed by the resolution of the General Assembly. I should 

like to conclude my statement by expressing the hope that the saoe spirit of 
compromise will be shown by our western colleagues, the representatives of the United 

States and the United Kingdom, which would enable us to reach rapid agreement on this 
very important part of the problem of disarnament. 

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): My delegation intends to speak today 
on the topic which the co-chaiman had recommended should be discussed in the plenary 

meeting, but before doing so, lrith your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to 
comn1ent briefly on what our Soviet colleague has had to say with respect to a test 
ban treaty and, specifically, with respect t;o "black boxes". 

I noted with interest Er. Tsarapkin's statenent today about Hblack boxes". That 

was not because what he had to say about them wa s new: Soviet statements :::.bout the 

nur.~ber · and location and the tY?e of personnel that would be needed to introduce and 

remove the "black boxes" -- which lYir. Tsarapkin rJ.ay recall were made to us p rivc:1tely 
some time ago-- have been discussed in the co-chairman's meetings here in Geneva 

and have been alluded to in general terms in the test ban Sub Corumittee. Nevertheless 
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I noted Mr. Tsarapkin's statecent with interest because the fact that he has lliade it 

publicly -- I say "publicly", and I assume that kr. Tsarapkin would now like Er. ;:loschi·l 

to give back to the Press vrh::1t he withdrew froB i-0 on Friday -- in a plenary meetin~_; 

is an indication, I hope, that the Soviet delegation is now ready to negotiate further 

and in more precise terms about the number, location, specification and capabilities 

of the automatic umaanned seismic st~tions. 

I sincerely hope that this public statement does not mean that the Soviet 

Governcent has now reached the end of what it is willing to discuss on "black boxes". 

I hope also that l1~r. Tsarapkin' s s-tatenent today w.eans that the Soviet Union has now 

given up its cornpletely inaccurate claic that the western Powers have rejected the 

idea of "black boxes". We never rejected the idea of "black boxes"; we have 

expressed interest in t:wn:: and we have said that we want to discuss them ;:mel ex-plore 

the idea. What we have rejected is the attempt of the Soviet Union to say that an 

acceptance in principle or an acceptance of the idea of "black boxes" by the western 

delegations means that the ·west will have given up any idea of manned stations with 

high-calibre equipment and of the necessity for on-site inspections. 

m1enever we have said that we should be quite willing to explore how "black 

boxes" might be used as a suppler.Jent to a syster.J of manned detection stations, ::md 

how they might be used possibly to reduce the number of on-site inspections required, 

Mr. Tsarapkin has claimed that because we would not give up the necessity for on-site 

inspection or the desirability of nanned inspection stations, we were rejecting the 

idea of "black boxes". I now hope the Soviet delegation is ready to go ahead, 

publicly or privately, with further exploration of this idea in specific terns. 

I hope also that the fact that the 3oviet Union is now willing to accept t 11e 

idea of having these autorD.atic stations introduced., checked and rel:loved by internation:c,l 

personnel means that the safeguards which the Western ?owers have su~gested should 

be imposed on on-site inspection tear:Js, such ?.s their transport in Soviet aeroplanes~ 

the covering of windows, the attendance of Soviet observers, and so on, will -- since 

the Soviet Union now finds them 1-ccepte,bl e in ten7ls of its security in conDe xi on with 

t~1.e "black boxes" --be acceptable to it also with regard to on-site inspection. I 

do hope this means that we may have, or hope for, a change from the opposition of 

the Soviet Union to on-site inspection by international personnel. 

If I may now turn to the topic of the day, in his initial statement as 

representative of the Soviet Union at the opening meeting of our resuned session here 
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on 26 Nover.1ber (ENDC/PV.83, p:;;>.l7 et s·eq.), and again today, Mr. 'l'sarapkin re;-aindec: 

us of the fact that, in the course of the seventeenth session of the Uni·ted Hat ions 

General J..s!:!embly, the Soviet Union had put forward certain che.nges in i te draf-~ 

treaty regarding the retention by the Soviet Union and the United Stat9s of a 

strictly limited number of missile s or rockets. £.ccordingly, the Soviet repre3en·~­

a·~ive proposed that we cone back to cnnsideration of point 5 {b) of document ENDC/52 

regarding measures of disarnament covering nuclear weapons delivery vehicle~ ~nd 

strive, as :provided for in the reconmwndations on procedure adopted by the ConfereP..ce 

(ZW'.uC/52, p.l), to overcome a ny cifficult.i e s or differences of view·s. Mr. 'l's:J.ra-:;>lri n 

expressed hope that pn understand::.ng on this question would prove to be within our 

r each. In the sa;·ne stater<ent, l.1e £aid: "In this regard the Soviet Union has ::. 

flexible attitude" (ENDC/PV.83, p.lC) 

The United States delegation welcomes the proposal of the Soviet Union to 

continue consideration here in the plenary Committee of the question of armanentc:; . 

This problem has been among the most acute of all those confronting our negotif',i-.i'):1s. 

Any new approach deserves careful explanation, clarification and explora·iiion i:1 

de:pth. The United States e:xpl•cts to participate actively in this aspect of ou ..:· w.:: ::-k, 

both in the pl enary meeting s and in tc_lks with our Soviet co-chairma n. 

In our discussions, the United States delegation will necessarily be addre~si~~ 

itself to both iten 5 (b) of our agenda, which relates to nuclear delivery vehiclc 3 7 

and item 5(c) which relates to conventional armaments. That is necessary for t ;•o 

reasons. 

In the fir s t place, the United Sta tes approach deals with armawents in all 

categories .and tyo.._J es -- except for certain classes of very sr.:~all arms -- in en 

identical manner. -The United States approach is to freeze at a given moment in time 

the existing nili tary · situation a s it has evolved in response to each countr~r 1 s o·,n~ 

ass e ssment of its military requirements a nd then progressively to shrink it to zero 

by a process beginning with an across-the-board reduction of 30 per cent in ~~ap,c I 

(ENDC/30 and Corr.l arid Add.l a nd 2). 

In the second plac e , it is not p ossib l e in our view to discuss nuclea r a~d 

conventional armaments s epar ately in the absence of a cl ear definiti on of wha +-

types of armaments fall in the t,,o groups . The large number of weapons possessini:r 

wha t is called "dual capability" in both the nuclear and in the conventione.l fj e J.d ~: 

? oses important problems in this counexion. Moreover 1 many c onventiona l a :!'r.:l2.Ir;Em·;.s 
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not explicitly designed for "dual capability" could undoubtedly be modified quite 

readily to acquire a nuclear capability which further complicates attempts at 

definition. 

It is against this background and in the light of our convictions on these 

matters that the United States must examine and consider the latest proposal of the 

Soviet Union. J.ccordingly, in my statement today I shall undertake two interrelated 

tasks. First, I shall indicate in a broad and preliminary way some of the general 

areas in which clarifications of the Soviet proposal would be most useful in 

assisting our consideration of the proposal. Second, I shall recapitulate the 

most relevant features of the United States position and the approach to the questions 

embraced in items 5b and 5c of our agenda. 

In that connexion I shall present for consideration, together with certain 

preliminary explanations, treaty language concerning the reduction of armaments in 

stage I. 

Turning first to the amendment nost recently introduced by the Soviet Union 

(ENDC/2/.S.ev .1), I think it is Lnportant to stress the method a nd the spirit in which, 

in our view, both that proposal and corresponding United States proposals can b e most 

objectively examined. In that regard I hope that questions of what is or w~>at is 

not a principle, wl1at must or what must not be acce:Jted before clarifications are 

offered, or what exactly must be clarified. and at wha.t level of d.etail, will not 

become Datters for polerJics to such a de f;ree th3.t t~>ese arguments tend to obscure; 

eobitter or serve as a substitute for ~uiet and serious consideration of the 

enormously important and enormously complex problem of aroaments reduction. The 

working procedures of our Conference (ENDC/1/Add.J), :1s adopted on 2t:; July l a st and 

reaffirmed by con~Jon agreer.1ent upon our resumption here last month, are I think well 

adapted to our constructive purpose. In accordance with them, I propose that after 

all of us here have had the benefit of a general initial expression of views, we 

proceed promptly --without too much repetitious debate -- to solicit any suggestions 

other delegations !!1ay wish to offer in the forn of treaty language, and to refer all 

of these various suggestions to the co-Chairmen for thoughtful consideration and 

subsequent report. 

In the interest of mini8izing possi~ilities for unproductive debate, ~t this 

stage the United States delegation expects to go about the task of exchang-in,;; views 

and seeking clarification in specific terllls :primarily in discussion between t h e 
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co-chairmen. Accordingly I shall seek at this point to sketch only in general 

terms the bro?d areas in which a careful review seems to us to be required. In 

doiJlg tJ:tis I am, qe:i ther presenting IY~r. Tsarapkin with a questionnaire nor am I 

insi.sti:q.g that. he addre.ss himself here and now to the topics which .seem importan.t 

to us • 

. , .. -The key sentence which appears to Sllliifilarize the Soviet suggestion appears to us 

~o be the following: 

"All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre and 

range, whether strategic, operational or tactical, and pilotless aircraft 

of all types shall be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed, except 

for an agreed and strictly 1 imi ted number of intercontinental missiles, anti- .. 

missile missiles an~ anti-aircr~ft missiles in the 'ground-to-air' category, 

to be retained by the Union of Soviet Socialist 3.e:publics and the United States 

of .America, exclusively in their ovm terri tory, until the end of the second 

stage." (ENDC/2/B.ev.l, -,).5) 

First of all, of course, if we are to measure and assess the gap between the 

Soviet position and our own, we need to know how far and in what respects it departs 

from the 30 per cent across-the-board ap?roach which the United States considers to 

be the most suitable and. realistic basis for reductions. Despite its opposition at 

the beginning of our Conference, the Soviet Union has now accepted this approach 'for 

many categorie.s of armaments. It still wishes to depart from this approach, 

nowever, by demanding a much larger reduction in strategic delivery vehicles, which 

constitute a most inportant category to the \'lest. 

The percentage of reduction which the Soviet Union now proposes in those 

categories appears to be something more than 30 per cent~ and something less than 

100 per cent. We need to know what it is. 

And, of course, if the Soviet proposal on retaining an agreed and strictly 

limited number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft 

missiles in the ground-to-air category until. the end of stage II i1:1plies a cut in 

United States intercontinental,strategic v3hicles, such as ICBM 1 s and long range 

bombers, by a greater percentage than for the Soviet Union, the. problem is more 

complex. 

disparity. 

We shall need to know the extent and. justification of any such proposed 

That, then, is the first dimension of the problem which we must examine: how 
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ouch ~nd in what respects does the Soviet proposal differ froQ the United States 

proposal for a 30 per cent across-the-board reduction? What, in short, is the 

dimension of the gap ·t.o be bridge d? Tha t might. be called the dimension of width. 

That, in our view, cannot ~e classified as a matter of detail, or as one unworthy of 

consideration in reaching understanding on an ~pproach to arms reduction. 

A second dimension of the probleo before us is that of translation of the Soviet 

proposal into numbers and categories. That might be called the dimension of depth. 

The United States has set forth in its treaty outline certain groupings or categories 

of armaments (ENDC/3C, pl_J. L;. ~:wd 5) to clarify its :proposal. It has sought to 

simplify the probleill by references to broad and uniform percenta~e s rather than to 

enter into negotiations on specific numbers involved or on the composition of remaining 

forces. 

The Soviet proposal, however, addresses itself to numbers, and to retained 

levels, and introduces shcrJ differentiations between the treatment of various 

aroaments. hn assessment of the military i mport of those quantities and distinctions 

would seei:l to require fro::1 our Soviet colleagues :?.t least some cseneral indications of 

the range s of numbers and of the categories of a r maments they are talkin~ about. 

That dimension of the problen is particular ly in need of clarification in view, a s I 

have mentioned earli er, of the lack, so far, of a coh100n understanding about the 

distinctions envisaged by the Soviet Union even between nuclear and conventional 

armaments. In short, some arcanents a re to be reduced by 30 per cent, some by 

100 per cent, and some by a :percenta6;e or arwunt in between. He need, quite .frankly, 

to know which is which. 
J-.. third dimension of the t f.1 sk of seeking a reconciliation of the :;restern approach 

a nd that of our Soviet colleague involves the question of verification. 7 e do not, 

of course, expect that our Soviet colleaGue will table this week a verification annex 

developing his ideas on this point in deta il. Verification isof course an important 

aspect of all the proposals we have discussed or shall discuss, but in this particular 

case it is singularly important in assessing the importance and significance of the 

proposal its elf. 

For, in the past, we have been told by the Soviet representatives that total 

elimination required a minimuc of verific~tion. Control, they have said, was easy; 

the existence of one nucle:>..r delivery vehicle would constitute clear proof of 

violation. Lccordingly, the control that the Soviet Union has lJroposed has been 
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generally of the type we have characterized broadly as inspection of bonfires. But 

if the Soviet Union now proposes a different approc"ch to the largest and most 

destructive form of armaments, one based on a precise, agreed, retained level, does 

it propose a correspondingly different ~pproach to verification of fulfilment of the 

measure? Does it still maintain its previous views forbidding verification of 

retained levels? Quite ap3.rt, therefore, from details and modalities, an indication 

of the Soviet Union's attitudes on that question would contribute importantly to an 

assessment of the potential and implications of its new proposal. 

be called the dimension of verification or control. 

That, then, might 

Those are some of the ms.jor areas into which we should like to direct our 

attention in forthcominG discussions with our co-Chairman. Of course, the Soviet 

proposal also raises the question of location of the armaments in question. Although 

I do not intend to initiate a discussion of that problem at this point on our agenda, 

I wish to reiterate the United States position that the elimination of so-called 

foreign bases proposed by the Soviet Union for the first stage would create grave 

imbalances and jeopardize most seriously the security of the United States and its 

allies, and is therefore unacceptable. 

I have made these comments on the Soviet change of position on nuclear delivery 

vehicles not in order to engage in polemics, or delTe into details, but in the 'hope 

that clarification and elaboration of the Soviet proposal by the Soviet delegation 

will help us in our efforts to resolve the existing major differences on this most 

important que'stion of reduction of arma.;-nents. We have, of course, noted that at 

our plenary meeting on 26 November, and again today, Mr. Tsarapkin emphasized that: 

"···· the Soviet pro?osal is in no case a departure from the Soviet Union's 
fundamental approach to the question of the sequence and order in which 

measures for general and complete disarmament should be implemented •• · ••. " 

(ENDC/PV. 83, ·p. 22) 

In other words, says 1'ir. Tsarapkin, the Soviet Union still adheres to tb.e position 

that the liquidation of nuclear wea:2on delivery·vehicles should be carried out in' 

stage I of disarmament. He appeared to repeat that idea this morning. 

These words are not very encouraging. Nevertheless, we hope that in the· 

process of clarifying and elaborating its new proposal the Soviet delegation 

will be able to indicate that the Soviet Union is now willing to abandon its 

unrealistic and inequitable concept of carrying out total, or almost total, disarm~ant 
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in stage I with respect to one particular class of armaments, which cannot even be 

easily defined, and is pre~~red to move in the direction of progressive across-the-

board reduction of all classes of armament through the different stages of the 

disarmament process. 

My delegation welcomed the Soviet decision last July (ENDC/48) to adopt the 

method of gradual percentage reduction for many categories of armaments, and it would 

not be unreasonable to hope that the new Soviet proposal concerning nuclear weapon 

delivery vehicles is an indica tion that the Soviet Union has drawn the logical 

conclusion and may b e p r epared to extend this general method to cover all major 

armaments. 

J',. s to the United St ate s, its position on the qu estion of reduction of a roanents 

is well known. 'i'he United States !:las believed a nd continues to believe that t.he 

method of progressive across-the-board reductions of arma~ents is the most realistic 

one, a nd is sound and feasible. The reasons for our continuing advocacy of this 

method, as set forth in our 2 roposals, are the following: 

First, such a method :;_:Jrovides for a continuing and orderly pro gression, through 

all the stages of the dis2. rmar:1ent process, of disarr::ar.Jent measures until the goal 

of general and complete disn,rrc~aoent in a peaceful world has been reached. 

Second, the United States proposals provide for a realistic allocation of 
disarman:ent measures ar.iong ·t,he c',_iffer::mt stage s ~emd would not C!WSe the over-burdening 

of &ny of the stages. 

Third, the United St ates p roposals oake feasible control over disarmaillent 

~ea sur es in stage I, when the disarmament organization would be in its initial stage 

of operation, and when all-inclusive control arrangements would be impracticable, 

and, a s it has sa i d on many occa sions, unacceptable to the Soviet Union. The control 

arre1ngeeents under the United StEl.tes :Proposals for tlle first stage would be sufficient 

to provide r easonable assura nce against possible violations. They would not 

necessita te undu e discl osure s of na tiona l security information and would thus avoid 

any prejudice to the security of sooG States which a re particularly concerned about 

this problel!l. 

Fourth, the United States proposals do not introduce in a short period radical 

measures which are inconsistent with tl:e political realities in the world of today. 

On the contrary, they open t~1e way and lead towa rds disan:1ament in a way which takes 

full account of t he existin5 political r elat ionship s, which, just a s the armaments 

si-tua tion, · cannot be eX:;_Ject eC:. to ch2.nge overnight. 
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Fifth, the ceasures provided for in the first stage under the United States 

proposals would stop the ar~s race by significantly reducing the levels of armaments 

and armed forces, by making it impossible for States to develop significant new 

weapons and by introducing rigid control over further production of existing 

armaments. 

Sixth, the United States proposals maintain the existing pattern of inter-

relationship of the arued forces of States by not calling for significant changes 

in the "mix" of armaments of each St2..te during the disari:~ament process. Consequently, 

those proposals ~void proble~s of creating strategic imbalance and the very complex 

and difficult issues which would arise if the composition of forces had to be 

negotiated in detail. 

In accordance with this approach of gradual across-the-board reductions of 

armaments, the United States draft treaty outline provides in stage I for a 30 per 

cent reduction by specified parties of all of their major armanents, including 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, existing at an agreed date and listed in an 

appropriate declaration to be submitted to the international disarmament organization. 

The reductions would be e.ccomplished in three ste:;_:>s, each consisting of one year. 

Each step would be divided into two :;_:>arts. During the first part, armar.1ents 

subject to reduction within that step would be deposited with the international 

disarmament organization, Yrh:iie during the second part the arna.oents so deposited 

would be destroyed or converted to peaceful use. These reductions would be subject 

to agreed verification arrangements by the international disarmament organization, 

including arrangements providing assurance that the agreed levels on retained 

armacents were not being exceeded. 

The reason why we have included in stage I reduction of only major armaments 

is that we did not wish to overburden the international disarmament organization 

with excessive tasks at the outset of its operation. Nor did we want to include 

in the very first stage of disarmament such measures as would require very extensive 

verification arrangements. However, as we have said on earlier occasions, we would 

be prepared to consider inclusion of all types of armaments in stage I reductions if 

the Soviet Union should insist upon it and would accept the necessary additional 
measures of verification.required. 

In order to ensure thf'.t States could not conpensate for t~1e armaments reduced 

by producing new, and perhaps even more sophisticated, weapons during the process of 
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disarmament, the United Stetes has proposed strict limitations on the production and 

testing of armaments. According to these restrictions, none of the parties could 

exceed, through new production, the levels of armaments resulting from a 30 per cent 

reduction of each type of armament existing at the beginning of stage I. In :?.ddi tion, 

the parties to the treaty would limit their ?roduction of parts and assemblies usable 

in any type of armEment subject to reduction. The parties would also be prohibited, 

after the beginning of stag·e I, from expending their production facilities related to 

the armaments subject to reduction, and from constructing or equipping new facilities 

for the production of any type of armac.ent which they had not ]roduced before the 

beginning of stage I. 

Finally, the United s-~ates pro:posals :;:>rovide for prohibition of the testing or 

production of new tYJ?eS of a~maments, as well as for a limitation of flight testing 

of missiles. 1.11 these measures would of course be subject to agreed verification 

arrangements by the international disarmanent organization. 

lviy delegation is ·baking this opportunity to submit to the Comrni ttee treaty 

language concerning the reduction of armaments in stage I {ENDC/69). These provisions, 

for the most part, amplify end make more precise the cle.uses in section A of stage I 

of the United St~tes outline treaty which I have just reviewed. In addition, our 

draft treaty language makes clear the arr.endments which we introduced on 6 Lugust 

last {BNDC/30/Add.l) concerning production of armaments. I should also point out 

that we have benefited considerably from the cornnents and suggestions made by other 

de.legations in the course of our earlier discussions, and these comments and 

suggestions have influenced the draftin;; of our treaty language. 

In connexion with our draft treaty language, which we are now submitting, 

I should like at this time only to ::_;oint out a few of the features of which I think 

members of the Committee should take particular note. 

First, in peragrc,;.h 1 - ":::,eduction of .Armaments" there is no longer contained 

a lengthy, illustrative list of categories and ty}eS of armaments, such as the list 

which was contained in our outline treaty (ENDC/30, pp. 4 and 5). The annex on 

stage I armaments reductions will cont<.dn the cor.:1prehensi ve 1 ist of types of 

armaments of each country that will be subject to reduction. Since reductions of 

particular types, and allovrec'c production within those types, will take place on the 

basis of the 1 ists set fortl1 in the anne::, it will be necessary for countries 

undertaking reductions in stage I to develop an [;.greed list of the types of 

armanents which would be suuject to reduction and production limitations. 
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Second, I should like to call the Committee's attention to the basic provision 

o:1 p:;.·oduction limitations contained in paragraph 3 a, on page 2 of Doctilnent ENDC/69. 

In this paragraph it is made clear that there will be only an agreed amount of 

production of arnaments within the various types of armaments subject to reduction. 

\Yh8never an armament is produced within the a greed allowance, ~n additional armament 

of the same t~~e would have to be destroyed. This language reflects the amendments 

ir" our treaty outline which we made on 6 l.ugust 1962 (ENDC/30/ Add .1). 
Third, there is <:1.nother point which should be noted about our paragraph 3a. 

There would be an agreed ~reduction limitation for every State party to the treaty, 
ev en if it were not a State required to reduce arnam:::nts in stage I. There would 

acain be a requirement that an armament of the same tY'.Je be destroyed for each 

arcacent produced. 'l'his is required under our draft so that no State, whether or 

not i~s armaments are subject to reduction in stage I, could increase the level of 

its armaments during tha t stage. 

Fourth, I should like to call the CoQIDittee's attention to paragraph 38 of our 

treat y article. In this clause we ~rovide: 

"No Party shall, from the beginning of stage I, test or produce 

any type of armament which it has not tested and produced prior to 

the beginning of stage 1. 11 (ENDC /69, p. 3) 
A great deal of concern has been expressed around this table ab-out the insecurity 

a::!d 5:1stability which might be created by competition to develop new types of weapons. 
We b elieve that this clause should b e· an' effective dampener on any such competition. 

If a party had not tested and produced a type of armament prior to the beginning of 

~ ~ ~ga I, it could not test or p roduce that armaffient after the b eginning of stage I. 
We Jljhink that this clause which I have just quoted represents the most practical way 

i n which we can deal with this probl en; . 

In conclusion, I wish to sta t e tha t we believe that the treaty lang~age we have 

n m·r ::::J.bmi tted should advance the work of our Confer enc e , since it puts into clearer 

and more precise terms concepts and p rocedures for the reduction of a r mauents, for 

the method of reduction, for limitations on production and for limitations on the 

testi~g of new weapons. 

We suggest that, in a ccordance wit h our established plan of work and established 

p=actice 7 this draft article and a rticles 5 7 6, 7 7 8 and 12 of the Soviet Union's · . 
dr a ?t treaty (ZNDC/2/ilev.l}, t ogether with any ·aroend.J:Dents or suggestions tha t other 
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delegations may make, be referred to the co-Chairffien for further consideration. If 

plenary discussions of this agenda iteo are completed this week -- and of course 

without ~rejudice to ~ny delegation's desire to speak on this iteQ on our agenda 

we also suggest that any delegation wishing to suboit a~endnents or suggestions do 

so not later than Friday, 14 December. 

Sir IY: ichael -ihUGHT (United Kingdoo): It is my intention this earning to 

make some remarks on behalf of r;-,y goverlll!1ent on iter:,s 5 b and c of our :o,greed agenda 

on generg,l ancl cor:J.ple-te disarr!l:tElent (:;:;HDC /l/..4.dd..3), but before doing so I should like 

to oake some brief corG~ents in exercise of the right of reply on the stateoents we 

have heard this morning on the subj ect of a nuclear test ban. 

First, I ar..: gL:td to welcone the repr esentative of Nigeric::, bc.ck to our Conference. 
I listened with interest to his intervention. Next I listened also with interest 

to the reoarks of the represent~tive of the Soviet Union, and I should like to make 

a short prelir.:inary ooservation upon thee:. 

In the first place, wy colleagues around this t able are aware, because t~ey are 

familiar with the proceedings of the nuclear test ban Sub-Co:·J!Ilittee, that the United 

Kingdom and the United States have been anxious ever since the presentation of the 

eight-Nation ~emoranduo (~NDC/28) t o enter into real and substantive negotiation 

upon it. 7le recognized of course the;'.:, there was a difference of vi ew oetween 

ourselves and the Soviet Union over on-site inspection and over the meaning of the 

memorandum in this respect. hCCordirigly we proposed and we still propose t o adopt 

the same procedure as the Conference ::~,greed upon concerning general a nd coBplete 

disarmament: namely, to take the proposals or topics one by one and s eek the widest 

aree of agreement upon the1:1 1 leaving over for further consideration at a sec ond or 

third reading those points on which we ro::.y not be o,bl e to agree i m1ediately. That 

was the sort of procedure which the representa tive of Nigeria , if I understood him 

rightly, commenced to us this morning, and I agree with him. -~:v e, the United Kingdon' 

and the United States, h:.:we never s::.id, and we do no-t say now that we cannot enter 

into negotiation until our own view of the points on which we disagree with the Soviet 

Union is ~ccepted by the other side in i),dvance. '!! e have neve r said tha t :md we do 

not say it now. Unfortunately, that is exactly the a ttitude tha t on a nuster of 

occasions the Soviet Union has adopted . 

Today I wn.s glad to hea,r iv1r. 'l' s ::-.ra:;_)kin revert to the question of "black boxes" 
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and, if I understood ~1 L:: :dghtly, to l"- e'1r hir.1 res :._:, onG_ to the invits. tion ihe:t I 

extended 1:.t ou:r eighty-sevent~'l ;lem,:::-y 1:1eeting ·i:,o c~iscuss this <;uestion fu:ctl;.er 

with us. 'i'his is wil?.:G I s a i L on th:-.,t occasion: 

"In this r:?.·i:.-ter ::',lso r::.y deleg:::;tio:::l is seeking for com:wn e;r ounC: .'1nC', not 

for .iJoints of d.isc:..s:ree:lent. Jy ~ll ~e~ns l e t us discuss the f OSsible 

between the two siC:.es '1nd to reC:.uce ·i:.}J.e re'luirerr:ents 'both for the use 

of conven·i:.ion2.l c":.e tecti on stc..-~ions ::.nd. even, ::~erh:;:!_) S fo1· the nur::ber of 

on-site inspections. The Uni tecl :.::ine;G.o~.; is ready s.nd. inC.eed s.nxious 

to take furt!J.er }P..r-t. in discussion with the Soviet Union of this ::r:.:oJ_Josal. 

I should li~;:e, 'i:.l1e:;:-efore, for;:.r~.lly to :;,:; ro; os e th:1t a meeting be convened. of 

competent eX::f er·i:.s fro~ the west, f 1·on the Soviet Union c,nd, if desired, 

from other countries which h ave suc~1 ex:;:> erts to ex<:1mine where and how f a r 

the use of 1 bl::1.ck b oxes 1 could be hel:;:>ful in i;:;;roving ne~ns of detection 

a nd identification, If there is c.. ho:tJe of r::c.kin;;· p rogress in this way, 

do not let us throw it 2.way. 3ven without a :::<eeting of ex:;;-: erts, we ::-.:re 

prepared to ~o into t~is matter wit~ the re; resentative of the Soviet Union 

a s thorout;hly a s vre c r,:! c"..o wiil'lout ~x;erts t o i1elf us." (2J.r.DCLPV.8}, -:j~ .l2 ~nd l)J. 

io.s in the c :.se of J.;~'l.e e i eht-1\i'-: t i on ::o: e~~or 2.nC:.u~: , so in ·i:.:'le c ::..se ..:>f "bl~c~<:. 'boxes" i 

we a re willint;, a nd inC:.eed 2..nX-ious, to e;~;lore tl:e = :.tter f u:r-t.-J.er wit:-: tbe Coviet 

Union without ::.ny ha;::-.::fei·inc; conditions en ou:r siC:.c . ~e ou~selve s C:. o not believe, 

fror.: our preli:.1in<.:.:cy ~:;-i;uC:.i a s, ·:-h2.;;; " bL;,c Y:. bo:::e s" could affol"L ·;. cc;:;;.le ·C:.e su'.;) sti tut e 

for J'> • • • •• 
~ mea sure o x on-s1~e lDS] eC~lcn. ~ovi et ~nd UniteC:. ~tstes, 

stud ies. I want to re;-eo:~ to our colleagues, l:.owev ar, t.h.::. t. we do not ;:_-c~ke t~'l.e 

acce:.:>t:1nce of t~1.is view -:-.. conC:.i tion fo:r ::J.e,;;otia tion ~bout "bL;, c~: boxes". 

The Soviet represen~~tive, I unLe:;:-ste nd, believes that "bl a c k boxes" m~y be of 

greater value th.:m we :.'!ave so f a r ~een :!.ed by ::dvice to thiru~ . I only hope th~t he, 

in his turn, is not n:::.1:in6' . + lv ~ concU·t.ion tha t o ·~:-:ers should :1ccep t that point of 

view before we eoba r k up on 2- further e ;::-_?lora tion of the q_uestion of "bl a ck b oxes", 

because such r. cond.i tion would 1 eaG. us now~'lere. Unless I b.esr from the 3oviet 

rep resentative to t~e con·(.re,ry I s~1 ;;.ll c..s sur;,e t b.2. t :':le is not seekin;s to r<:.ake ':l.ny 

such cond.ition. 
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Havinz s~id t~~~, I s~ould li~e , -n the li1ht of his st~teaent tod~y , to renew 

the fon;c::.l j)ro:::;os :::. l w~:ic~~ ::: :-:::,de on :; : ~e ce:~:'oer (ioi<';., :J.l3), t~1e ;ro:;oos~,l -~~1:;:,t a 

r.:eeting be convened of co:·.l;?ete:rt ex-.._::.e:"<;s L.·o::: the west, froc-.:: t~1e 0oviet U:'lion c.,nd, 

str;;teiJent tod:::_y, but I ~roulG. :;:,lso :;:e:; e::ot t~1at if thc,t sugJes·Z,ion does no·i:, cm;:nend 

itself we ~~a s~ill ]TB}~~ea to 6 o in~o t~is ffiatter with the re~resentative of the 

stater::ent until I h::,ve :~::-,d ti:::e to consider it c e,"-·efully in -t~1e :recorcl. I should 

not 1 ike even in=:.dvertently to s::ty ::-,nyt~c.int; ·.vl~ich r: i ght nip in the tucl :,ny ~rospect 

·~:1ere is to be 2, further r:;eetinc:; of t:'le nucle::tr Sub-Coc.r:;i ttee 

toraorrow, a nd t:1st will ·_ive the -::,~uee nuclear dele:::;ations the chance of ex_,?lorintt 

the matter furth er. 

Now 1 et E:e turn to t~1 e c~uestion of i ter.~s 5 ~ :md 5 c of our ~ -sreed .::ogend.:::, on 

,senera l and com:;:lete Ci is&rc.!::\Sent. 

·:re have hee1rc'c toc"'.::,y t wo interestinc; s t.~ter.:ents '::Jy the :::-e:;;:resentatives of t}:.e 

United. States :,nd t~1.e ::;ovie·0 Union ;~nc 1_ sl: ::.ll of course study ·their :;,·e:~:.c,r~~s v1ith 

the close attention t~ey ~e serve. 

i1ir. Stelle h<1s :dnC.ly ci~ c:.l ~:--.-:;e ci to -t~'le Cor.:::.:i ttee .::.s ., Confe::ence cocuc,en·~ (3NDC/6 ; ). 

difficult t~s~ of d::sltinc i~e ne~t ~Tt icla, ~rticle V, of aur tre~ty on G ene:: ~l 

ciis2.rr.,a1:1ent ou:;,· cl iscussioi'lS o:'l i·i:;e;c.:s 5 :.:: :!.nC. 5 c c:::.nnot be ent::_:: ely divo:cced f::-.::;:·_, 

e2.c~1. otl'ler .. 

eig:!:lty-fiftl: '.~ .33-Hnt>' , ::.. s:_::eech to 11l:ic ~-- I listenec~ ri tr. })articuL:.T interes·~, our 

cisar:::-::.eent -to convention::.! ·;re ::..:;; ons 3 S ~re ll. 

" it is 

a lso essenti ::l t~:::.-~ ci.ue 2c tt <?ntion ::e :Jaid to c~isar::l3.Z::ent in its 

fullest sense.n · . • 2C) 

I wish to ero;:;:;ln.size tC.1is ) Oin·C, '.:Je c2.use it ~1c:.s ~) e e n suc,gested rec ently in this 

Co'"Ik'!li ttee tbat t i1e world is :·iche r --- if thaJv is ·t~:e rigr').t vro:.·d. -- 'oy one exp erience 
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during the last few :Jonths. I subr:::it that we should do well to reQe>:>be:r that the 

world is in f a ct ricl1er -·- if that is the word by not one but two experiences 

during thet period. E oreover, I do not went the Cor:1r.1i ttee to draw ~ny w:·ong 

conclusions from t:1e f s ct -0:1s t I :pro:p ose t ::-.is morning, to concentr C~.te on t :1e :JrobleE 

of the elimination of nucl e~r delive r y vehicles ~ athe r th~n on conventions l 

disarmament. 

"'!Te h e ve of course sl:.·eaG.y discussed -t:1e :;? robler~ of t i:le elir.:c ina tion o i nuclear 

delivery vehicle s at so~,:e lengt:1 C:.u :r L1~ -~~"..e firs t session of t h is Conference, and 

we studied it in even ._:;;::e:::. t e :r det2.il d.u:t ing· ouT s e cond session before we ~-rent into 

recess in Septenber. 

I thin£ t :'l::. t the v ::.lue of our earlier discussi ons in ceta il :,:nd ir.. de; t:" of 

this probler:: hss 'J een :-c"::;: ly de:-;iOnstrat, ed by the f a c·t ths.t. since tnose discussions 

the Soviet Governr1ent l;,s, ::: C:. e cid.ed t o ;:;ocify its :;_Josition in :rcg2..rd to t:1e elimination 

of nuclear delivery ve~-::icles. It is therefore ap:;_:;r-op ri:::,te snd. timely J"::"2.-0 we should 

renew such discussions c:..t ~n early sta::;e , and I :1o)e th<:1t they will be e;ually fruitful. 

~le are declin~ here wi-~h one of -0~1e ,-,·,ost clifficul t and sensitive, :;e:r~1ap s the 

r.10st difficult and sensi-~ive, parts of our tasl:, :1nd I ::1-:0::i sur e t h at once ·He reach 

agreecent on nuclear wea::_:: on syster::s, tb.e wea:.:ons ·:;hich under:;_Jin -~:1e secu:r ity of t3e 

~ajor Powers, we shal l find SJree= ent in other fields relatively easier. Consideration 

of the new Soviet :?ro:;_:; os.:::,l {3FIJC/2/:~ev .l, p:,"' . 5-7) offers an excellent o:,:>portuni ty 

fo:r real discussion, d iscussion whic~ will perc it us to work together to solve this 

extremely COE1p lica-lied ;:.n Cl t.echnic ::>,l ;_;; rob l er.: . I l: o:J e r:;y contributions to t~1.is 

discussion will be und. e:.·stood in this l i g~1t. 

iily colleagues will recs.l l tha t ti: e ~:od.ification of the Sovie t ;osition wa s first 

announced a t t h e Gene1' 2.l Lsse::::J:;ly on 2l 3ep te:-:ber l ::;.st by tl1e Soviet For eign kiniste:::-, 

kr. Gromyk o. I do no·~ ~.:.~:ink I need <:uo ·::.e h is :re~-~ar:.-ts on tb.Gt occ :>. sion since tb.ey 

are faf.lil iar to all of -..1 s ; Er. ~ ss,:c a:._: ~~-in r e:;;; ea ted t:'!e~:: t~1is r.:ornin:;; , a.ncl -~h ey can be 

found in the J:Jrovisiond ve:cb a ·i;i c,_; reco:·cl {;../?V .112'7 {provision::-,1;, -.;;. 38 ) . 11 .. y 

colleagues will e-lso reca l l -f,~a.t, ?. S t ' .. l'. Gror.:;y~w ::;: ronised, -(.~'le Joviet Gove:rn:~ent 

~~is revis ed draft treaty 

hs.s dso been cir cul:::.t.ed :::_ s ?, Conference docu~::: errl; {2lillC/2/ -:'. ev .l) 6sted 26 lJovember. 

'll1e new Soviet ;_) osi t ion :re ;:;·::trcli n c; nucle c.r deliver y v ehicles o:;,·igin:-: ly announced 

by Iv;r. Gromyk o is :ceflec -~ec in s,;:::enc :e n t s to erticles 5 -:mel 2l of t h e revised. Soviet 
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dr2ft treaty and in a new a rticle, s~ticle 23A. Incidentally, I notice that article 

4- has not been a~;:ended Juo -~J.~-te s.ccount of Lr. Gro;·,;yko 1 s }ro:p osc:.l. woc;ic~lly such 

!ln ar.1encl::1ent would seer.' to oe :requi:.:·eC. ;:,nd no d.oubt our Soviet coll ea.;;ue ''Jill 0 e 

fUttin6 t~is forw~rd in C.u e course. 

articles to w~ic~ I ~ave raf:rred. L . .y c olleat;ues u ill s.lso :rec::!.ll t~1 :;,-b rL:.:. uori:-, 

subsec;:uently refe r red to -~~'-2 :.~odific:::~ i on oi ~1is .:;c..vern:,: e::J.t 1 s ; osition duriEc.:,· l1is 

speech to iihe }'L:s-t Co::;;:_ :.-~ ·~ee on S Eove:_:·::-er ( . ./0.l/?V.l267, )::; .12-15). UeaG.less 

deserved. 

tt~r. Tsara)kin ~nd. so~:·. e of his es,stern col leasues heve sou6 1t t.o ~nti.ci:,Ja.te our 

criticizing the neYr 2 oviet ~ ::.·op osel s s be ing ·t oo v r;,t;u a o y s s yin;5 t~;.o.t i t constitut e s 

a :principle to vr~:icl:. ', .. T ' ' -v ... :e .: es""{.. ::nus11 a.::;:- ee '.J efor e the Co::z-::i ttee :::;ets Cl.own -to det!l.il ed. 

discussion. F or :.:y )?.. ::..· -~, I woul d. F :.:- e f e:r to r e 6 a:rd. ·t.::-. e ;r,oC:. i f ica tion i n the Soviet 

?osition a s re; s rds nuclea r delivery ve:.-" icl e s :::. s a :._: :;.·o:;>osa.l tow::>. rds t21e solu·i:iion of 

a probl eE on w~ic~ we are ?..ll agreed i n ; rincip l a -- I r e; eat , a ; r obl ec on whic~ 

we s.re 3.11 s greed. in J l'inci:_:;le, na2ely, t~1e neec. to n egotia te '"- tre ::-.ty for general 

:::.nd cor.2p l e t e d.isar:r:s.;:·. e r~.-~ · r~::_ich, s.r:;onz o·C.b.·a:.· thin~s, c ont.::t i n s :;revision for t.~!e 

elis in2.tion of. all t~e~ns o f d elivery ::Jf wea:;_:, ons c-7 :::-.3- SS destruction. 

insta nce the :revised. ,::: ovi e ·t dr:::, ft ·>.-e;:.-~y cont""in s so;·,1e de t s.il eC:. infor::~::0 i on --

certainly ~.wre the n :i.n o·::.~:e:c 3 ovia ·t. :;To:; os ::1ls - - ~.nC. t h is I ;:ralco~_; e. 
.. . . 
.:..J E:..-[Jer :tn r:.y 

Turning t o t he su~c~snc e o f t~a n ev Soviet ?T OJOS~l, I ~= s~re t~et ~ost of us 

t.:.· • .r.c :. ss c~n 

l..S b.e s :..id: 

"Di scussion of J.;:':;.is L-.:~e s ·~ G.ev el o:;:-.;.ent wi ·::.:: 2, vi ew t o "'ss es sinc; i -ts :Zu l ler 

n e3.nin; .:on C:. conse c;,_u e:t:.c es i~: eri·ts ·::.~:e 3-enev:::, 0 o::-:fe r ence 1 s u ·t=.ost ·::l:. t en·l;ion , 

3-nd will =o dou~~ occu:;y s ir~s~ Jar~ o f t~e fo:rthc o~ing resu~ed d el ibera-

tions." ( j" , / P"l ' 2 ;; -'" -- 2 o \ ...:-.. Vo..L. .J.. -v 0 7 jJ • (J } 
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The representatives of tl:e United Lrab ~"efublic (ZNDC/?V.8L!- , pp.33 ~-nd 3<i-) and 

of India (SNDC/PV.85, :._;;.20 end 21) :::c,c.e the S.".-r.:e point in their statements on 

28 and 30 Nove!!:ber res:;_:Jec·~ively, and I entirely associate oysel f with their :remarks 

in tnis connexion. i.'~Y req_uest for furt~•er dets,il end. elaboration is, i. think, also 

supported by the representative of Bulgsri~ , who co~plained on 30 November that the 

?!estern Powers hed not so f e.r asked. for detailed clarification (ENDC/PV.85/p.40). 

I am always hapiJY when -~~1e re:._:;resentstive of Bulgaria and cysel f find ouz-sel ves in 

agreement. I hope, -~herefore, t:1.at ~.;y Joviet colleague will now cooe fonr::-..rd with 

further contri"jutions -~o our c~ elibez-ations i:r: ·0::-..is l'egard. 

Let rr,e S£..Y ~"le:re :::,nd now that I ·;relcome t h e indicg,tions of new t?:1in~:.ing ::.ehind 

the new Soviet )TO)OSs 1' since it ;?,}j_)ea::c·s to ce b a sed. on J, :reco~ni tion by -~::le Soviet 

Government of the (;.ifficul-~ies raiseel :.::y its ea:rlie:· :pro:Jose.ls to elir;:.in:,-~e t:1e 

dan~er of nuc1e2,:' w!Lr for "'11 -~i=e ::-.:,erely by c,ilegedly eli:.:inating nucleez- C:.elivery 

vehicles. 

9 OctobeT (ZN:UC/?V.31, :.:;.9) thst all l1.Uclee.r w ::~:rhead.s shoul(;. s e destroyed. in the 

first stag e of a tre 2:~y on 15eneral :::,nc'.. c or.'pl ete di sa:r::1an:ent. I reelize -~D.e,t the 

Soviet Goverrr:.ent has no·~ s l toget~e:;_· e-'0::-,ndoned t::is suggestion, bu·i:. it does seem to 

before. iliy delege.ti0n ce:·-~s.inly re &:a::.·c_s its new pTo:._:; osal as a step in the right 

direction, since it i ::::,;> lies -~hat oot:b ;::;:;:, st and J es-t should. :retain c. nuclear umbrella, 

as yet, of course, undefined, for a t least two out of t~e three stages of t~e 

disar~a~ent process. 

I have no ·~, of course, forgotten lvir. L:.orin 1 s we,rnin:; to us in t~1e First Committee 

on 6 November that: 

"It would be Cluite c'r:.·one, to see in this s·~e::? tl'la t we have taken a 

mechanical conce[:~ion r::e.,:::.e by t :1e Soviet Union in order to bring 

the position of t::e ~oviet Union close:· -~o t:r:::,t of the United Jtates ••• 11 

(l./C .1/PV .1267, J~ 13~J) 

:however, I for one "J.,:t. :~:;:- e:;? E",r eC.. to re .:;c.,:·cl ·Z,b.e new 8oviet :_:Jro:.:·oss,l ::;,s a pote::1.tisl r;;eans 

which tb.e /lest h:;,s aC'co::;-~eC:. st this Conference. .: .. s you lr..nmr, we have a lwsys ,.,r~ued 

that a disarr::ar.:ent 2-J:>.'ee~.:elY~ is unlL~ely to b e ac~1ieved. unless i-t. incor;o:r2,tes 

:Jrovision for tl1.e ::.·eten·~ion t y both siC:es of, :;>,-~ s :1y rate, so:.~e nucl e:1,r c ?.:i_Ja'uili ty 
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sufficient to p:":(.•vid.e security for both sides during the greater :part of -::.he 

disarmament process. 

On 26 Novewber 1tJ-. Tsara:t::kin referred to tl1e new Soviet proposal~ which 11 clearly 

goes towards meeting the point of view of the western Powers in regard to what is 

called a nuclear 'protective umbrella' " (ENDCJpV.83, p.21) I think that is a 

very good description of the western position in this matter, nacely, that disan:ament 

must be carried out under the :protection of the respective n~clear umbrellas until 

~uch time a3 alternative and effective security arrangements can be established ior ~11. 

As the representative of Romania pointed out on 28 November: 

"General s.nd CODIJlete disarma!!lent will become possible only if we take 

into account to en equal extent the right of ell States to ensure their 

security. 11 (ENDC/PV. 8L!-, p. 8) 

We are now all agreed, it seems to ::Je, that we must ilave the first two stages 

of the disarna~ent process under the protection of t~e nuclear unbrella, 

view and the view of ;ny o:vn G.elegation is that, while we welcome this change in the 

Soviet a tti tuC.e so f?.r :::,s it goes, we vrould invite t:.1e Soviet Union to go further, 

It ::;eems ·Lo us t :•at in so f ::.,r as tl1is proposal is re1evant it would be Do:..·e fitted. 

to the tra n$ition froc the second stage to the third stage. Ls we understancl. the 

Soviet position, the Soviet Union is not contem?lati~g the full-scale build-up of 

the :2eace-keeping force before the third stage of the disarr::ar.:ent procesR at -(;he · 
earliest. Therefore it would be logic::<.l that the Soviet pro:;:>osal should be relateci 
to the third stage rather tha n to the second stage. 

7{e have often poin·i:.eO. out that so far ac:: +~: .3 ~!!est is concerned we ce.nnot eli.rninate 

the ;.resent sources of our security, however unsatisfactory and dangerous the:.' r.1ay 

appear to be, before establishing another equally effective end less dangerous source 
of security. In our view that new source would have to be e peace-keeping fore ~ 

of sufficient p·Jwer and under s atisfa ctory :political control to deter a n :::.ggr e::;sor ., 

Until such a force is established it is clearly unre~listic to expect either side to 

dismantle its present security arrangec ents. 

~gree with thai general ~rop osition. 

I think my Soviet colleague would 

AS I have said 1 I recognize that the Soviet proposal could be of help to our 

work h ere , I en-~irely o..gree , for exar.::ple , with Er . Dean's sta t ement on 6 November 

i:u. -Lhe First Cor:nittee tha-t the Soviet :,;;ro:;:; osa.l might be a good omen ancl :wight 

forecast an atte~pt to restore credibility to the Soviet draft treaty on geuera l anc 

complete disarwa.nent. .~.-..s i.1x . Dean p ointed out: 
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"If the gap which divides us cooes do'l!'n t.o the _question of the percentage 

of quantitative f!.r:ns reduction in e::.ch stage'· we shall t.s.ve a question 

with whi-ch we can cowe to grips •11 (1.../C .1/PV .1267, ·p. 53-55) 
However, as I said earlier, it is clearly too soon to say whether the new Soviet 

proposal in its present fore.• will . in fact contribute to our discussions here. 
Naturally I hope it will, and I shoul~ therefore like to stress that my following 

remarks are put forward in an entirely constr~ctive spirit. They are ?rimarily 
intended to draw the attention of ffiY Soviet colle~gue to sooe of the i~l~cations of 
the proposal he is now naking. I ho;?e that I have already made it abundant~y clear 
that we are not yet eble to assess t~e full significance of the Soviet proposal as 
it now stands. 

One: as a representative of one of the nuclear Powers re?resented at this _ 

Conference I should p erhaps remind the Co~ittee t hat my country has not been included 
in the Soviet proposal. I do not pro:;?ose to say any more than that at the present 
time, but clea.rly teat is a ::_::oint which r::.y delega.t ion has to bear in mind and on whic~: 

we have to reserve our ?Osition. 
Two: I note that i-~ e:;_Jp e~rs t ha.t under its new proposal the Soviet Government 

is suggesting t~1at only l and-based intercontinental missiles should be rets.ined until 

the end of stat;e II. Th~t is, the Soviet GovernEent is r.1aking here a pro:;_:Josal of 
detail. I must hope that our Soviet collea~ue will come forward in due course and 
give us his Goverru.1ent 1 s reasons for apparently selecting this particular weapon 
system and for settin5 a side submarine and aircraft-~ounted. ~issiles. Both those 

latter types of missile :;;>1-~.tforms \Y"ould appear to have substantial advantages. for 
both sides from the oost important -- indeed vital --point of view of invulnerability, 
advantages which I do not think should be _entirely overlooked. 

Three: I note with interest t~e proposed retention by both sides of certain 
surface-to-air missiles. Cl early, as a defence ~Jainst i mprovised delivery vehicles, 

such as civil aircraft, such ::aissiles could well b.e essential. I myself am glad to 
note that the Soviet Government is now taking a more realistic view in this matter 
and tha t the ar~~ents w~ich we ~ut forward in t he earlier sta~es of the Conference 
a r e not quite so "artificial" a s rLr. ':'sarapkin suggested on 26 November t he t they 

were , (ENDC/Pv. 83, p . 21). .Lt this ::.wrni ng ' s neeting the r epresenta tive of the Soviet 

Union aga in attacked our concern with i~provised delivery vehicles, so I a~ left in 
some doubt now about w·b.at b.is -:;osit ion :ceally is. l.t one stage he app&ren-tl y 
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suggested that all civil :;,irliners shoulG. be des-&royed also, as being capable of 

delivering nuclear warhe.::.ds (supra,H).2l-22). I s~1.sll look at that passage in the 

verbatio record with particular care, and nake _ ?Oint of taking the matter further 

in the near future. It is, of course, a r.:a tter of :=. good deal of consequence. 

Four: it is generally recognized that two o~in factors enter into the strategic 

balance as it now stands: nuclear weapons and conventional forces. The eastern bloc 

has a superiority in conventional strength, due not only to its larger nu~bers of 

heavy weapons but n.lso to interior lines, to s::_:Jeed of reinforce1~ent ::1nG. furt:1.er 

r.-.obilization, to monoli-~hic co::JIIJand a nd so on. The se we have to some extent already 

discussed. 7:i:1is su~e:..·io:-i ty is coun-C,e:roalanced ty the rmclear weapons ia t::.e }los session 

of the West. If the eastern bloc is ·i;o expect -[,he ·:r est -to reL.uce its nuclee,::- weapons 

to a n ae;reed lo·lf level' c oes the :'= oviet Uni on )TO) OGe that -~:1e 3ast sh oul d s:t the 

same tir:!e reduce i ·ts co;:went.ion2.l s ·~z-e::1ct.i1 so o,s to a ssure an effe c-~ive conventi onal 

balanc e also? C' -~hel·wise 2, new b a l s.nc e , unfa voura ble to the Je s t , woul d b e ?>rrived ::.t. 

Five: then there is -l;~le ques·:-.ion ol verification. ~he Soviet pro;os&l is for 

a s .).;rictly lL:i-~ed nm::'.Je:: of nuclea:: C:.elivery vel1icles to be :;_·e·0ained by ~oth sid.es. 

~he p rop osal is n ot s::;; ecific~lly f or an 

eC}_ual nur:1ber o f ve:::icles o:o.· for vehicles of g,n equ a l nuclea :;.· c apc::,city, a s I understand 

it' but I take it, c~o ;:~e3.r.. -::,:-,_s;t the C.etel·ren-i::. c a:;_Js.ci·0y on boti1 sices V{OUld b e t he sa;::e • 

... gc'.in I }?resw::e that t ::..e nuc bers t h e 0ovie t Union h::;, s ih ~ind a re SDall. 'i'ha t be ins· 

so, verifica tion -- v~:ic~-:>. ~re lnve :?.lws ys ::_:J ointe~ cu·t is an e s sentia l a s :_J ect in the 

disar:::ar.~ent p rocess s r..d is , a ft e r e.ll, -~~: e y l:1·tfo:;_·;:: on whicl'l conf idenc e r:iust be · 

esto.blished a nd r.~ust e:;r o--;r 1::-s the clisa :cr:,s,:.;_ent :pr oc ess ; roc e eds - - r.:u st ::1.ssume a vital 

importance if t.l1is ::_:JTO::;>osa l o f the Soviet Union i s to !Jeco;:,e ?, rca-i:.ter of ser ious 

ne gotiation. 

I say this with grea t ser iousness to our !::. oviet collea; u e a nd I d.o so beca us e 

of the p r evious a ttitude 'V!~li c!:: his c":.e l e Ga tion ' ... "las a do:;_:> t ecl tmrards v e rifica:ti on. l!hile 

subscribing to the vie'il :;>u t fo:-ward so cl e&.rl y by i.~r . Gro2yiw in one of OEl" e a:·li e st 

r;~eetings (El~DC/?V.2, :_;> .ll) - - -thG.t t :.-:>.e Sovie t Unior.. will not. ·l;rust t~1.e .'!est a nd d oes 

not e xpect t he :Tes-t, to ·t :c·us-~ i t -- n eve:-theles s t :1.e 3 oviet re·:~:r e s ent s.tives at t:-1is 

Conferenc e hav e re:Je a-~edly cl ai~:; ed ·(.h ::;,; (; .)<:.'.:e onl y veri fi c g,tion -~o w~ich t~'l ey ·;rill 

a 6T ee unti l t he v ei-y l ::c. s -t s -~2- ::::e of C:. i sa:::r:!aDent i s ::, v erifica ·l:.i or. of a c tud c~estruction 

of weaJ;:ons, 

v erifica tion of cle st:cuction bu t n ot of ~Iea:;? ons :::-erJaining , w:1ic~1 t~1ey desc:: ib e i s 

control over &.I'2&~ents . 
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;~s other re1Jresentatives are well aware, we in the }[est, have said that this is 

not sufficient and tb.s t there :nust be some a: eans of verifying t h at agreed levels 

are not exceeded and tl1.:::li t::.1ere shall be no weapons hidden under the jac~:et. By 

its very proposn.l here t:1e Soviet Union has, it see:::!s to us, high-lighted the 

unrealistic nature of its own verification so f a r. If the~e ar e to be strictly 

limited nur.1bers retained, t~1en it is o~vious t h8..t t:1ere must be adequate satisfaction 

on both sides to ensure ·--t::..at. such unde:rtakin6 s ~.re honoured.. ':'his 1:1ust :::.ean sorr:e 

process whereby t:1e o-t:her side can assu~e itsel f tha t the nu." bers reta.ine<: do confor:.;. 

to the undertakin~s given a n d. ths/v t l1.e r e s i1all not b e numbe:.·s of othe:L nuclear 

delivery vehicles l1idden avrsy in t:1e ~ er.:ritory of t h e ot:1e:::- side. 

·rhat, as :-:1y collea5ues YJlovr, is not s pro~lem c:reated by the J est, s.l·~:wugh we 

have always reco~nized -the C:.i fficulties inherent in verificc tion in the V2.rious stae;es 

of disarr::ar.1ent, bea ring i. ::J. L:ind. the -:::cvie t ? reoccu:;_Jation wi t l:. e£?ionage. ~·D.at 

~articular probleB s rises d i r ectly out of the Goviet Union's own prop osBl, and I do 

seriously ask our 3ovie·i; colleague to eJS?lain to us h ow he )rO?oses that. ·th e necessary 

verification oeasures s~~ll b e ca rried. out t o ensure that un~ertakings 5iven in 

respect of this i L':;_Jorta :nt ::-~o:;~ osal a r e in fact b eing ~1onoured.. 

In the past the 1lest has tried ·t o r.1eet son e of the more general Soviet fears in 

this field by its p ro) osa l f or zona l inspection. ~his has been repudiated by the 

Soviet Union, out we s.~e still wai t ing for the Soviet :;? ropos::~.ls to solve the p roblem 

in the general field. 

I would now ask our 8oviet collea t;ues to ex::_:>l a in to us -- and I as~~ t h is in no 

unfriendly sense -,rha t their veri f ication '.:lrO:;.? Osal s a re in regard to t h eir new 

sugg estions in t his field. 

These are t~1e ~reli::.,inary rer.::arlu: which ;;::y dele ;-ation wishe.s ta. r::ake ·th is mornin.;-

on this complex a nd :fund2.~ental p robleQ. I a~:1 sure that we shall all lave r.1uch n ore 

to say on this subj e ct ~nd I shell _ ne~tu:cally wan·(; t o study wi·(;~ :9articul t.:;.· care t h e 

remarks our Soviet collef:.t,ue ::.:.e,dc t h i s ::.:o:rnin(; . 

I should lL~e t o conclude by ex::f::.· essin:, t~e h oJ?e thn.t t 11is d iscussion F ill 

continue in a const ruc t i ve r..;anner , in ::. :::a.nner wilich vri l l :1e l :;_J u s a ll to e et t o g·r i .;.;s 

with the probl e~ and ulti2~tely to solve it t og e t her , 

It is now -thi :-t e en r.1inute s p~st one o' cl o c~: a nd, 

according to t~1e agr e ed :_::.r oced.ura l arran .;:;err:en t s, 7r e ~1ave co;::e t o t l1e ti:::le ~f day 

when we should a djour n. Je have stil l one :,1ore S) eaker, t i<e r e;resenta tive of 
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I wish -~o info:rr.: -0he =:o:-~:nittee t:1. ::..t we Lav e now rec a iveG. t l:.c suc::1z..ry of t ne 

position of the deleJ::::~ion of iht;.eri c'.. ( .Lddendur:: 2 to ZlJDC/63/ :.dC.. l) for inclusion 

in the report to the }enerel J. sse:.~."Qly. If the~e is no objec t i on , this statenent 

will be incluG.ed a s e,C:.c~el1d.U!:J III to t::e :..·eport. 

The co-chai rnen reco:::r..:.end tha·0 ou:· next ;::ee·~int; on :1ednes<i::1y should be devoted 

to general an<i coc::::._Jlete C:.is <.'- n <ar.::ent; i f there is no objection I shall r egard this 

as approved . 

It wa s so ~ecided. 

l;;r. CAVJ.LL:.!:'l."i'I ( I taly) (t:ranslation fro r_: F r encl1): Jefore 'il e adjourn I 

should lL-:.e to stre ss -::,~1at we nave before us a for:.:.al ;?r oposal by the Uni -~ed r~ingdoD 

del egation for the convenin&; of a gr ou::_:> of experts to s tudy in :particul r...:: t£-"e qu e stion 

of "blac~ boxes" ( SU':lTa ·) .40 ). _.........___, .- I ho~e t~is f roposal wi l l be taken into cons ideration 

by t he Sub-cor_::::ittee fo ::.· a ~·'rea:~y on t~:e Cessation of l'Iucl e?,J." ~Te'l.p on Tests '.\Th ich I 

believe is to o eet to~orrov . 

··.:r 0. •' -:·-·-L .. <' (U""l. -~ec.' " -'- , -' "'"' o ·"' : --- ei"1. c -=-. ) • 1._ • \.....1.!.. --:J..l.J ~ 1. ... v ~u-\J....,v .1. _, _ .. l . ....., .. 
---~--~-

:;:n conne:>:ion ~·! i t:1 tile su;:::.:~::..ry · 

it, would be included ?..C aC:.d e ilduc II I to the re:;_:>ort . ! ould it not b e te c~nic~lly 

p ossib l e to include i ·~ in ?..C..denO.ur:. II , since ther e is a :r.er.:~i on of g,C.dcmdm.: :.: I in 

It ~i~:t s void revision of the 

c ov e ring l etter . 

The C~·L.LW:L-..l i (:Su:r::.-~a ): I c, •. _ -~old thg,t it could oe u.one . 

l!ir . '.:..-;_;:-~jJ3.i>.lJO'Z (Bulgaria ) ( t:r.·ansl a tion :fro;n Frenc:1): I ;;ather fro1-:, what 

t:1e Chair r-'.an saic: tha t t~-:. e l'Ji gerian re:._:::;.·es enta t ive 1 s actua l s:peecl1 'l'lill ae i nc luded. . 

It will not therefore cc a sur.sJary but s i r::p l y t~-:e w~ole of -~:1e speech . ~·r oulC. i t no t 

b e bette r -~o include -~his s-t;::,tement in .uldendu:.::. l '":1.ich coc::;_:Jris es t he records of a ll 

the ;:1eeting s a-~ 1'rhic1::. we hav e d iscus s e d. the ~u e s·~ ion of a nucl ear tests ban ? 

, .. , c·" · r-: -. · ·J ·T ( ·C< - ._ ' • .. . 1e .1..1-• •. WY"" .. ....u .. :-Ja ). I s .?, i d s, su::-,;-.:2,ry of the :._:J osition of the del egat i on 

of Nig eria, but bot~ su:~1.:-:1ary :::,n d s t,a:~eL:ent will be i :c.cluded . 
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With regard to the ~ues~ion raised by the delegation of Italy, all tbe members 

of the Sub-co:r:-~i-~tee are ;:.~esent here and I ar. sure they will take this natter into 

consideration when they hold their next discussion. 

The Conference decided to issue the following communique: 

"The Conference of the Zighteen-Nation Cot::mi ttee on Disarma.oent. today 

held its ninetiet:1. ,plenary oeeting a.t the ? dais des Nations, Geneva, under 

the chairmanship of u 7un Shein, representative of Burma. 

"Statements >vere cade by the Tepresentatives of Nigeria, the Soviet 

Union, the United Stctes, the United Kingdon and Italy. 

"The next plenary meeting of t~1e Conference will be held on -ilfednesday, 

12 December 1962 e.t 10.30 a. ~ ." 

The s eetinE rose at 1.20 p.m. 




