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7he CHAIRMAN (Ethiopa): I declare open the ninety-third plenary meeting of 

the Conference of the: Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. 

:L:lr. CAVlt.LL.ErTI (Italy) (translation from French): The Italian G.elegation has 

followed with great interest the discussion on items 5b and 5c of our agenda 
(ENDC/l/.A.C..d.3) which has provided us with abundant food for thought. The. Italian 
delegation, aithough it has already stated its views on items 5b and 5c at previous 

meetings, wishes to spe&~ again on this topic in order to reply to new points raised 
by the other delegations and to ex:::mine in particular the proposal put forward by 

1v1r. Gromy~ro in the General .t..ssembly of the United Nations on 24 September 1962 

(A/PV .112'{. (provisional) p. 38). 
At our l~st meeting, the delegations of the socialist countries alluded once more 

to the Soviet proposal for the total elimination of nuclear weapon.delivery vehicles 

during the first stage. They repeated that they wished to remove the danger of nuclear 

war completely at the very start ol the disarmament process, but that, in orG.er to 
satisfy the 7lestern delegations 1 they had finally agreed that some of the nuclear 

weapon delivery vehicles should be retained until the e.nd of the second stage. In 

putting forward these considerations, the delege:~ions of the socialist countries 
evidently vrisi1ed to make two points: firstly that the Western Powers favoured the 

almost indefinite retention of nuclear weapons, ~d secondly that the Soviet Union, by 

its new pro:;_:>osal, had made an impor-~ant concession to the Western position • . 
In tl1is connexion, I should li~~e to emphasize at once that the Western Powers have 

the firm intention of eliminating, as soon as possible, all possibility of war, whether 
nucl~ar or conventional. vre have at least as gre2.t a horror of nuclear wax as the 
socialist· countries, but we do not underestimate the danger from conventional conflicts. 
Thus, we favour any proposal for ra:pidly reducing the danger of a conflict and later -

eliminating it completely. But we e.re opposed to all unrealistic proposcls which, by 
their natufe7 can constitute only bad propaganda aimed at deceiving the nations. In 
this cozinexidn, we have abundantly demonstrated how unrealistic and utopian are the 

proposals contained in chapter I of the Soviet draft treaty dated 19 ~larcl1 1962. 

(ENDC/2). The Soviet delegation's decision to put forward new proposals (EliDC/2/Rev.l) 

is due above all t ·o the recognition of imperative facts which could not be concealed by 

any dio.lec~ical argwnEmt. However, we apprecie.te the effort the Soviet Government 

appears to have made to take account' of these facts, and fr.om the outset t.he Italian 

delegation: has shown its interest bot.D. here and at the United Nations in Jvi1.e proposal made 

by It.r. Gromy~:o, and has indicated its desire to study its implications carefully. 
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In redity, it seems, the Soviet delegation has raised n. question of ::_ninciple. 

It has . said to the Western G.elega-~ions, in effect, 11Tell us first of . a~_l, : w.~et,.her you 

accept our :;:>ro~osal or not. The ~et~ils of its C?::?lication can be examined afterwards." 

I would ~oint out in the first place that it is not correct to describe questions 

concerning devices which cen kill millions of :;_:Jeo:;:le as ques·::.i~ns of de:t~il. 

from this, ~owever, ~,art from the f~ct that the size of the stock of missiles t9 be. 

retained is not a detail, this is 2, :1ethod of negotiation which we cannot acce:;:>t and 

which in _._, 
u.l.1e ::_:>resent case, as in the question of nuclear tests, would prevent all 

constructive ~iscussion. Our nego-tietions are not to be furthered by · rc,ising 

questions of ::_:>rinciple or by askinG us to say yes o~ no in advan~e. 

So . vre still find Iv~r. Gromyko 1 s :,?ro:posal rather obscure. That is why my remarks .· 

today can only be preliminary, although I hope to have later a more ample ~C. more 

satisfactory basis ~or ju~gement. 

I believe that any disarmament :;:>ro?osal must be judged in the light of two well-

known fundamental principles: the :;:>rinciple ihat no party should obtain military 

advantages curing the :;:>rocess of disarmament anG. -t.he principle that every measure of 

disarmarnen-~ silould be subject to sillficient control during its applj ·cation. The first 

of these :;:>rinciples, which has been described briefly as the principle of equilibrium, 

deserves some further thought, although it has often been the subject of ~iscussion during 

our Confe~ence. To my mind, it is clear that the existing equilibritm involves several 

factors, bot~1. military and geograpb.ical. These factors combine to form c whole. · We 

can and vre must act upon the military factors, for that is the role of our .Conference. · 

But we. heve not the power to changG the geogra.:_J:1ical factors which remain· unal terahle : · 

in spite of ::_Jrogress in means of coD!llunication. That is an undoubted fac·::. which we . > 

must take into account if. we wish ·to work constructively. 

In orC:.er to lower t!}.e level of armaments without disturbing the- equilibrium, and 

eventually -to reduce it to zero, the -:!e stern Powers have propos·ed. a system which is very 

simple, I vroulct say even intuitive , namely a perc entage reduction of armar.wnts on both 

sides. '::'~'le logical . force of this system, whic:: -~akes into account the evident 

requirements of balanced reduction, has gradually begun to im:;:>ose itself, since on the 

Soviet siC.e , the system of :;:>ercentage reductions l1.as been accepted for conventional 

armaments, and we are glad of that. It must, however, be pointed out that an equal 

percentage r eduction in conventional armaments on both sides would give an advantage to 
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·t.he Warsaw Paf?t which, _according to trustworthy estimates, possesses a su:;_:>eriority in 

this field. This reduction can therefore be envisaged only within a comprehensive 

system of percentages, and conventional armaments are only one of the elements in the 

present equilibrium. 

Another factor is that of the new weapons, the nuclear bomb delivery vehicles. 

As regards this factor the Soviet delegation, after first asking for the complete 

elimination of these delivery vehicles from the start, now proposes the retention of some 

intercontinental missiles until the end of the second stage. Although I do not know 

the figures, it seems to me that the two alliances - NATO and the Warsaw Pact - possess . 

different quantities of nuclear \'rea:;_:>on delivery vehicles, and it is now even thought 

that the nUI!lbers maybe greater on the 1Testern side. It therefore seems to me quite 

clear that the balance on the Western side would not be maintained if, aft~r applying to 

both sides a 30 per cent re4uction in conventional armaments, we were to abandon the 

criterion of percentages and establ~sh a system of reduction by specific quantities. 

Let us su:;_:>pose for the sake of argument that the proposed quantitative reduction is 

expressed as an equivalent percentage reduction. We should arrive at the obvious 

conclusion that, using the system prop9sed by Mr. Gromyko, one side 

wonld have to accept a greater percentage reduction than the other. 

probably the West -

Supp ose, for 

example, that one side now has 100 intercontinental missiles and the other side has 500., 

and we allow retention of only 50 missiles on each side, the reduction for the first side 

'~ould be 50 per cent, whereas for the second it would be 90 per .cent. These different -

percentages would apply to atomic weapons, whereas equal percentages would be applied to 
~onventional armaments. Thus the organic link existing between two co.nstituent elements 

.;.n the equilibrium having been broken, the equilibrium of the w}:10le would be destroyed. 

In other words, according to the Soviet proposal, the picture of disarmament after the 

first s -tage would appear thus: reduction in conventional armaments; East, 30 per cent, 

West, 30 per cent; reduction in nuclear weapon delivery vehicles; East x per cent, 

West x -1 y per cent. 

In addition to the factors in the equilibrium which I have already examined, there 

is a third factor - military installations or, in other words, bases. l1Iust we go one e 

more into this distinction between national and foreign bases, which we do not accept? 

We have in Europe bases which we call integrated, because the countries of Western 

Europe have established a very closely-knit defensive military system which includes 

common military installa~ions. This collaboration was ~ecided upon by .parliaments . 
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freely elected by the peoples of North J~merice end Vlestern Europe, and on both sides 

of the .;:.tlantic we intend to respect those deci3ions until our security has been 

ensured by general and complete disarm~nent. On both sides of the Atlantic we are 

equally and mutually convinced that, in the present state of affairs and during the 

first stage of disarmament this collaboration is a·jsolutely essential to our defence 

and security. 
As regards the situation existing within the W~rsaw Pact bloc, I have no details. 

It is possible tha·~ "'\,here are no integr::~.tei military installations and t:1at mil.:.tary 

co-operation between the Soviet Union and the other States of the Warsaw Pact has a 

different character from ours. 1.-'.:. all events, tl1e Warsaw Pact undoubtedly has its 

military bases too, even if these are conceived according to different technical ~nd 

political principles. I would therefore say to the delegations of the Socialist 

countries: 11 If you like, we can call our bases foreign and yours national, but from a . 

military point of view the dangers which these installations represent are the same on 

both sides. There is just one clifference: our Europe_an bases are se;?arated by 

thousands of miles of ocean from our American cllies, whereas yours are situated on a 

continent with immense resources in manpower and materials, which extends to the 

furthest ?a~ts of Asia." 

Of course the Western delega·liions want all these. bases to be destroyed on both 

sides. We want to abolish them forever. That is why .the 7r1estern delegations are here, 

in order to find a method of eliminating these bases rapidly and by stages without 

upsetting the military and geographic.al equilib:t:"ium - those two elements being indivisible. 

Indeed., the ~;restern proposals (~l'DC:/30 .. a;;1d Corr .1 and Add.l and 2) provide ·t-.hat during 

the first stage these bases shall lose 30 per cent of their military potential on both 

sides an~ t hat by the end of the second stage they nhall retain only 35 per cent of 
their wea::;Jons. The socialist delegations demand the total elimination of bases in 

Europe at the beginning of the disarmament _::>rocess while retaining all the bases on 
their siG.e. Is that equilibrium? Unfortunately, I t:.nderstand that this proposal, 
which is obviou~ly unacceptable, is linked with il~r. Gromyko 1.s proposal concerning 

nuclear weapons, which makes this last proposD.l even more difficult to accept. 

In reality, according to the Soviet pro?osals, the picture of disarmament at the 

end of the first stage would be as follows: elimination of conventional armaments, 

East, 30 ::;>er cent, West, 30 per cent; eliminati.on of nuclear armaments, Sast . x. per cent, 

West, x + Y per cent; elimination of basen , East, none, Vlest x per cent, including 
100 per cent of those in Europe. 
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To conclude 1 the Italian delegation considers that iwlr. Gro.lll~:o 1 s proposal in 
particular :~d. '_;the Soviet proposals in general do not correspond ;with the criteria of 

balanced disarmament. Thus it has only one advantage, namely that in it the Soviet 

delegation has abandoned the idea that all danger of nuclear war can be eliminated 

at the first stage of disarmament, an idea which, attractive though it is, was 
totally unrea.i.istic and might a_i?::_J ear even to have been dictated by considerations of 

propaganda. 
The Italian delegation hopes that the Soviet delegation will, in the light of the 

views which have been stated by the Uestern delegations during this debate~ revise its 
proposals and bring them more into line with the ?rinciple of equilibrium which we have 

all acce?ted.. 
It now remains to see whether liir. Gromyko 1 s proposal is in conformity with the 

principle of control. I do not know whether such an enquiry would now be of any 

interest. We know that any proposal which is to constitute the basis of an agreement 

must conform with the two fundamental principles of disarmament: equ~libri~ and control . 

If it is not in conformity with both of these, it is unacceptable. But, in a.n.y. c~se, 

as regards the question whether 1k. Gromyko 1s proposal satisfies the requirements of 

control, I confess that my delegation is not in a position to judge, for the explana-
tions which the Soviet delegation has given in this important matter amount so far 

simply to the repetition of three lines of article 5, paragraph 3, of the Soviet draft 

treaty. My delegation therefore wishes to reserve the right to speak again later when, 

as I hope, the Soviet delegation will have provided us with more ample information on 
its proposal. 

Mr. LACHS (Poland): · '='his morning I 1vish to raise a problem which is perhaps 
not closely connected with the item on our agenda which we have been discussing during 
our recent meetings. However, si~ce our procedure does not bar discussion on any 
subject within our terms of reference, and since these, may I remind the Committee, 

include also collateral measures, I hope that in doing so I will be in order. Mr. Dean 
dealt with some of these collateral measures l~st 'Wednesday (ENDC/PV.91, pp.ll et seq.). 
I propose to touch briefly on some other a.S~ects of the problem today. I have, .of 
course, no desire to have them discuss~d immediately: ali' I wish to do this morni~g 
is to remind representatives th2.t this item ·is ori. our agenda and that it may be useful 

and, I would even say, of importance -- to enter into the subject very soon. 
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It has become ever more clear that, simultaneously with our work on general 

and complete disarmam~nt, we have to try to reach agreement on some immediate 

measures which would bring about a detente where it is most urgent, and -thas pave 

the way to arrangements concerning general and complete disarmament. how ar1d 

where is this trend reflected? First, in the refusal of most of the States not 

possessing nuclear weapons to become parties to the nuclear armaments race. This 

may be regarded by them as an act of self-defence against the spread of these 

nuclear weapons, against being caught in the wheels of what they rightly consider 

"the vehicle of suicide". Secondly, in the desire to ease tension where it is 

most likely to lead to a conflict on account of the heavy concentration of arms and 

armaments and their further growth. 

The recent debate on disarmament held in the United Nations General .t~ssembly 

reflected that tendency very clearly, and I would say even in a way uprecedented 

by its strength and determination. By now members of the Committee are _?:co-i.:Jably 

aware of what I am referring to. As I indicated in one of my earlier state2ents 

(ENDC/PV.85, p.28), out of sixty-five speakers in the General .t ... ssembly, for-i:.y-seven 

supported the idea of d.onuclearized zones. This figure included representatives of 

all regions of the world -- from the Far East ·l;hr ough Latin .~;.r,Jel· ica to .n.f :;:- ica, and, 

last but not least, 2J.ro:_Je . I b e lieve I shall no·;, be wrong i f I say that the idea 

has thus gained ground and has conquered the minds and imaginc-"t ion of auth ori t::..tive 

spokesmen of many governments. 

It will be recalled that its beginnings we:;.·e v ery modes·G. At first, ·t.:ie idea 

of denuclearized zones was limited t o one or two areas, but i -~ has been constantly 

growing. In 1957 and 19~8, suggestions wer e made concerning t.he e stablis:i.1ment of 

such zones in the Balkans and in the .b..driatic. I n 1960, it was suggested ·0hat such 

zones should be e stablished in the Far East and in Africa. In 1761, similar ideas 

were advance d with regard to Latin America. In ·che sa me year, the then Fo::.·.;:ign 

lw.inister of Sweden, u:ir . Unden, advanced a proposa l to institu-~ionalize t h ose zones . . . 
as a means against the spread of nuclear weapons . 1.t the s ame t ime , if I may a gain 

r e fresh the memory of the Comrn;i ttee, the Antarctic i'reaty entered into fo:;.·ce, 

consecra ting, as it were, ·£,hat very idea in r egard to a r emote but none -the l es s 

important part of the globe. In December 1961, ·::.h e General r.ssembly of the Jni te d 

Nations unanimously ado;_:>ted r esolut i on 1652 (XVI ) c oncerning the recogni tic:1· of 
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Africa as a denuclearized area, and 196~ saw many replies (DC/20l/Add,2 and3, and 
DC/204/Add,l} coming in to the questionnaire of the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations concerning the so-called Unden plan. Ou·t of sixty-two States, thirty-seven 
approved it, while seventeen favoured the setting up of denuclearized zones. The 

Brazilian proposal submitted only recently to the General Assembly of the United 

Nations (A/C.l/L.312} is one more proof that the idea is gaining ground and gaining 

worldwide support. 
One can therefore say without exaggeration that it has by now become a concept 

recommended for almost universal application: a most important chapter in the 

catalogue of partial disarmament measures. I suggest tha.t we would be ill-advised 

to ignore these developments. 

The idea itself, has, of course, had many precedents in the past. It will 

suffice to recall that since the year 1713 that is the year of the Tree"ty of 

Utrecht history has recorded many cases of areas or regions which were given 

special military status, whether it was art,icle 92 of the Final Act of the Congress 

of Vienna or article l of the Convention of_ 1856 concerning the Aaland Islands. But 

one of the most interesting, e.nd for our P.ll!poses perhaps one of the most instructive, 

examples which can be quoted is the Anglo-American Treaty of 1817 concerning the 

limitation in number, tonnage and armaments of men-of-war on the Great Lakes. Its 

father, as will be known, was none ot~1er thf.l,n James tl~onroe, then Secretary. of State 

of the United States, and it is cn interesting case, for two reasons: first, that 
the then conflict between England and the United. States was first meant to be solved 

by force; secondly, that finally both sides agreed to recognize the status quo. 
I think those two reasons which brought about that solu~ion are very instructive, 

and could be very instructive even today. That is how the Rush~Bagot Treaty came 

into existence, Though there may from time to time have been difficulties concerning 

its implementation, yet it survived them and remained in force for almost half a 

century. 

Another proposal on similar lines, which was made but never put into operation, 
' . 

was one submitt ed by Nil'. Guizot in a letter written to The Times of . London on 

26 January 1871 and addressed to Mr. Gladstone, Nrr. Guizot suggested that from 

c ertain portions of the r esp ective t erri tori es between France and Germany fort~esses, 
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arsenals and military s ·i;ores should be prohibite O. , and he a dcl.e O.: "There c c:,;.: b~ 

no doubt that if such a stipulation 1.s to be real l y just and valu£:.ble it mus ·t b e 

reciprocal. 11 For histor ical reasons, well known t,o us all, t :r.a·i; :;,Jroposal ncs 

never come into being. 

In quoting those excmples I do not want to sound anachro~1istic, as we ~ll 

know t.hat eech of those solutions ado) ted in t~1e ~ast was the outcome of coacrete 

and specific circumstcmces. That is why one could not draw e;. f ull a nalogy ~-; i t h the 

situation of today. However, it may be of intere s ·0 to note -~ :.1a·~ the easina of 

tension has been aimed ct by way of reducing arms and armamen·t. s concentrE:~ions in 

specific are cs. Tod&y -~he problem he.s differen·& C.i r:1ensions. :L·i; concerns b c:,i a ly 

nuclear weapons: hence ·[,he idea of d.enucle arize C:. zones . 

.hmong the proposels which have been presen·l:, ed. here and e l sewhere is on e to 

which I wish to draw attention again. I n submit·& in~; it, my government h c:,-i in rnina. 

the particular danger confronting E J.ro:;_:>e and thus -~i""te peace oi ·t he worl d. . ~Je we r e 

convinced, and we stil l are, that the e limination of Central 2 urop e, a n d Iirs t of 

all of the two German States, from the armaments r ace would constitute ai.l. i nn ortant 

step towards the stabilization and nor malization of conditio:ils in Europe . ·;'!e a lso 

believed that the experie:n.ce thus gaine d, both in disarmamen·::. and in conJ.:;rol , would 

pave the way to the establishment of similar zone s in other } arts of the world , thus 

bringing us neare r to the goal of genera l and com':; l e te disarmament. 

It will b e recalled. that the Polish p lan h as found wide s:?read suppor·~ in m~ny 

countries, not the leas·~ i n those of Western ~uro:J e . It is e lso 1rnown tha ·t many 

objections have b e en raised against i t ,, of both a r.<ili tary an i e } oli ticel cha ract er . 

It has been argued that i t s implemen-tat ion would J.~J set the bch~:.1ce; that i·t would 

creat e a situation more ~d.vantageous ·::. o the soci~:.l i st St a t e s. 'L'hat claim ~n;,s not, 

in our view, subst antiete d. . Ne ither is it subste.n-~ iete d by -~he f orce o r s co) e of 

most modern weapons, or finally, by geography, wl1ich i s so f r e c;_'-l.ently r ele rre<i to i n 

our de ba t e s. 

It may b e of intere s-~ to come hac~: once a ga i:i.1 t o the h i s ·0o:: ica l exarn_: l e s. r/hen 

Jame s i1~onroe ma de his J :LO:._:J o s al in 1 315, Castle r cr.gh oppose d i ·~ , a nd o:p:pose G. i t for 

the very r easons I h av e me n·i; ioned : h e s a id tha-t i t favoure d the Unit e d S ·t<-~-~es , on 

a ccount of that country's ge ogr aphica l s itua tion ; tha t it crec:0e ci. e lac~: of bn.l ance 

b e twe en the United St ::::~ e s and Engl a n d wh ich wa s UiJ.i' avourable t o ;3ngl a n d . I n ether 

wor ds, the a rgumen t was u.seci. tha t .~ngland wa s on on e s ide of J.:;h e J-.tla n tic <.:..1C:. t h e 

Unite d St a t e s on the oJ.:;h e r . Does not t h a t s ound i n t.e r e sting when c omp arGO. ·.ritr. wh c.t 

is s a id today? Castle r eagh refu sed t h e propos a l i n 1815 , but a-c c ep t e d it L1 1817. 
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Similar views have been advanceC. on the subjec-~ of Euro:_Jec.:1 denuclee.::cized zones 

as I indicated earlier' but. in re:;Jly to those exp:;.·essions of o:; inion one CO:.lld. quote 

the view recently expressed by an authority on t:te subject: 
11 tle do not believe -~hat the defence of our ci·0ies demanC:.s -~hat ballis·tic 

missiles be located in their miC.st. Similarly, there is ~c need to loc&te 

weapons in certain e.reas of Euro::;>e if we have t.he will ·;;o come to their 

defence." 

That is what was said. Hor, we submi-~, was there c:.· is there E1IlY validity in the 

argument that the setting up of such a zone would L.isintegra·~e the N1-.1'J l:..lliance, 

because it becomes ever more clear t.hat it is nighly unwise to concentra·i.e nuclear 

weapons on what can be regarded as the front line, -~he meeting . ground of ·::.te two 

alliances. Changes in st::categic thought and conce?ts which ~ave taken }lace since 

we submitted our plan -- in particular, in recen·ii :.wnths --, fa:;:: from dis.;_:;:rcving, 

have only confirmed the 1·easoning wl1ich lay behinL. it. 
. ' . . 

The same could be saicl of the :;;>oli tical eleLJ.e:1:~s involve (:. . It has been argued 

that the adoption of the :::;>lan would ma~~e the solution of the German proble;n more 

difr'icul t. But could anyone seriously cla.im tha-~ ~lte preseni:. situation he._s, brought 

us nearer to the solu-~ion of the Ge:c·r.mn problem by one inch? Or will .the continuatio:t 

of the present situation bring us G.ny nearer to - ~he solution? Tt~e concent:ce:tion of 

arms and armaments in ".Tes·&ern Germany, intended by some to be c:. remedy foL" the 

political difficulties, has made the issues much more complica;:;eu. 

As I indicated the o·ther day, the armaments race has become in itself an 

additional, highly complex political problem; so much . so that we shall have to find 

some remedy for this very issue prior to or simul -~aneously wi·(,h our tacidL1g the 

substantive political :;;>roblems we had. been facing before. It ;ms JiJ.r. Strauss who 

claimed some time ago that one could not disengage militarily if one did no·t do it 

politically; but do we not want to do both? i:1.i.r. Strauss diCi. not. 

I hope the Chairman will forgive me - and I :u.1ow it is :C.ighly unpleasant if 

one criticizes ' somebody elseis allies but, regretful as it is, we cannot but be 

seriously concerned with the policy so far conduc-ted by the Fe<ieral ii.epublic of 

Germany. If members of this Conference had had to go through that most ~errible 

experience which we had to -- faced with the biological extermination of our whole 

nation, with which Hitlerite Germany was determined'to crown its rule over .c;urope --
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they coul_d no.t feel otl1erwise. It is most fortune.te the.t they he.d no nee C. -~o go 

through this experience. But if we spe~~ of the need for security, who is more 

entitled to claim it than a nation which has lost one-fifth of i·~s popalatio~1? \'ie 

do not claim, nor do we request, any special privileged treaJvment, nor do WG ask 

that it be treated in a special way; all we suggest is that our experience be taken 

into account. Is it too much? I suggest that i·(; is and should. be of valu.c to 

all of us for the lessons of history are valid to ell. Can -~he oasic rigl1.t to a 

peaceful and secure life be denied to us, irres:pec-~ive of the :; oli tical a.nc.. economic 

system we belong to? By claiming it, we do not ~res:pass and we have no iT0~::1tion 

of trespassing on the rights of others; but no one should tres;~ss on ou~ rights. 

That is what I had in mind when spee:2:ing the other day on the <nutual re l~tionship of 

security (2NDC/PV.92, p~.l8 et seq.) --that is, c spirit of co-existence ~s we 

understand it. 

¥That I have said mcy suffice. ifnen we submi·~te ti our ph.:1 , we did nd , clc im 

that it was a panacea, the best or only solution for E urope's i l ls. ¥ e submitted 

it in all humility as a bc.sis for discussion. ~l e nade it clc e.:a.· from the ve~.:y 

outset that we were ready to take into account reasonable sugc;estions in orue r to 

modify it, and so we did. We did ta~:e into a ccoun·i; many sug&;e s J,; ions made "Dy the 

·ilest. Thus, the second end third vexsions of ou:;:- :.::lan were "Do:a.·n. 

"'iTe feel, and we are ever more convinced that the proliferation of nuclec.:a." 

weapons increases tension and contributes to ins·iis bili ty, because the more r::iiomic 

triggers there are the greater is the likelihood of one of them b e ing pulle d, the 

greater the danger of a cn:lie.lytic war. Recent t rends e.mong Jvi<e great mn.j (n·i ty of 

nations not only of ~urope, but of the whole wor ld-- have only confirmed. our 

view. How right the r e::>re s entative of Nige ria we.s, in spe::.::: ing on denucl e:;-,::: ize d 

zones in the First Commit tee of the Gen eral Assemoly during i·~ s current s e ssion, 

when he said: 
11Their justification is that t:<ey limit the c,:;.·ea of infe ction and to -~!let 

extent make the b a sic problem more containa ble . 11 (A/C.l/2V .l27l, p. ti ) 

It is only regrettable that, as oppose d to t h e great maj o~ i ty of the m:.tions 

of the world which refuse to take, have or produce atomic weeco~s the r e ~r. e s till 

some which claim thG!.t i o:.:: themselve s -- and, s ·~:.: ::1agely enciu::::;:a, in Europe . They 

know that atomic war is suicidal, particularly in Europe , a n d y e t they c l~im atomic 

weapons most likely to l e ad to war for themse lves -- allegedly , to h e l p themse lves . 



ENDC/PV.93 
15 

(lVll'. Lachs, :Foland) 

We feel that the creation of denuclea.rized zones, apart from stopping the 

spread of those dangerous weapons, wouid have a highly beneficial effect by 

excluding. an ever-growing number of States from -~~'le armaments :.:-ace. They ·Hill thus 

rid themselves of the ever-growing burden of arma;.1ents and be able to devote their 

resources to the raising of standards of living, to the fighting of hunge:L e.nd 

disease. So would we. rie should li:r..e to do it an<i to devote iuuch more ·i:.i.1an we 

do today to the welfare of' our people. I am sure that many other nations would like 

to do the same. 

According to the report on the economic anQ social consequences of disarmament 

by the Secretary-General, (E/3593), the world. is s:;_::ending rou5hly 120 ,uOO Qillion 

dollars annually on military e:X:pendi ture. That is equal to two-thirds of -tl1e entire 

national income of all of the so-called economically UJ."1der-developed coun-~:::-ies. I 

wonder how much out of these resources could be S:Jent for ree.lly productive :purposes? 

We suggest that the time is ripe for this Co;c:r;1i ttee to embark on a discussion 

on the subject of denuclearized zones and, to those who may hold otherwise, I would 

quote the words of a well-lmown Znglish writer, which I read recently: 

"The tim.e will neve1· be 1 ripe 1 for disengagement -- just as colonial 

peoples are never 1ready 1 for political free<iotn." 

We trust that time and events have altered what has hitherto been a negative 

approach of some of the great Powers to the concep t. of denuclearized zones. We 

think that we have discovered an indication of this in several speeches and declara-
tions made of late, in p articular during the last session of the United Nations 

General Assembly; and, whatever the reasons for o~2osing this idea were, time and 

events may have contributed to their being changec. They were definitely ripe 

for review. 
Students of history 1:now very well that many ideas which had very mo G.est 

beginnings, and which at first inspired little sentiment and were met with suspicion 

and mistrust, with time and experience have grown into generally accepted concepts, 

finally to be generally recognized and implemented. That is how many constructive 

solutions were brought into practice in interna·Uonal relations. 

We feel that one of those ideas, which has by now found such widespread 

support, is the very idea of denuclearized zones. Ithas the ~acking of :;,Jublic 

opinion in many countries. Some people may call it propaganda, but public opinion 

is a force. May I remind representatives that no less an au.ti:writy than ·(,he 



ZN.DC/?V. 93 
16 

Permancn·~ Court of Arbi·~r a:i:.ion at The Hag-ne, in a v e ry well ~:.;.;.own judgement, called 

oyinion one of tb' most important sanctic'l.s of international lew • That is why we 

h o.ve to take public opinion into accouat. We have to follow· i·~ , fer there is mnc:1 

wi sdom in it. The idea of dem.!.clearized zones "has today gai:neCi. wide su_:J:_,Jcrt cunene 

peo!Jles ar1d governmcn·cs, end. it has thus been pla c e d. on the :,?oli tical agenC.c:. o~ 

O'C' day. 

"'i'Tithin this fra.zrework you find the prcposal suboi tted to the Committee of tt " 

"ifhole in a memorandum of the Polisr. Government of 28 l1mrch 1962 {ENDC/C.l/1). I r:. 

s ub;:ai tting i +., we acted in tb.e spirit of the re solu·~ions ado:;:>t. e d by ~he United 

Nations General As sem~ly and in the des:i.r e to contr ibute to the e.chievement of 

g"neral e.nd complete disarmaL1cnt. It aim::; at the c ste.blishment of a denucleari~ed 

zone in Europe, linll;:ed wi.th the •3 l:.mination of rocl:ets and the limi +.ation of n,rme d 

fo~ce::; ano conventional arQ~~en~ s . Tha~ memorand.iliu was placed on the agenda of t~9 

Eigti.een--Nat1 on Commi·l:.tee, and it awei ts the Commi ttee 1 s conside r ation. 

'ife firmly bel).eve, c.>.s lv~r. Wlady::; l aw Gr;nmEta stated in a. s:peech a few G.ays ago ? 

th~ J.:. this plan: 
!I ... i s basBd on a mutu3.l c ompro:nis e , with no . de tri.ment to e ither s i C:.e 

and th"l.t it increases tl:"J.e p0ssibilities of :?cac eful ~ oLri:,ions in thi s 

neura l gic area". 

'Ihr.t is why we com:11end. to the memo.3 r s of the 3 i gh t een-Nation Commi ttce the 

.-c cns:.der6:~-ion of the idee. of denucleariz;ed zones in ger:.eral, an d. our pro:;:>osal in 

It;r. BlTi:tNS (Canada ): The C..?.l cg~tion of Canada has listened with. _;_n:,rtic•llur 

o.·:,tention and intere<;'t to the s tate r:1cnt. '~hich has ju£t b een made by the rei_Jres en~.ative 

:-f ·poland , 1;~· . Lachs. -;!ithout commEnting on the :;?I"incipa l subd-unc e of what he had 

t~~ -::ay, we we-::e p erhaps a little g~atified. to h e a r the :du:::h-B:::.got Treaty quoted c..:: 

(lile of the fe·,v s uccessful arms lioi ta·tion J.:.c Eaties whi ch ~an be found through out the 

h~.s-';,ory of this subject. J;.s one of the partr.e rs, we were naturally gratified by the 

r ef a:-::-e:J.ce which the represent'=ttive of P oland made to t h i ::> treaty ; and I think that 

CLn aaicn :::; "ltho have S!JOll:en on -thi ::; subject have a record of quoting this 'i'reaty with 

p, certain a:nount of what perhaps might be called self- sat isfaction . Others who 
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regard it in a more detached way might say that we have· made a virtue of necessity. 

But we would s'ay, in passing; that we think that the comparison which was made 

between conditions in Nort·h A.merica in 1817 and those existing in Europe today, and 

the relations of Powers on other continents thereto, left quite a few fac-'.:.ors out of 
account. 

Pa·ssing now to· the main subject of my statement, today we wish to ma::e sbme 

comments on the Soviet Union's new proposal on the elimination of nuclear weappn 

delivery vehicles (ENDC/55), and in general on item 5 b of the agreed agenda. 

(ENDC/1/Add.J) · In doing so we shall doubtless ag~in go over some of the arguments 

and repeat some of the views -which -have been e:JC?:cessed previously by other -:festern 

delegations, and especially what was said by the representative of Italy earlier 

today. Nevertheless it seems that some of these arguments will bear repetition, 
and -therefore I shall repeat them. 

On 7 September 1962, in plenary meeting, the Canadian delegation criticized 

(ENDC/PV.B2; pp. 9 et seg.) the original proposal of the Soviet Union to eliminate 

all nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage (:2NDC/2). Our criticisms were, first, 

that the proposal was not in accordance with the principle of b~lance, and secondly 
that the Soviet Union had not been able to show how this proposal could be verified 

how it could be shown with certainty that all nuclear weapon vehicles had been 

destroyed and ·that none remained. Those criticisms in no way meant that Canada is 

not anxious to see the danger of .· a nuclear war eliminated as soon as possible. They 

were intended to show that the then Soviet proposals were not likely to bring about 

this desirable effect. 

It has already been mentioned since we resumed our meetings here that the 

Secretary ·o·f State for External Affairs of Canada welcomed the announcement by the 

Soviet Foreign Minister, at the United Nations General Assembly on. 21 Septemper, 
of the Soviet Union's decision to modify its pro:;_Josals on this subject so as .to 

allow the retention of agreed limited numbers of cer tain t ype s of missiles until 

the end of the second stage of gene.ral and complete disarmament . . Mr. Green said 

that the new Soviet proposals could help to remove the block t o negotiations in 

Geneva which had been created by the previous incompatible :POsitions of the two 

sides on that question. He went on to point out that agreement on this 1:ey ::?roblem 

of disarmament would inevitably require careful examination of e.ll the related 
factors. We have now been meeting for three week s since the Conference resumed, and 

I regret to say that, although I have studied the records carefully, I have been 

unable to find any information, not even one single fact, about the new Soviet 
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proposals which was not contained in the text of -~he articles t~1emselves as tabled 

in the General Assembly last September. Although we have hee:rd sincere requests 

from many quarters for clarification or elucidation of those ?roposals, they have 

so far gone unanswered. 

In the circumstances, it is difficult to hcve a fruitful discussion on the 

Soviet proposals. If real negotiation is to come about, as all of us hope, the 

Soviet proposals must be examined in the light of the two basic disarmame41t principles--

and that is a point made by the representative of Italy --, the ~rinciple that all 

measures of general and complete disc.rmament mus·t be balance<i so that at no stage 

could any State gain military advantage over anot,her, and the ::._Jrinciple tiJ.at all 

disarmament measures sl1oulcl be implemented under such strict and effective control 

as would provide firm assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations. 

The application of those -~wo princi:;les to the earlier Sovie·~ )roposals wc..s examined 

at length in this Conferen.ce and, as a result, ce:.:-tain changes were made in the 

Soviet Union's plan. The new approach containe~ in the revised ?roposals Qust be 

examined in the same way, but how can this be done if we are no·;; told whet tnose 

proposals involve, what is their meaning or content? 

The representative oi the Soviet Union said: 

"~lfe are prepared to discuss the question of the precise n:.unber of missiles with 

the Nestern f ·owers c..fter we have found a common platform with them, after we 

have received a favourable reply from the other side to our proposal." 

(ENDC/PV. 90 I p. 25) 

We hope that that is not to be a r epetition of the Soviet Union stand in this 

Conference in r e gard to other subj e cts, a stand which can be swnmed up as saying: 

"You must agree to acce:yt our idea in principle, before we will discuss c.i1.Y d.etails 

of it with you," because -~i11.1t, of course , is an imp ossible demand; it is imp ossible 

to conduct our business in that way. Our Soviet Union colleagues frequen·l:ily say 

that what they want is e, "businesslike discussion". !fell, to ([e ste rn minus , a t 

least, it is not realistic or businesslike to accc)t a proposition before you lcr1ow 

wh~t you n.re accepting. s::· ~1e old proverb about not buying a :.:>ig in a poke has been 

quoted here several time~. We might use another me taphor. 3:I] :pose one of us were 

. about to bt1y a house . ·;{hat would we thilli;:: i f the owner said: " Befor e you c c:.n h ave 

any information about this house, you me1st agree in principle -~hat you are g oing to 

buy it. Once you have agreed to that, the n I wil l answer yoe1r questions ~bout 

whe ther the foundations are sound, whe ther the roof l eaks, wi.1ether the plu;:·,o ing and 

the heating are. workin g y ro::;>erly, and s o on. B.ri:, cny answers will only be f orthcoming 
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after you have a:gr.ee-d:·-in principle to buy the house". I thin~: my colleagues will 

hardly dispute that that would be a most unbusinesslike demand for the owner to 

make, if he wanted to sell his house. 

Similarly it is not reasonable, not businessliL.e, for the Soviet delegation 

here to demand that, as a prior condition to detailed discussion and information 

about any of its propositions, the ;Ie stern .f'owers should acce?t them in principle. 

Well, then, what could be a reasonable basis for ~iscussion? I suggest that we can 

discuss any proposition about disarmament on a hY?othetical basis, that is: 

suppose that proposition to be adopted, wha·~ consequences would flow from it? 

What are the steps necessary to put it into effec-i:,? Iiow is it to be verifieci.? 

Would at all stages the principle of balance be observed? ,{hat are its qu~titative 

aspects -- the numbers of -~he various 3.inds of c-.rr.I:::,ments affacteci.? And so forth. 

The United States outline of bssic provisions for a disarmament trea~l:;y 

(E~mC/30 and Carr .1 and .Ld.d..l and 2) is open to negotiation in -~hat way, as we 

have been repeatedly assured. I do not think thet the United. Stc.tes delegs;~ion 

here pretends that all details of its propo~als i1eve been wor~:ed. out in full. The 

position is that the details ought to be worked out in the Conference here between 

the parties concerned. 

Suppose the Conference should str..rt. to examine the Soviet proposition, which 

for short I will - call the Gromyko proposal, in that way. It seems to the Canadian 

delegation that some of the questions which have to be discussed and whicl1. require 

to be settled are the following. 

How is the existi!lg number of ICB:Ms intercontinental ballistic missiles --

to be reduced to whatever is del!ded upon as the strictly limited number which will 

be retained until the end of the second stage? 'I'o avoid using numbers, we can 

suppose that the United States has "a11 IGBitis and ·!;he Soviet U;:lion "b" ICBi,~s which 

are to be reduced over a certain period of time to "x" and "y" ICBrilS respectively. 

I would point out that the number held by each sid.e does not necessarily have to -be 

exactly the same. The numbers, however, should be near enough together that 

neither side can make what is called a pre-emptive attack on the other -- tJ.1.c.t is, 

by a surprise attack to destroy the opponent 1 s c<::.]aci ty for re·~c.liation, his 

effective deterrence. The number chosen should not be a particularly smal~ one if 

we are to have one of the r..dvantages of that sys t em of reduction, which is Jiio enable 

the parties to disregard. or discount the possibility of the concealment or inr.dvertent 

retention of a small number of nuclear weapon vehicles. S~p;ose it were estimated 

that there was a possibility of, s2..y, 10 ICBiAs over the agreec restricted nuu ber 

being somehow retained by one Power or the other, then the total agreed number to 
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be retained should b e set at about 100 -- the rat i o of lCi to luO -- for t iwn 10 more 

or fewer in the possession of either side would <!o-~ seriously c:.ff ect the bc:.lance . 

Those figures are, of course, merely illustrative, t o show the ? rinciple of the 

selection of the final nwuber, which s e ems to the Ca n£:.dian del e;;;etion to b e rathe r 

important. 

Now 1 if the number 11 b 11 of ICBL:s is to be r educed to the n ur:1ber 11y" oi ICBi:..s 1 

that must take place by s-~eges. The stage s, their steps and t heir phasing , would 

have to be worked out. 718 suppose t~u· .. t the Soviet Union wo:J.ld. :.O' r opose the SGJ:le 

method of control as it h e s in t he pes t , that is -~ o h av e the C:.ec l a r e d sur::; lus of 

"b11 minus 11y 11 demolished. in the view of inspe ctor s. The r e is s-~ill the que stion of 

convincing all :parties thet no more the n the agre·2C number is ret r:.ine d. ::;.'i1e t would 

require the gradual opening of terri-too:- i e s to ins:.;: e ctors dur ine the r e duc-t i on of 

ICBi:,ls from "b11 to 11y'1 • -Ja should li~:e to b e infon1e<i about what the Sovie -1; Union 

has in mind r egarding thc.t means of ver i f ication. 

All other types of nucle ar weapon vehicles are to be destr oyed under tne Soviet 

Union plan as a mended by -t.he Gromyk o _prop osa l. I-t will be nece ss&ry to exemine the 

phasing of their de struction rela tive to tha t of the ICBMs, with & v i ew to ensuring 

tha t a t no stage would the p rincip l e of b a l ance be infringed. Th e r e ductions of 

ICBMs 1 of the other nuclear weapon v ehicles of l e s ser r ange :-.. 1~d p ower, u..nC!.. of 

conventiona l forces and. e :rmaments will a ll h a v e t o be phased ' ri t h e ach o-l:,21Gr in 

orde r to ensure tha t t he ::~r incipl e of ool ance sha ll be kept a t r..l l stage s. 

The Ce.n a dian de l eget i on will proba bly h av e sone thing more t o s n,y a t l cl;e:;.· 

meet i ngs about the ques-'.:,icn of v e rificat ion as a :;;>:?l i e d to this :;;e rticular as::_:. e ct 

of disarmament. In thi s :..·espe ct, tne :-e a r e interes-[. i n g possib ilitie s o:peneG. u:p under 

the n ew prop osals -- i f t hese new pro:Josa ls a r e ex:? l a ine d anli liev elope d -r1hich 

did not exist in the or i c inal Sovie t p:coposal fo r -(,he tota l e l i rr:im:.tion of c.l l 

nuc lear weapon v ehicles in the fir st stage . I S~lc.ll a l s o p:roi:Je.::J l y h a v e to make 

f urther rema r ks about t i1e qu estion of belanc e . .....s we a ll mus-t r ealize , the ::_Jr oble m 

of r e ducing for e ign bese s , a s they r1re de scribed. ~Jy t h e sociLl is-(; de l egations her e , 

is r e l a t e d very close l y -::.o the p roblem of r educin g n u c l ear ·,l'ec.::_:: oa vehicle s. 

These bases , it i s c l e2.:· 1 2-re o. fact or 1n the nucleGr de struc-~ive power which c&n 

b e l a unche d agains t t h e t e :.·ri tory of t.he Sovie t Union , and shoul d b e consi dered i n 

that r e lation; the t otal re l a tion of the power t o de live r nuclear weapons of the 

two s ide s. 
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1 ~:e,re, i .s. litiilOther question to be considered, which is: wb.e:n, and under 

wh~.t :concli tions, will t he restricted numbers of "x" and "y" ICBiiiS finally be 

abolished? , .r1ere, as the represe::J.tctive of the UEited Kingdom and others have said, 

the questio:J. of peace-keeping comes i:1. This is because the Gromyko proposal, if 

it ,can be worl~ed out in detail, could solve the problem of an outlaw nuclec.r force, 

and, us I have already mentioned, it could solve the problem of the concec.lment, 

intentione.! or inadvertent, of reh~tively small numbers of nuclear weapon vehicles. 

Methods of inspection could probably be devised wbich would make it impossible to 

conceal any very large number. 

But, in working out the implications of the GromYko proposcl and the other 

proposals for the eliminc.tion of nuclear weapon vehicles which are before the 

Conference, their ultimc.te and extremely important significn.nce must be kept in 

mind. T'nis is thn.t t~1ere must be a recognition by the United States ::111d its 

allies which are nuclear Powers on the one side, and by the Soviet Union on the 

other side, that neither side has any interests which woulQ be benefited by the 

destruction by nuclear v1eo.pons of the other · side, or of any considerable part of 

its people and wealth. Ls a corollc ry it will require a joint resolve t:1at they 

will abandon the race for superiority in nuclear weapons. ~his would really 

mean t~ting the path to co-existence in a peaceful world, and not continuing to 

drive along the broad highway to co--extermination, as we seem t o be doing at the 

present time. And finally, it would require t~e great nations to ddtermine to 

co-operate v;i thin a properly orgc.n.iz ed United lk,tions in keeping peace in the world. 

All this woulG. be a grea t chnnge, a very grep,t chc,_nge, from what we have v,t present. 

It is only through such mutual understandings and assurances, t a cit or explicit, 

that it will be possible to abolish tbe threat of nuclear wa r -- this threat of 

nuclear war about which so mcny peo:;? le have spoken here and in the United Nations 

General Assembly recently. There is no magic formula, no principle propounded 

by either side, which, if n.dopted, vlill banish the danger which weighs so heavily 

on the world. 

How can a start be mu.de in bringing about this essenti:>.l change? It seems 

to me the.t t l1e grea t nuclear Powers could start, here in this Committee, by a frank 

and full exemination of o.ll the elements involved in the Gromyko proposal, together 

with oth er proposals which exist in t he United States and Soviet Union dr::J.ft disarmament 
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treaties, ancl with which t:1.e new :;?rOi_)Osal must be integrated. ~nd there s~ould 

be an end to the dele.ys e.nd deadlocks ~reduced by such ultimatums as: "It is 

first necessary tha t you accept this p roposal in :_:>rinciple before we tell you 

what it really meens." 

y~r. STELL8 (United States of i..mericc): I wish to S::_:Jec-,k very briefly 

w~ th regc.rC. to the int e rvention of t l1e representative of Poland. As I understood 

it, the ra~resentative of Poland was not suggesting an immediate discussion in our 

plenary meetings of t:1e topi c which ~w raised, but I believe it would be useful 

v ery briefly to remind. ~~~ce Committe.:: of the a.tti tude of the United State s towards 

the :pro:;?ose.ls of the Po lish Government which contemplate the e stablishment of 

nuclear-free zones in central Europe. 

The 0oiilli.1ittee will recall th r~t t~1e Polish deleE;ation :._:Jrcsentecl its }_) roposals 

on this score to the Conference on 28 k erch last (ENDC/C.l/1). Perhaps I 

might bes-t refresh the 111er:w ry of -i:,he Committee on the position o f the United States 

by quoti:.1;:; only two :;:>arE~,gra::_Jhs from c-. statement which was made on 3 April lr.st 

and publis:1ed by the DG:._:Ja rtment of St!'.te: 

n-:r::_ile it is r e cognized t i-:_at the propos::-,ls of the :Po lish Gove rnment, 

usual ly identifi e cl_ a s the J,p,packi plc.n, h::we been advanced from a desire to 

contribute t o t~w m2.intenance of :peace , careful study of th e s e suggestions 

h:;:.s l ee'_ the Uni·tecl. Ststes to t i:e conclusio!l that they would not help to 

r e solve ::_:Jresent difficulties. 
11 'li1.0 princi:i_)r. l objecti ons of the United States to the R'1packi :;_)lan, 

which purports t o be a conficlence-buildins measure, have been and remain: 

"(1) That the mea sure s envisaged do not cddress themselves t o tne 

nuclear wea::_:Jons located i n t~-::e Soviet Union, the use of whic::. c.c:;11inst 

;!estern Zurv)e hr; s been repectedly t~ueatened by 3oviet spokesmen; 

"(2) That t:1e :_) lan would therefore result in a seri ous milit11ry imbalance; 

"(3) That, (!cnsequently, while cree..ting en illusi on of progress, it 

woul::l, in reclity, endanger the peace of the world rc.ther than contribute 

t o maintainin~ it. 

"T:.1e dangers t o -;_:Jer-. c o r e sulting from sucl":!_ 2-l l imbalance, unde r prese:.1t conditions, 

have been clearly e-nd repeatedly demonstre.ted by eveDts vri thin me111or_y of all." 
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:tt~r. CAVLLiETTI (Itely) (translation from Frenci"!): I very much 

a.pj_)reciated Mr. Le.chs 1 eloquent speech, to which I listeneG. with the ~reatest 

attentioa, for I heve the sincerest admireti c n for his gret->t talents as historian, 

orator 2nd debater. I · should like, however, t c make vi1e remark on the · subject 

of our ::geuda. It is true t .io..t we have esto.blished !'. ;rocedure w~ci ch allows 

delegations the grec;test freedom to speak on ::my subject t h ey wisl1 'Vlhich is 

relev:::,:n.t to general and comp l e te disarmement • 

.::~owever, in t~w matter of colll'>torn l mer..sures, t~1e re b=-.ve been quite long 

negoti :.tions between the two c o- Chc..irmen during :;:>revious s e ssions a s to which 

mec.sures should be :p leced on our Conference 1 s c genib .• Tb.e two co-C:.1c..irmen 

agreed first of a.ll t c :place oa -tl~e t'..genda t :1e questioi'l of war propaga nda, on 

whic;.: , unfortUI4'1.tely, we were unable to c -Jme t o an agr e eme::1t. Le>ter they agreed 

on two ot her questions; accidentel wars and the S;Jreed of nuclear ::-,r tM'>me nts. 

·rre ~et;:->::.1 discussi o:::1 of these col l e teral meo..sures during our last sessi o::1 . 

It C'.oes not follow that t h e two co-Ch::.irmen h n.ve c.greed t o :;:>lr:.cv on the 

agen~:. the questi on of denuclearised zones. That is ,.r~cy , e. l thoug~: I listened 

witl-" i n terest to i:lr. Lachs 1 st:-..tement, I do no t want us to become i ::w o lve d in a 

discussi on of a co llaterc.l l>1easure upon vrh i ci1 our co- Ch::;.i rme n have :Dt. :1greed. 

l!,Y delegation ::a s alwr.ys favoured the. t horough :iiscussi on of co lla teral 

mee.sures, and in t!1e past h ::', s often supported. the co::1Vei1L 'lg of our ?le:i:lc.ry 

Corruni ttee. We ;:-,r e ::-.lways in favour of discussi::1g t h ose c.olla terc. l E1Cc-.sure s 

contained in the list p r opo 3ed by our co-Cl!f'>i:rrJen (EI:TDC:/: .l/2). 'E:is list, as you 

know, wr,s c.cce::?t e G. on tho pri:·lCi :;:> lo that me::-,sure s r>r o:;_:,ose :"l by the J:c,stern end 

Western delegations should be e~~cmined alter:1c.tely. I slwuld not like this balance 

to b e U;_:>set by t he introducti o~ , without t Le conse::1t of t l1e two co-C~"1n.irmen, of 

a :;:>c,rticular measure whi ch h::.s ::1ot b een pro11osed by tl~e -:!estern de l egc.ti c,ns. 

The list of speakers for t odc.y ~c. s now been 

exh:1usted. Do t he co-Chairmen h :::.ve any recommendati ons concernine t he order of 

business for our ne~t meeting? Can we t~;:e it tha t we should c o::1tiDu o with the 

same agend c. on t~c.t oc casion? 
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Lr. STILLE (U:r.ii ted 3tr,tes cf A.:nericc,) : I hnve hn~ nc discussion with 

my Soviet co-Chairman with recc,rc. t o a recOim,wndation f:-r t~le agenc:.[', of the 

next ;:wctin~. T:1erefore I s-.,ec.:.: only for my de legrti J :J.. 

since we shall l1c.'Te only two ravrc :Jlenary meetings before tte agreec:. recess 

and siace the delegcti ons tl.mt s -;_-ce nk may well wish t o cliscuss vuri -:ms to:Pics 

thr.t ere befor e t~':. e Conference, LG recommen(c.tion from -l:Le co-Chairme;:c on the 

precise cgenda for tl1o next tvo ;:10etings is required. 

I ta~>.e it t~·u::,t the members of t~::e Co~:unittee 

agree wi t~.J. this proced.ure. 

T:.1e Conference G.ecided to issue tl:.e following comEl~iouo: 

"The Co:c-:ference of the Eighteen-Nc:,tion Corami ttee e n DisarmGT.1e;:-.. t today 

:-;.eld its nL."loty~t:hird plenr~IJ' meeting in tl-_e Palnis des Nation.s, Geneva, 

u nC.o r the ohc.imc.:cship of Lto Hc"G.dis LlMJa.yehu, rc::_Jresent<:>,t ivc of Zthiopiu. 

"StuteDcmts were oc,ce by the r eprc sentc.tives of Itn.ly, Polc,:"<C. , Cc.naG.a 

;:-,:-;.c:c the Uni teC:. 0tC'.tes of i .raerica. 

"The next ::_::;lenary meetinc; c·f the Coi:rl'e rence will b e hel~l o:1. 7eC:nesdo.y, 

19 December 1962, c,t 10.30 2 • • m." 


