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The CHAJ]}U~ (Brazil)(translatioH from French): I declare open the one 
hundred and twenty-first meetir~ of the Conference of the Eighteen-NatiDn Comntittee . 

on Disarmament. 
I ask leave of the Committee to make a brief statement in my capacity as 

representative of Brazil. 
The first phase of our work in 1963, which was completed before the Easter 

holidays, was unfortunately not calculated to raise the hopes of the world reg~Iding 

the progress of our disarmament negotiations. The interiin report adopted by the 
Committee (ENDC/83) stands undoubtedly -- in the econo~~ of its style and in the 
dryness of its wording - as an admission of deadlock and even of complete failure , 
l..nd it was so interpreted by the world Press.. The only collat eral measure on which 

agreement was expressed, namely, the establishment of direct communications between 
the Governments of Washington and Jl.foscow, vras nat mentioned in the report, because 

apparently even on that point agreement was not firm enough. 

The real truth is that the positions of the two blocs have hardened, political 

divisions have deepened, and speeches on both sides -- despite the speakers' skill ·-· 
have merely bogged us down further in questions of prestige, with no attempt to treat 

the problems before us in a truly scientific and diplomatic way. 

As things stand today, the Brazilian delegation can see in this Confprence no 

genuine promise of an early prospect of r eal negotiations or of putting new lif e into 

our work in a constructive sense. The Br azilian del egation even wonders if the deci sic 
to resume our meetings in such an atmosphere of impotence and confusion was really a 

lvise one. 
My delegation neverthel ess considers the re~umption of our proceedings to mean 

that most other delegations have come to the conclusion that some imnediato progress 
may still be anticipatedn We respect and are gratified at their sentiments; but .;tt 

the same time we think that the negotiations resum~d today must be treated in a ne1"' 
spirit by the parties. In that connexion the Brazilian delegation wishes to take 

its stand on that .admirable document the · encyclical "Pacem in Terris" of His Hol,i,.'1csf 

John XXIII, which appear ed so opportunely at a time 1~en our recess gave us l eisure 

for serious meditation. 
It is not because I belong to the Roman Church that I, as r epresentative of 

B:retzi l, urge upon my colleagues the st r ')ng 1rJOrd.s on disarmament conta:ined in thG 
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encyclical. I do so as a man of goodwill seriously l-JOrried by the crucial problem 

of our time, since for the first time in the age-old history of my Church the Holy 

Father has appeal~d to all men without distinction of r eligion or philosophy. 

Pope John XXIII has acquired incoBparable authority in our troubled century by 

his noble personal qualities and the spiritual pre-eminence of his functions. While 

never swerving from the strict lines of his ministry, the Holy Father has, through 
long experience, courage, breadth of mind and simplicity, assumed the mantle of a 

real mediator between the ideological and political differences of our time . With 

no army or weapons of mass destruction at his disposal, l...Jith no economic power, or 

technology or science, or political prestige, or that aura of glory or material 

power that hypnotizes the crowd, the gentle old man of the Vatican dra-v;s the trust 

and hopes Jf the world by pricking the conscience of the great with simple truths 
in simple terms. He says v~at everyone is thinking, outside certain government 

councils, certain staff headquarters, certain political assemblies or certain 

laborat Jries where the destructiqn of world peace is being carefully devised. 
The Holy Father, in a quiet voice that is yet loud enough to reach hundreds of 

millions of homes, sick beds and babies' cradles, speaks of the anguish andthe hopes 
which apparently have still nJt broken down the barriers of mistrust, pride, ambition 
and f ear. The Holy Father speaks of t he future to the living and conderrms those who 
wish by an all-embracing death to put out the light of that futi.:re for ever. His 
thoughts are simpl~, becv.us e the vast truth which they announce is simple too. He 
t ells us that without disarm~nent there will be no peace, and that the idea of 

security founded on a balance of ever-growing destructive farces is a mad idea. He 

shows us that the ideal of peace in security can only be attained by the growth of 

trust, by the cessation of nuclear tests for military purposes, and by ree~ 

disarmament under effective control. He r eminds us that the only solution to the 

basic ideological contradiction dividing the •vorld today lies in ·an international · 
body with strengthened means of action operating according to the principl es of law 

and the rules of justice. 

These ideas are today shared by the overwhelming rru~jority of human beings, who 

in terror and impotence watch the waste of economic and scientific r esources on the 

folly of armaments, while most human beings by fe.r stagnate in ignorance and poverty. 
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I thank the Committee for its attention and now resume my duty as Chairman of 
today' s meeting • 

. Sir Paul ~\SON (United Kingdom): As I have the privilege of being the first 

member of the Conferenc~ to speak after you this morning, }tt, Chairman, perh~ps I 

may begin by saying that I have listened with close attention to the eloquent words 
with 1~ich you have reopened our discussions after our week-end recess. 

It is unnecessary for me to say that the United Kingdom shares to the full the 

deep disappointment felt all .ar01-I?d this table at the lack of progress in our 
discussions up to last week. I thi~ that that disappointment can only serve as a 
spur to us all to try to renew our efforts to reach agreement on the very large 

number of issues which we have to discuss. 
You quoted the eloquent words of His Holiness the Pope in his encyclical of 

last week, and mentioned how greatly his •~rds r efl ect the views of the whole world 
in its desire to reach agreement on these issues vital to mankind, If I may say so, 

. , 

r espectfully, Mr. Chairman, I think that 1ofe here can best contribute by engaging in 
real negotiation and discussion of the important issues facing us, By that I mean 
taking advantage of every possible opportunity for discussion, for true ex,oha.I}ge, 

which means, to my mind, the putting of questions and the eliciting of replies -~ in 
short, taking every possible step open to us to make sure that our efforts here are 
not merely a series of sterile exchanges, but do produce proper negotiations thereby 
c.o11:tributing .to real and lasting results. 

With that preface perhaps I may now turn to the question which, by the agreement 
of our co-Chairmen, (ENDC/PV.l08, p.34) is normally set for discussion at our 
\'lednesday meetings, that is, general and complete disarmament. 

Before we separated on Wednesday last for our Easter week-end my leader, 
Mr, Godbcr, gave our Soviet colleague a list of seven recent or fairly recent 

discussions in the Conference on items 5(b) and 5(c) of our agreed agenda (ENDC/1, J' .. dd.,3 
which he suggested Mr. Tsarapkin might .do well to consult in order that he might· 

.-".... consider whether he can honestly continue to argue that he has 
fully or even adequately re1:!ponded to tho many r equests for clarification 
put forward not only by Western delegations but also by those of the 

non-aligned States represented her e . 11 (ENDC/PVvl20, p.l5) 



ENDC/PV.l21 

(Sir Paul Mason, United Kingdom) 

The clarificatLns r 0quircd nrc;, or' coursu , clclrific:;.t i ons of the propo·sal 

(il./PV .1127 (provisional), p.38-40) made by Hr. Gromyko as long ago as le.st September, 

which still have n)t b,_;on fully or cven adequately elucidated. I express the hope 

that, while not denying himself a fair mc;asuro of weekend sunshine, our Soviet 

colleague hns done his holiday task and is now r eady ~dth tho answers -- but I must 

say that I express that hope trithout any undu8 conviction, in the light of his 

response at our last meeting. 

I might perhaps r emind rny colleagues that, although Mr. Tsarapkin spoke then at 

some l ength about ~tr . Gromyko 1 s proposal (~·IDC/PV.l20, p.38 et seq.), h e once again 

said nothing new. He repent ed the old argument that the Western Powers must agree in 

principle to th<'.t proposnl ;dthout ony clear idea of the Soviet Government t s views on 

the numbers of missile s to be retained in stage II. Mr. Tsnrapkin again avoided the 

crucial question of what control measures the Soviet Government envisaged to ensure 

that under its proposal no launching pads a.nd no missiles, whether intercontinental 

or other t ypes, would be retained illegally. Once ag.:1in our Soviet colleague totally 

ignored the apparent contradiction, to which tho United Kingdom del egation and I 

myself have r epeat edly r eferred, (~~C/PV.ll7, p.l5) involved in the inclusion of 

anti~missile missiles in that proposal; and h ·:: has still not answered the question 

raised by Sir-Hichael Wright at our meeting of 10 December 1962 (ENDC/PV.<)O, p.45) on 

the reasons >v'.ciy the Soviet Government has c.pparcntly s ot a side r et a ined missiles 

mounted on seaborne platforms, which, as we hav e pointed out on at least two occasions, 

have substantial advantages for bot h sides from the point of view of invtilnerability. 

Those e.re just some of th..:; questions t o which we await r eplies from the Soviet 

del eg2.tiori. 

So much,thenJ for our Soviet colleaguo t s claim at our last meeting that: 

nrn order to ha sten the a chievement of 2.gr 0cmcnt on the Soviet 

proposal; we hav e given the 1.Vestern Powers answers t o the questions in 

which they are interested." (ENDC/PV.l20, p.43) 

What can we do in the f a ce of thnt attitude on the part . of our Soviet colleague? 

It may conceivably be, as I suggested on an earlier occasion (ENDC/PV .117, p . l4), 

that Mr. Tsarapkin himself is no long~r interested in discussing Mr. Gromyko' s 

proposal. In that event we vJOuld perha ps do b .;;tter to stop discussing items 5(b ) 
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and 5(c) of the agreed agenda - ;:_to which, indeed, we only returned in order to allow 

our Soviet colleague to expound and explain the Grornyko plan 

discussion of item 5(d). 

and to _resume 

At this point I ought to mnke it clear that so far as the United Kingdom is 

C-:lnccrned we are interested in trying to explore the Gromyko plcm, . and that is the 

reason for the series of questions which we have asked many times - .answers to which, 

as I have just said, our Soviet colleague has resolutely refused to give •.. It may be 

that Mr. ~sarapkin is now, at last, ready to answer some or all of our questions. If 

so, and in order to set the scene for such answers, perhapsi .might take a few 
minutes this morning to indicate What elucidation the United Kingdom delegation, for 

one, considers it may be justifiable to give to the . general theory-- or, if one 

prefers the phrase~ the strategic concept - underlying Mr. Gromyko' s proposal. I 

say "considers it may be justifiable to give" because , to be quite frank, 

Mr. Tsarapkin has not · helped us over much about that, and if the propOsed elucidation 

is at fault then I fear he has mainly himself to blame. Howeve.r, _I . sh~ .. be glad to 

correct my following remarks in the light of any new explanations which may now-be 

vouchsafed to us. 

It will be recalled that at the General I.ssarn.bly of the United Nations last 

September Mr. Gromyko merely said that the Soviet propbsal Would mean that 

· 11 ••• for a definite period the means of defence would remain in case 

someone, as certain vlestern r epr esentative s fear, ventures to violate the 

treaty and c-Jnceal missile s or combat aircraft. 11 (1'./PV .1127, (provisional) p.38-40) 

Mr. Zorin said much the same thing in the First Committee of the General Assembly 

last November, and I have noted a certain number of observntions vklich h e nia.de on that 

occasion. He said first that _ the Soviet proposal 
11 ••• means that for a certain time , munely during the carrying-out of the 

second stage of disarmament, certain defensive weapons would be retained 

in case anyone should be bold enough to violate the agreement and secretly 

keep missile.s . or war planes on its s oil.'' (It./C.l/PV .1267, pp.l2 and 13-15) 

Mr. Zorin added that the r etention of an agreed and strictly limited number of 

nuclear weapon deJ,.ive_ry Y$nicl.es would 0xclude the possibility 

"••. of thes e r ockets being used to unleash a world rocket and nuclear war." 

(ibi d., p.l6) 
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Mr. Zorin then went on to say the.t :L."l that connexion t he Soviet Gov0rnment started 

from tho premise 
11 ••• that if a Stat e lJ..:, rc to hide a f e:vf rockets or bonbors ••. this do e s 

not mean the.t such a St nto v,·,mld b .;; abl e t o l aunch ~ nucl ec,r war ) let 

alone vd.n it. 11 (ibid.) 

Finally, Vlf. Zorin explained th:c.t 
11 ••• ·to keep a strictly limited mm.b er ::>f mean s of d \:Jliver y of nuclear weapons 

would make it difficult to u s 0 the se wvapori.s f ·Jr aggression. n (ibid.) 

So much for ~tr. Zorin. 

SUbsequently Mr. Tsarapkin told us, at the meeting on 10 December: 
11 It is obvix1s tho.t, in such o. situation11 -- 1'-1r. Tsarapkin -w2.s referring 

to thG situation obtaining in the Soviet stage II -- 11no State would be 

in a-position to count on being abl e ~~th success and t mpunity to use 

ccmcealed means of delivery fo r its military and political purposes. 11 

(ENDC/PV. 90, p.23) 

That being so, c::mtinued Hr. Tse.r e.pkin, 
It ... why engage in such o. danger ous venture and place oneself in the position 

of a violator of the Treaty, with all the v er y dangerous and serious consequence s 

that would ensue? 11 (ibid.) 

I should like , in passing, to ask the Committee to note that l ast remark _-_ 11with all 

tho v ery dangerous and serious cons equ ence s the.t would onsueu . 

Then again, on 14 Decemb0r· 1 962, the r epres ,_mt ative of Poland at t hat time , 

Mr. Lachs, told u s thc.t th0 Soviet proposal would 
11 constitute no incentive f or exce ssive use , but will ensure that any 

use is for punishment only11 (ENDC/PV.92 , p.21) 

Mr. Tsarapkin elaborated that remark to some extent on 20 He.rch 1963 When h e said 

that the proposed r etention of certa in missih:s 

nwould be a det errent which would invaliddo any attc;mpt to r etain 

m.il;l~il¢..s .of aggression secretly ih viob.tion of the treaty. ;;ny Stat e 

which might venture to eiilbark upon e.ggression vJOuld realize perfectly 

well that sure retribution would follo<v.n (ENDC/PV.lll, p.JJ) 
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I should like to draw the Committee's attention to the fact that Mr. Lachs and 

Mr. Tsarapkin spoke of "punishment" and "retril:mtion" and that l-1r. Tsarapkin · 

emphasized that any State which vi~lated the treaty would be sure of punishment. · 

At that same meeting on 20 14arch Mr. Tsarapkin went on to say: 

"The retention by the United States and the Soviet Union of intercontinental 

missiles, which would deter any aggressor who might contemplate violating 

the treaty, as well as th~ retention of anti-missile missiles and anti-

aircraft missiles capable of protecting the security of States in the 

event of such a viol<>.tion, would make any concealm~nt of a.rmaments 

pointless." (ibid., p.34) 
At the next. meeting of this Committee, on 22 March, our Polish collec."\.gue, 

Mr. Blusztajn told us: _ .. . 
"··· the theory that a limited number of nuclear weapons can perfectly 

well act as an effective deterrent is advocated by ma:ny Ellropeans and 
':..· : 

United States specialists • • • • , . 

"Hence the application of the nmv Soviet_ prop~ sal should satisfy 

the advocates of the mutual deterrence .t,l:l;eory." (ENDC/PV.ll2t p.27) 
Lastly, at the meeting on 27 March, our Soviet colleague suggested that the main 

criteria when determining the quantities of missiles to be retained should be as 

follows: 
II the quantity should be minimal so that, while being an additional 

guarantee against aggression, it could n )t .at the same time . serve the 

purposes of war or make possible the implementation of aggressive 

designs. The quantity of missiles to b e r etained should corre spond to the 

needs of such a guarantee against a brea ch of the peace by one side 

or theothe~, or against theviolation uf commitments under the treaty on 

general and complet e disarmament. II (ENDC/PV .114, p.39) 
. . . ' ' 

I am afraid the Committee may f eel that I .h<We b<::en quoting at r ather undue 

l ength, but I make no real. apology- for doing · so, for it seems to me essential that 

we should know as clearly as possible what is the theoretical basis of Mr. Gromyko's 

proposal, and, in the absence of answers to questions, we ct'!n only try to establish 

that by quoting and r ef erring to the statements mad e by the Soviet bloc r epresentatives 
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themselves. vfu.at cj.o those statements emount to? I suggc;st that they shovJ" clearly 

that the Soviet Gove:r:runent, at <:cny rc:,L; up till our meeting of 'i·Jcdncsday last, was 

proposing, c>S Mr. Godber pointed out (ENDC/PV .120, p.l5) on that occccsion, that 

two-thirds of the disarr1amcnt process should te.kc plac0 under the protection of our 

respective nucleo.r umbrellas cnd that for one-third of the process -- thnt is to say, 

stage II -- the security of Eo,st cmd ir<Jest should be protucted by sornuthing approaching 

the concept of a min~num nuclear deterrent on both sides. 

If that is so, then so far, relatively speaking, so good. But now I come to the 

place where I find difficulties. "· .. t our last meeting, as will be reco.lled, our 

Soviet C)lleague made some remarks on the subject, and I for one found them very 

puzzling •. J1.1r. Tso.rapkin said tho.t tho tvestern represcntativ<Js were trying to ascribe 

to the S)viet Union "some fo.r-fctched concept of minimum deterrence" (ibid., p.39). 

Ho went on to say: 
11 ••• if we consider carefully the ideas Vlhich ho expressed" -- I assume that here 

Mr. Tsarapkin was referring to statements made by General Burns and Mr. Godber 

at the meetings on 3 and 10 J~pril -- "we set.: that concealed behind the 

verbal husk of statements about tho neutralizo.tion of 'concealed' means 

of delivery is an obvious dttcmpt to justify the maintenance of the 

present situt?.tion, >mere the armc:unents race is being conste.ntly 

intensified. 11 (ibid.) 

I must say quite openly that those r-:;marks by our Soviet colle<>.gue are to rrie 

confusing or misleading, or perhaps both. What is it that we have;: to look at here? 

On the one hnnd, our Soviet colleague appears to be telling us thC'.t his Government 

proposes th[',t during the greater part of disarmament thu puace of the vrorld should 

be :mv.intained by pr0cisely the somG method as it is at present, namely, by the balance 

of nuclear deterrent power. The quot2,tion which Mr. Tsar:1pkin road to us from the 

statement ma.de by Harshrcl JI.:Ialin9vsky on 22 February last (ibid., p.37) showed only 

too clearly that the lviarshal, at any rate, believes in the validity of the deterrent 

capability )f nuclear wco.pons as a method of maintaining peace. 

vJe in the, United Kingdom. understood from the remarks of the Soviet bloc 

representatives which I have already quoted that the Soviet Government was·proposing 

that this meth::Jd of maintaining \'VOrld peace should continue to exist in stage II 
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under Mr. Gromy!co' s proposal. On tho other hand, Mr. Tsarapkin now appears to be 

ambarrassed by the contradiction between this new approach on the part of his 

Government and the line - I fea.r I must call it 11the propaganda line" - which ·he 

and his predecessors have so often produced in this Committee: namely, the Soviet 

Government t s desire to rid the 1rJOrld of the threat posed by nuclear delivery vehicles 

and nuclear weapons at the very outset of disarmament. So what does our Soviet 

colleague do? Not unnaturally, he tries to have his cake and eat it. Instead of 

frankly admitting that his Government now advocates the concept of minimum nuclear 

deterrence, or something very close to it, he tries to imply that that is a 

fictitious concept invented by the vlest and that the Soviet Government is proposing 

something different. 

It is essential, of course, that we should lmow what the Soviet Government .is 

proposing, and whether it is, in fact'· Aifferent from what we have been led to 

believe by Mr. Tsarapkin and his Eastern colleagues. As Mr. Tsarapkin has now_ 

introduced what I can only call this element of confusion into our discu~sions, ·r 
fuel bound to ask him to clarll,'y his GovE;;rnment' s . approach to this matter and to. 

explain to us the general theory underlying Mr. Gromyko's proposal. He could do .. 

that, I thl,nk, by answering the following thr:ee questions, which I have so framed 

tha-t it. is possible to reply quite simplY: to each of th~ 11yes 11 or 11 no 11 , 

Fi.rst, is Mr. Gromyko 1 s proposal based on the ~onccpt of mutual minimum nuclear 

deterrence, or S:)mothing like it? Second, if it is, does that mean that du:ring 

stage II of the Sovict disarmament plan the threat -- I repeat, the threat -- posed 

by nuclear weapons will still exist? Third, i,f so, docs that mean that the Soviet 

Gov0rnment envisages that during that period, namely the Soviet stage II, the peace 

of the world will be maintained by minimum nuclear deterrents on both sides which, 
' ! , ,· . • 

because. th~y pose the manifest threat of nuclear retaliation, will ensure that nuclear 

war will never, in fact, break out? I look forward to hearing our Soviet colleague's 

considered replie~ to those three questions. 

Mr. BURNS (Canada): At .our meeting of 10 April the representative of the 

Soviet Union (ENDC/PV .120, , p.35 et seq,) made some comments on a previOlls statement 
. ~ ' \ 

(ENDC/PV,ll7, pp·~ 5 ~t - ~~q~) - ~f- the Canadian delegation which, it seems to us, should 
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be ans\-J"ered Nith a view t0 clarifying th~ problem we a r c cliscussing, namel y , the 

r eduction and ev entual elimination of nuclear weapon v ehicle s, and, in r el ation 

ther eto, what we .. have come to call the Gromyko proposal (1'./PV .ll27, (provisional), 

pp. 38-40). 

At that meeting Mr. Tsarapkin gav e us the official v er sion of Marshal Malinovsky 1s 

speech of 22 Februar y (ENDC/PV.l20, p .37). I had quoted the speech (ENDC/PV.ll?,po9) 

a s it wa s r eported in the Journal de Gcneve , and it now appears th2t th~t version 

was incompl et e since it did not mnk e it cl ea r that Marshal ~fulinovsky had said that 

the Soviet Union could strike with a number "sever al t imes gr eat er" (ENDC/PV .120, p.37) 

than the 340 missile s mentioned by Mr. McNamara in his t Qstimony before the United 

Stat e s Congress. Mr. Tsar a pkin r epeat ed the r el evant pc1.ssage from t he Marshal's 

spe ech, and explained: 

"It f ollows quita cle c:.rly f r om this t ext ••• t hat NATO ha s n either 

qualitative nor quantitative superiority in intercontinental ballistic 

missiles. 11 (ibid.) 

Pre sumably all this could mean t hat the Soviet Union h 2.s two or three times t he 

number of such IT~ss~le s poss e ssed by the Unit ed Stat es -- th~t i s , the equivalent. of 

intercontinental ballistic missiles or Polaris missile s - and might ther ,efore have 

680 or 1,020 such weapons. Mr. Ts~rapkin intimat ed t hat, possessing this superiori ty, 

it i s very generous of the Soviet Uni on t o of f er to reduce t o a strictly limited 

number of int ercont inenta l ballist i c missiles, a s propos ed by Mr. Gromyko. In 

pa ssing, I would point out thc>.t if the Soviet r epr..;s entative will r e-read the 

Canadian del egation's stat e.'nent of 3 April he will see that when we r ef erred 

(ENDC/PV.ll?, p.?) to unequal per centage r eductions of nuclear weapons v ehicles we 

did not cla im that one s i de or the.; ot h er wa s superior . We s c>.i d . t hat the __ Sov i et . Union 

a ppr oach implied inequalit y -- either the Unit ed St ate s ha d more than t h e Soviet 

Union or vice v ersa . 

Lat er, at our meeting on 10 1\.pril, Mr. Tsarapkin ha d t his to say : 
11\rle sa id t o the 1ves t er n Power s: 'Explain your v i ews r egarding t he 

numbers of missile s to be r e t ained. We shall study tp~m and t hen 

we shall be abl e to begin r 0al n egot i ations. 1 11 ( ENDC/PV .120, 1?•39) 
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··What :rEave to say now is rather speculative on the question of how a discussion 

on this point might be carried forward. The Canadian delegation hopes, of course, 

that one way or another the great nuclear Powers will indeed begin negotiations -

real negotiations -- on this point, and there is every opportunity to explore the 

positions and views of the nuclear Powers represented here. 

Suppose the Western Powers should suggest a number, as Mr. Tsarapkin proposes. 

Suppose they suggested 228, which is 70 per cent of 340; or 114, which is 35 per cent 

of 340. We should like to know what the Soviet Union would propose as the way in 

which the two sides should reduce their intercontinental ballistic missiles or 

equivalent vehicles to that number. Assuming that the Soviet Union had 680 such 

vehicles, that would leave 452 to be reduced in the twenty-four months which it 

stipulates for its first stage plan, which l'.Ould work out to a destruction of 

nineteen Soviet Union vehicles per month, while the United States was destroying four 

or five per month. 

However, here is where one of the diffic'ulties over control comes in. We have 

seen that the Soviet Union admits that it has "a few times more missiles of this 

category than the United States ." ".A few times" 'llOre might mean three times instead 

of twice, that is, 1,020 instead of 680. How is the West to be assured that another 

340 intercontinental ballistic missiles or their equivalent do not remain somewhere 

in the vastness of Soviet Union territory? And that is the answer to Mr. Tsarapldn' s 

objection that: 

".. • when it comes to the Soviet proposals on the retention by the 

- Soviet Uniori and the United States of a limited number of missiles, 

the Western representatives raise the question of inspection of the 

whole territory of the countries." (ibid. 1 p.42) 
I said that was the answer to Mr. Tsarapkin's objection. I should s~ it is part 

of the answer, and the other part of the an5wer is of course that the Gromyko proposal 

is not something which stands by itself but something put forward in connexion with 

the eXisting Soviet proposals - which indeed it modifies slightly - that all nuclear 

weapo'l1 vehicles, including intermediate range . ballistic missiles and nuclear bombing 

aircraft, should be eliminated in the first stage. As t re Canadian and other Western 

delegations have explained numerous times, it is the Soviet Union proposal for total 
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_abolition of nuclear weapon vehicles in the · first stage which creatas thq .necessity 

for complete verification, meaning right of access by international disarmament 

organization inspectors to all parts of the territories of the countries concerned. 

On the other hand, the United States disarmament proposals, which do not stipulate 

100 per cent reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage, would only 

r~quire limited measures of verification, as I explainud in my statement at our 

mee.ting on 3 April (ENDC/PV.ll?, p.ll). 

~Jhile the Canadian delegation believ<>s that there nay be in the Gromyko proposal 
r 

a valuable element to be incorporated in the av entua l disarmament treaty, we have not 

yet heard anything which will change our view that' the proposal for overall percentage 

reducti9ns in the United States basic outline of disarmament treaty provisions 

(ENDC/30) is a more practicable and fairer approach to the problem, and is more in 

accordance with the c.grecd principles (ENDC/$) calling for balance and .verification 

at all stages of the disarmament process. As the Soviet Union, accordin~ to 

Mr. Tsarapkin 1 s statement, possesses this considerable superiority, in nuclear power, 
' :: ... . ~ ' . 

a percentage reduction would preserve to it during _ the disaJ:1Ild.!Jlent . process . the 

security:_ whicb its .power bf r .etaliation assures it now·. 
.. 

'to these arguments the r epresentative of the Soviet Union may repeat what he 

said on . lO April: -·· 

" ••• we . reject such a militaristic approach which is utterly contrary 

to the cause of peace and to tho cause of disarmament. vlo insist upon 

and demand negotiations on real disa.nnciment measures." (ENDC/PV .120, pp.,J? .... J8) 

In connex:ion with. .that, the Canadian delegation would observe the.t using the 

pejorative adjective "militaristic" to describe the attitudG of any delegation does 

not eliminate the fact that, a s a:rmaLlent~- is · a military matter, disarmament raises -

military C·)nsiderati:ms for all those Powers undertaking it. It is impossible to 

observe the agr0ed principle of balance without considering the mi~itary implications 

of disarmament measures. · vlestern delegations have frequently pointed out that the 

Soviet proposals for the first stage, such as the reduction of all military b ases on . 

allied territory; are designed to :strengthen the military power of the Soviet Union 

and its allies relative .to that of NATO. 
' .. : • M,'• ' ' 

Mr•_;- . Tsarapkin also .rei'err:ed (ibid.; : p~35) to my statement at the meeting on 

3 April that: 
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" ••• "fe do not believe that this world can ever completely rid itself 

of that _ danger" -that is, the danger of nuclear weapons and warfare 

"as long as a knowledge of how to make nuclear weapons exists. 11 

(l!NDC/PV' .117, p.lO) 
And he went on to say that it meant that the Western Pow..;rs considered nuclear 

disarmament to be impossible and rejected it. 

Speaking for the Canadian delegation, I deny that arraignment. I adhere to 

what I said o.riginally, since I believe it to be objectively true and to be supported 

by the opinion of most scientists who have thought about the subject. However, what 

we are here to do is to reduce that danger to its lowest possible terms, to an 

absolute ~inrum, and that as quickly as possible. Perhaps my meaning might be made 

clearer by an analogy:. The disease of typhoid in past centuries has killed thousands 

and hundreds of thousands of .people. Humanity wants to be free from the danger of 

it, as from the danger .of other mortal diseases. Medical science has managed through 

improved sanitation, inoculation and other measures to reduce the danger from the 

disease to a very low minimum, yet the danger still. exists as has been brought to our 

attention very tragically in recent months. 

What we are here to do is to find the practical means for reducing the danger from 

nuclear war to a minimum in the shortest possible time. Those practical means must 

be in accordance with the agreed principles (ENDC/5) of September 1961. 
I shJuld like also to make a few remarks on what Mr. Tsarapkin said about "the 

appea,l.s.. and demands of the peoples of the wrld for the elimination of the thr.E?at 

of a nuclear war". (mDC/PV .120, p.29) We gather he was asserting that the Soviet 

Union was responding to those appeals while the Western countries were not. The 

Canadian delegation rejects that allegation. The NATO nations have democratic 

institutions which ensure that all appeals and demands of our people ar~ he$ded, 

including the desire to be free of the danger of nuclear war. We have representatives 

here of all continents of the world and their peoples who have repeatedly voiced 

appeals for the eliminRtion of the nuclear threat, and the Soviet Union has no 

monopoly of virtue in this matter. The fact is all of us here are seeking a way to 

eliminate the nuclee.r tMeat, and the disagreement is as to how it can be done. 
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Let me illustrate this with another analogy. :People, suffering froru or 

threatened with diseases such as cancer or tuberculOf?i~ have a strong emotion; ' the 

fear of suffering and death, and that is. ·stronger than the general f ear of nuclecir 

war. \ve know, unfortunately, that f<;>r ages charlatans have exploited thatfear by 

pretending to have a cure for the disease, spne patent medicine ; some ···no~trilln~ - !Uld 

what is it that distinguishes the charlatan f'rom the honest physician? It is his claim 

of infallibility arid quick cure, together with a r efusal to divulge the ingr edients 

of his mixture or how it works. The honest physician, on the other hand, bases 

himself on the known facts of medical science , make s no unfulfillable promises of 

early cure , and explains to his colleagues and all tbe world all about his methods 

of treatment. And I may s ay that in this important spher e of activity, also, 

control and verification are an essenti.<>.l part of the procedures. 

In gener al, we do not object to the Soyj,et t}nion repre sentative_ reminding us of 
. :,-·. 

the .desire of all peoples to end the. threat of nuclear ~r, but we .do object to 

hearing such exhortations from him when we ask for clear and sufficient det ails of 

Soviet Union disarmament propbsals, especially with re~ard to nucle~r weapon vehicl~s. 

If the Soviet Union del egation wants to develop a gre ement on the Gromyko proposal, · 

which seems to the Canadian delegation to open rather a hopeful possibility for 

negotiation, t~eri it has a duty to explain how .that proposal f its :in with the r est 

of disarmament~' ho~ it ciccords with the agreod principl.e of balance , and how 

compliance with the measures it suggests can be v erified. 

Falling such explanations we can only believe that the Government of the Soviet 
-· 

Union has not worked out how the proposal · is to. b e, imp~enented in the d et ail 

necessary to determine whether it is practical or not, We hope that we shall be 

r eceiving, and soon, the explanations and additi')na.l det a i ;ls from the r epres entative 

of the Soviet union which vTestcrn repre sentatives have .frequently asked f or. Failing 

that, the Soviet Uniofi del egation will nJt convince u s that the Gromyko proposal is 

a complet e- and well thought out step towards c-.greement on general and complet e 
.. . 

disarmament and not mer el y a political gambit. 
· . i 

Mr. STELLE (United States of iJnerica ): My del egation is grateful t o you, 
Mr. Chairman, for calling to our att ention in your capacity as r epres entative of Brazil, 
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the encyclicnl of His Holiness Pope John XXIII published last week. My delegation 
and my Government welcomed that document, and I should like to r ead to the Committee 
the statement of the United States Government: 

11The United States Government warmly welcomes the stirring message 
by His Holiness Pope John XXIII to all men of good will. Pacem in Terris 
is an historic encyclical, \'JOrldwide in its import and strongly in 

keeping with the spirit of the ecumenical conference. No country could 

be more responsive than th0 United States to its profound appeal to, and 
·' reassertion of, the dignity of the individual and man's right to peace, 

liberty and the purs~it of nappiness. 
11Pope John's call for disarmament with security for all, for a 

strengthened world order through a strengthened United Nations, for 
extension of human rights, r eligious freedom and economic opportunity 
to all men, expresses the desire of mankind the world over. These should 

be the aspirati?ns of all Governments to make possible the attainment 
of the encyclica11 s central goal: peace based on justice, on truth and 
on r espect for the rights of nations and individuals." 

My delegation joins with you, Mr. Chairn(an, in hoping that that will inspire our v.urk 
here. 

Unfortunately, the statements on various aspects of general .cmd complete 
disannament 'Which we heard at .our last me.et:i,ng (ENDC/PV .120) from the r epresentatives 
of Romania, Bulgaria and the Soviet Unio~ have l eft us with the :impression that the 
Eastern delegations on this Committee are not as yet dra-i'ring any closer to the West 
in their overall approaches on fundamental disarmament issues. 

The root of the trouble is f ourfold. First, the Eastern del egat ions t ell us 
thnt we must overload the first stage of the disarmament treaty with measures r elated 
to the el:imination, or near elimination, of nuclear delivery vehicles that would, 
at the very outset of t he disarmament process, r equire radical readjustment both of 

the world strategic balance and of the compositi on of national f orces. Second, they 
r efuse to describe to the \llestern del egations how their scheme could be carried out 
in one stage in an equitablo wny_which would ensure that each side r educed its 
armaments in step with the other side, and which would provide measures of control 

----------------------- - ·· 



ENDC/PV.l2l 
20, 

(Mr. Stolle, United States) 

adequat.e ..in -scope--to· match. the breadth of the Soviet scheme. Third, although the 

Soviet programme wou;Ld drastically alter the e.xist:ing b~.sis for the world bc>lance 

in stage I, it would not provide for the subst;i...tution of improved peace-keeping 

measures until stage III, if even then. Fourth, the Soviet stage I plan, :in addition 

to its proposals on nuclear delivery vehicle s, would, by its prohibition of so-called 

for eign military !xJ.ses, force the fragmentation and scattering of the remain:ing 

\'[estern f ) rces wh;il~ ) _.eaving the Soviet military machine unified, centralized and: 

domin2.Ilt in Europe. 

In the co~rse of defending the Soviet plan (ENDC/2/Rev.l) the Soviet 

r epresentative has taken some liberties .. in int erpreting the agreed disannamentc principles. 

For example, he tried to create a new definit;Lon of what the stages of a disarmament 

treaty are to mean. fie said that they must differ from one another in -the measures 

that they contain and in the purposes at v.hich they aim. Ho cla:imed that the idea of 

stages wa s adopted so that . "objects differing in thcir nature and importance'' 

(ENDC/PV.]20, p.JJ) cou:Ld be accomplished in the course of the disarmament process. 

In his view, that appear ed to, rule out the percentage reduction approa ch advocated 

by the West. 

I do not know how the Soviet r epres entative ever ccm1e to that interpretation of 

the ~gr~ed disarmament principles. _The f ourth agreed principle merely states that: 

"The disarmament programme should be implement ed in an agreed 

s equence_, by stages until it is complet ed, with e:ach measure and stage 

carried out within speci:fiod time-limits." (ENDC/5,...J2.d) 

There is no r equir.ement ther e that each stage: concentrate on differ ent types . of 

mensures, and indeed in _tho Soviet plan itsc:;lf th0 Western percentagu approach is 

accepted 1'lhen it comes to , conventional annaments. 

We sh)uld point out; of course , t hat the Unit ed Stat os plan (ENDC/30) gives 

adequat e justification for proceeding by stag0s. The end of each stage would be a 

mooent __ fo.r- stocktaking, for seeing that pledges had been fulfilled correctly, ·and 

for onsuring that all was r eady to proceed further. ' ; . 

Sta g0 I weuld be a t ime f or get t ing started, f or initiating the disarmament 

proce s s in virgin t erritory. The interna tional disarmament organization would have 

to be establi shed and brought into efficient oper ation. ;-.. number of measures would 

have to be implemented to ensure a general ha lt to the a rms r ace, e.s a prolimine.ry 

to the start of the actual st age I r eductions . 
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Stage II, under tho United States programme, vPuld have a differ ent emphasis. 
There would be tho termination of all arms production, even for replacement units. 

Nuclear weapons would be brought under direct limitations instead of being reduced 
indirectly through a focus on fissionable materials, as in stage I. More significant 

measures to improve peacekeeping capabilities would be initiated, and all militarily 

significant States would be obliged to adhere to the disa:rmc1IIl.ent treaty. 
Finally, stage III would bring the disarmau1cnt process to a conclusion, with all 

of the different tasks that such an event would entail. Inspection arrangements 1'/0uld 
have to become all-embracing. 1\n intern,., tional peace force - an adequate i.."1.t ernational 

peace force -- would have to be available . The difference between the end results of 

this final stage and the r esults of the pr.eceding stages would under our proposals be 
very marked indeed. However, there is no basis for the Soviet representative 's idea 
that each stage must be different in the type of disar.mament measures for which it 

provides. 
\'lo ar e similarly une.ble to comprehend th0 arguments which both Mr .. Tsar apkin and 

Mr. Tarabanov raised against what we read to be the clear meaning of the fifth 
principle, which delcares that: 

11 All measures of general and complet e disarmament should be balanced 
so that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any 

State or group of States gain military adva~tage and that security 
is ensured equally for all." (ENDC/5, p.2) 
In this connexion we have t alked about devising measures of disar.mament which 

would preserve during the disarmament process whatever gonerai strategic balance now 
exists between East and West until we approach the end of the third stage, when 
military and st rategic concepts Will of course lose their meaning. Eastern 
delegations complain, however, that that would me.ke the disar.mament process synonymous 
with the present a.rmaments r ace , or at~ l east with the balance of det errence that now 

exists. The r opr0sent ative of Bulgaria, for instance , said on Wednesday l ast: 
11Paragraph 5 of the joint statement of agreed principles emphasizes 

that the aim should be, not a balance of military power -- I r epeat, not 

a balance of military power - hence of t error, but balanced disarmament 
measures so that security is ensur ed equally for all. 11 (ENDC/PV.l20. p.24) 

Mr. Tsarapkin expressed sirnil.:tr t hought s . 
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,We believe, how~er, that c;lJJ.Y su9h view of the fifth 'Principle ignores the fact 

th.:;.-t;, it was devised specifically ,as a statement of what was to happen in the years 

during . which the disarmament prqccss goes on. It is not directed to the goals of 

disannament or to tqc situation vmich will prevail after ste,ge III has been completed. 

It is a principle giv~g interim guidance. 

It instruc;ts us so to work out our disarmament measures th?.t no State or group 

of States gains military advantage from the impl~entation of these measures. The 

key words here a r e "military adyantage 11 , and they can be understood only in the 

cqntext of what the military situation was before disannaii,J.ent got under wa:y. The aim 

of . this principle is to keep any State or grqup of ·States from obtaining military 

benefits from d,isarmamcmt during stag~s ~];,1 .:.;£.,1_-:or III, but before the end of stage III. 

That is why .the Western delegations .have strossed that disa:nna,ment measure s 

cannot be divorced f'rom an appraisal of wher e the East and West stand militarily in 

relation to each othe r at the present time nr, rather, at the time when a disqrmament 

tr~aty is to be signed. Proposals such a s those of the Soviet Union which would . 

affect the . .East and West in varying degree, because of the differing geographic and . 

strategic positions of th<::J two camps and b ecause of the differ onee s betwe en ~heir . · -. 

existing military machines, r aise all sorts of questions of military advantage for 

one side and increase4: insecurity for the other. Proposals such a s thos e of the United 

States, which do not significantly tamper with the existing strategic balance but 

merely r educe a rmaments quantitatively tqwar,~s zero d~ing three stages, avoid these 

pitfalls. That is why we said .of Mr. Ta r abanov on 3 April, with r egard to the 

Western disa rmament plan: 
11 If he ~ows of any such problem involving some Llilitary advantage 

for the ~-lest :>v~r the East or, for that matter, for tho East over 

. the \;lost, l et him come forward with specific f acts r,ather than with 

gen.::ralized alle gations • 11 (ENDC/PV .117, p.23) 

We a r e still waiting to h ear ·specific facts from the Eastern del egations. 

I sh:mld now like to take up 1>/hat has boon discussed already by both my United 

Kingdom and C¥iadian colleagues this mornipg, . thSl·.t is, Mr. Gromyko 1 s proposal 

(A/PV /1127 ,(prp:visional) p.38) of ],.ast September r cga.rding nuclear d clivory v ehicles • 

.. \t ou r me~tii"JK ()I]. 10, i'.pril the Soviet r epresentative a s serte.d: 
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111ve have explained in detail our approach to the question of the number 
of missiles to be retained by tho Unit0d States and by the Soviet Union." 

(ENDC/PV.l20, p.3B) 
At the s&~e time, however, the Soviet r epresentative suggested that there was no point 

in discussing- any specific quantities when there was no gen~ral agreement. He 
contradicted himself further when he suggested that the Western delegations express 

their views on tho quantities of missilos ·to be r etained. I submit that this ldnd of 

zig-zag tactic on tho part .)f the Soviet delegation seems to add up to a Soviet 
refusal to neg·:Jtiat e t he main issues, something which the Soviet delegation has been 
claiming it was in favour of doing. 

l-fy delegation, as well as many other dclegC1,tions around this table, has 

r epeatedly r equested the Soviet del egation to clarify and elc.borat e tho various aspects 
of its proposal f )r the r et ention of certain quantities of specified delivery vehicles 

until the end of stage II. (N~DC/2/Rev.l, Art. 5). We have done so in an effort to 
obtain the information which ~~uld enable us to assess properly the change in the 

Soviet positi )n r egnrding nuclear delivery vehicles, a change which we had hoped 
could move us f)rward to~rerds r esolving this most difficult problem on a mutually 

acceptable basis. 
It is up to the Soviet delegation to fill in the many blanks which exist in the 

Soviet proposal. In f act tho Soviet r epresentative seemed to shnre thn.t view when he 
objected (ENDC/PV.l20, p.39) to t ho interpretation made by the r epresentative of 
Canada that the Soviet proposal was based on the concept of minimal deterrence 
(ENDC/PV.ll7, pp. 7-8). Thus we believe it is high time for the Soviet delegation to 
come forward with its own explanation and elaboration of its proposal and to Btop 
talking in t erms of conflicting generalities which only t end to conf use t he i ssue . 

On the other hand, perhaps the Soviet del egation believes t hat its gener al 

presentations with r 0spect to its proposal have been sufficient for the purpose of 
general discussion in tho plenary meetings and that more det ai l ed deliber ations might 

t ake place between t he two co-Chai rmen. For i ts part, my delegation would not object 

to our del i ber at ions her e moving t o the next i t em of our agreed a genda (ENDC/1/ Add.J) 
at some point in th0 very near future, while the t1~ co-Chairmen attempted to bridge 
the gnp which exists between the t~ sides on the question of r eduction of armaments. 
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There---is one matter, . however, which my delegation would like to touch upon in 
some detail now. It is th0 question of verification, and in particUlar the Soviet 

Union t s position on it in conne.xion with its proposal for the r et ention of an agreed, 
strictly limited number of certain nucl0ar weapon delivery vchiclcsuntil the end of 

stage II. 
MY del egation has already had the opportunity of welcoming (ENDC/ PV.ll7, p.25) 

the statement made by the Soviet representative on 27 March that 
11The Soviet Union is Willing to a gr~e t o the establishment of 

control over the remaining missile s directly at the launchjng pads. 11 

(ENDC/PV.ll4, p.40) 
In expressing our welcome to that stat ement we beliovod that the Soviet Union had at 
long le~st r ec,::>gnized, albeit as yet to a very limited extent, the rieed for providing 
assurances that the agreed l evels of armaments to be r etained would not be exceeded. 
i .t the same time wc stat ed (ENDC/ PV .117, p.26) that wo did not believe that th0 
verification measure proposed by the Soviet Uni m would alone be c:tdequate to provide 

such assurance. Indeed the Soviet Union has disregarded the most important aspect 
of verification of agreed l evels, namely, that there should bo assurance that no 
armaments would be r et ained or produced clandestinely over and above the declar ed 

armaments subject to verification under the Soviet proposal. In spite of that major 
inadequacy of the Soviet position we had hoped that acceptance Qy the Soviet Union of 
at ~cast the principle that agreed l evels must be subject to verification was an 
indication of a positive 8VOlution of Soviet thinking on that problem. 

It was in that spirit that my deleg~tion had also hoped that the Soviet Union 
would in du~ course extend the principle of verifying agr eed l evels not to just one 
particular measure but to all measures which might be agreed upon and which would 

involve the maintenance of certain l evels of a rmaments or armed forces at the 
various stages of the disarmament process. I must say, however, that at our l ast 
meeting the Soviet r epresentntive threw some cold wat er on our h::>pes when he stat ed, 

in effect, that the Soviet position on verificc:ttion of agr eed l evels r emained unchanged. 
For instance , he a ccused t he Western r epresentatives of twisting the issue and of 
r aising the qu~stion of verifying gener al and complet e disarmament instead of the 

question of verific~tion of the implementation of the r et ention of an agreed, strictly 

limited numb8r of missiles (ENDC/PV.l20, p.40). 
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One particular point that the Soviet representative described as detail, in his 

familiar asserti m that the \'iestem Powers wo:;re dealing only in detail~, was the 

problem of providing assurance that no clandestine missiles would be retained or 

produced. He felt that the statement by the United States representative on 3 April 

(ENDC/PV.ll7, p.26) to the effect that the Soviet proposal for the retention of· a 

strictly limited number of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would require such 

assurance, meant that the United States wished to establish control over the entire 

territory of a country at the very first stago of disarme.ment. He said also that, 

while suggesting the idea of progressive zonal verification in relation to their own 

proposals, the Western Powors raised the issue of verifying the on tire territory of ·· ~ 

the Soviet Union in connexion >rl.th the Soviet proposal for the retention of a limited 

number of missile,s. 

I submit that those argumentsby the Soviet reprcsentat;i.ye. are devoid of logic. 

The United States view is that verification measures sho1.4-<i be related to various 

disarmament measures undertaken at the .different stages .of tb~ disarmament process. . .. 

Having in min~! among other things, the difficulty of estapLishing extensive 

verification arrangements in the Garly stages of disarmament- a difficulty of 

which the Soviet Union seems to be particularly conscious - the _Western Powe.rs have 

repeatedly stated that we should design a disarmament programme which, by avoiding 

unrealistically radical disarmament measures in the first stage of disarmament, would 

avoid the concomitant problem of installing extensive verification arrangements in . · 

that stage. 

The Soviet Union, however, .has insisted on its proposal for the virtuaL 

elimination in .the very first stage of nuclear delivery vehicles, that is of the very 

armaments which the Polish representative, on 22 March (ENDC/PV .112, p.27) 9_alled 

"the most important element 11 Jf the Ea.st-irlest strategic balance.. Yet the Soviet 

delege.tion now complains that the Vl]rification arrange:mcnts which the West regards 

as necessary in ?onne:xion with that radical proposal are excessive. Clearly the 

Soviet Union cannot have it both ways. Either it should accept the orderly ~pproach 

of progressive across-the-boqrd reduction of armaments, and thereby ease the problem 
. .• .. ·,-.. . . 

of verification in the initial stages, or, if it wishes to press foz: its own very 

I 
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far·-rC:Jaching proposels on the r c.duction. of some D.TiilCl.mcmts in stage I, it must also 
accept the very far-reaching :J.rr.s.ngcment s required to vorify thz:; :implementation of 

such measures. 
JJ.l members )f th0 Coru:d.ttGc ;~:rc.; well aw2.r c th o:,t tho problem of verifying agreed 

levels has been one of t h<J l:-,c jor stu..':lbling blocks t 'ir Jughout all the dis2..rmament 

negotiations for several years. It wac also a ma jor point on which the United States 

Md the Sov:i et Union disagr00d in d.c;velopi..'1g th ..:ir . j oint sta.temont of agreed principles 
in 1961. (i~/4879 - ENDC/5). r;o..,,- th?.t tho Soviet Union hi'.s ilpparently .:wcepted at least 

the principle, though not all of tho implications or necessary measures, of such 
verificc-.tion with r-::spect to one of its propose.ls, it >·JOuld soep, to us only logical 

for it to accept the gonerill application of that principle . 
Indeed we fail to see why tho Soviet Uni·Jn should r efuse to do so. The main 

2..rgument the Soviet Union has been advancing against verification of agreed l evels 
has been that such verification would be tantamount to espionage. But, if the .Soviet 
UniJn is now prepar ed to expose to inspection its most i..rnportant armaments over a 

period of at least s everal years, why sho~lq it be concerned about subjecting to 
verification such less s ensitive annaments as, for example , tanks, aircraft, naval 
vessels and so forth, particularly since such arms, as distinct from missiles and 

their launching pads, are highly mobile? 
As I have already stated, my delegation does not regCl.rd the proposed .Soviei:, 

arrangements for verification of r et ained l evels d.S adequate for the purpose, 
although we do hope th:; t adequat e med.sures to implement the principle of verification 
of r etained levels cM be '\.\JOrk·3d ou~ in the cour se ·Jf our negotiations. If t he 
Soviet Uni-)n were to agree that the principle of providing assurance that agreed 

l evels a r e n:)t exceeded should apply to tho whole disarmament process and not only 

to a specific mea sur .:! , we ar c confident that, gi vcn good will on both sides, .· 
satisfactory arrangements could be worked out and agr eed upon. .For our part, we have 

already advanced certain suggestions bas ed on an approa ch which r el at es the amount 

of verification both to the &~ount of disarm~nent at a given stage and to the risks 
involved. 

The Soviet delegation has so f ar f ailed to r0spond in any meaningful WilY to 
those suggestions. Nor has it advanced its own ideas concerning how we should cope 

with the problem. In spite of the disappointment we experienced as a r esult of the 
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Soviet representative's statement at our meeting on 10 Aprfl:. (:ENDC/PV ~120, p.28 ·et seq.) 

we sti.ll nourish the hope that his statement at our meeting on 27 March to which I 

referred earlier (supra. p. 24), is a sign that the Soviet Union has been giving some 

thought to the problem and that we may expect from the Soviet delegation further 

views which would show that the Soviet Union is indeed prepared to provide meaningful 

and adequate assurance to the parties to the treaty that all disarmament obligations, 

including those relating to the JJaintcnance of agreed levels, are being fulfilled. 

Mr.~ (India): Mr. Chairman, my delegqtion would like to support the 

moving appeal which you made at the connnencement of our meeting today for realistic 

negotiations. vle agree with you that it is unfortunate that in the pa~t phase of 

our work we were unable to record any significant progress and that it was also not 

found possible to put into our report (ENDC/83) to the United Nations even the 

agreement of principle, which we were glad was reached (ENDC/PV.ll8, p.52) on direct 

communications between Washington and Moscow. 

Mr. Chairma~, we should like to join you in hoping th<:.t the two sides will 

intensify their own search for practical forums for negotiations regarding 

disarmament. In this connexion we ourselves have felt that we could welcome the 

statement ~a.., p. 23 ) made by the representative of the United States that, if . his 

colleague of the Soviet Union felt it would be desirable and practical to pursue 

negotiations for examine'ction of Mr. Gromyko' s proposal in meetipgs of the co-Chainnen, 

t~e United States would be glad to do so~ My delcga_tion -.has always felt that the 

greatest possible use should be made of all the institutions of our Conference, and ,. 
particularlythe institution of the co-Chairmen. If indeed the two co-Chairmen 

could pursue, ~urther negotiations on this crucial, centril issue of the degree of 

retention of nuclear deterrence -- or nuclear dissuasion, or nuclear umbrellas, or 

whatever they want to call this aspect of disarmament -- and if they wished to pursue 

it in meetings of tho co-Chairmen, we for our part should be very glad indeed, and of 

course we should expoct them to report on their negotiations to this Confer~nce in 

plen~ session. .. 

On 22 March (ENDC/PV .112, pp.33~·34) we took the liberty- of suggesting that this 

particular issue -- namely, the degree of retained nuclear weapons and delivery 

systems through the first two stages Jf tho plan, and perhaps thereafter if 
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agreement was r eached - was a very crucial one , and th?t we should concentrate our 

attention on it. The r epr esentative of Canada , in his stat ement on the subj act at 

the meeting of 3 Lpril r ef erred (ENDC/PV.ll?, p.5) to the f act thd the delegation of 

Indic. had suggested t nct tho Cc nr_u tt;.;c should concentr,:>.t c its efforts on it. Since 
then v;e have been discussj nt;: it ~ 

':lc thought thc.t th:.; r~pres<:- !'lt.ativ;,:; of t ho Unit0d Kingdom today tried to r aise 

questions which his del og:: tion r ec;rtrdcd 0.s i mportant lli t his cont G:h."i. WG should like 
to s a.y to our coll...:agucs t hat 1.·c ::ru.st all try t o look :;.t t he qu estions the.t c.ro r aised 

by any del egation. It is quit0 possible t hat th0 r epresentative of tho Soviet Union 

does not consider that the qu~stions r c.ised by t he United Kingdom rcprosent~tive ar e 
extremely i~mportant. Let us concede thc.t. He does nat consid8r them important. On 

the other hand, the United Kingdom does consider them important. Therefore, we 
should h ::> pe that, in a certain spirit of give and t ake, it •·:ould be possible for 

delc::g~tions, even when they do nat themsGlvcs r egard a p~rticular issue as of great 

significance, t o d0al with it if other del cgetiJns do r egnrd it as an issue of 

importc:.nce . In that way \ve can clear obst acles from our path. Otherwise , what s~J oms 

to happen is that a del egation r egards certain issue s as important, another del egation 

does not r egard them as import~t, and ther efor 3 no progress is made because the issues 
r emain and they obstruct further development. So we hope th~t i t ~rill be possible for 
the del egA.tiJns mainly concerned t o clarify the issuc; s which havo been r aised, either 
in plenary meetings or by using other channels of our Confer ence such a s the 

co-Chairmen's meetings. 
ltle wor e gl ad to note t oo that, in connexion with t he proposel made by l\1r. Gromyko, 

t he United States r epr esentative seemed t o express th0 hope (~~~ra . p. 26 ) that 

adequat e measures of verification of r ct ai ned l cvols could be worked out in negotiation. 

That is certainly a crucial is suo, and we would certainly \velcome it if such mcasur.:cs 
could be worked out in further negotiation. 

The CH":.IRMJ'i.N (Br azil) (translation from French): Befor e r eading out the 

communique, and if na other r epr esontc:ttivc wi shos t o speak, I should like, a s 
r epres entative of Br azil, to thank particular l y thc representatives of the United 

Kingdom, the Uni t ed Stat es and Indi a for the support they gave to tho f~ r emarks I 

made at the beginning of this meeting . 



ENDC/PV.J21 
29 

The OOnference decided to issue the following communique: 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-iiJation Committee on Disarmament 
today held its one hundred and twenty-first plenary meeting in the Palais 
d&s Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of Mr. de Melo Franco, the 
representative of Brazil. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Brazil, the United 
Kingdom, Canada, the United States of ~~erica and India. 

11The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Friday, 19 April 
1963, at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at J2,15 p.m. 


