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The CH..1IRTJI ... ~N (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): I declare 

open the one hundred and ni.n<::ty-second meetir1g of the ConfGrence of the Eighteen­

Nation Committee on Disarmament. 

Before calling upon the first of today 1 s speakers, I ~m glad to welcome 

among us the leader of the Ethiopian dslegation, .. '...mbassador Imru. 

Mr. LUK..l.NOV (Bulgaria) (translation from Russian) g Fermi t me first of all 

to join you, Mr. Chairman, in welcoming the new lead.tJr of the Ethiop:i:an delegation, 

and to associate myself with all our colleagues v1ho at the last meeting welcomed 

into our midst Ambassador R.K. lkhru. 

The Bulgarian delegation has accepted with satisfaction the recommendation of 

the co-Chairmen (E:tmC/PV .190 ~ p. 50) that the Committee continue discussion of the 

problem of the destruction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles within the framework 

of a programme of general and complete disarmament. The significance and importance 

of this problem is recognized by all. This inspires us with the hope that in our 

forthcoming work we shall see on the part of the vlestern delegations a manifes­

tation of the same goodwill and endeavour as have been displayed by the Soviet Ubion 

and the other socialist countries in seeking mutually-acceptable solutions when 

discussing the problem of the destruction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. 

In discussing ways for solving this problem, the Bulgarian delegation is 

guided by the following basic considerations, the importance of which, in our 

opinion, deserves to be stressed once again. 

First, general and complete disarmament is today an imperative necessity, 

not only because nothing else can evsure a stable peace, but also because, if the 

efforts of people to find a solution to the problem of general and complete 

disarmament prove to be fruitless, mankind vdll be faced with the unprecedented, 

r~orrifying prospect of a therrrtonuclear war. 

Secondly, everyone recognizes that in the atomic era it is impossible to 

speak of disarmamunt without having in mind~ in the first place) the necessity 

of eliminating the danger of a nuclear 1·mr. It is because of this danger that 

the problem of disarmament is so urgent. The re~resentatives of the socialist 

States are very firm in holding this opinion. 

Each of us, however, is acQuainted with the many cautionary statements and 

warnings of leading personalities of the West about the nuclear menace, the only 

alternative to which is general and complete disa~ament. I will venture to QUote 

some of these statements. First of all, I will recall what was said by the late 
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(Ur. Lukanov 2 Bulgaria) 

United States President, Mr. John F. Konncdy 2 in his spEOoch at th0 United Nations 

Genoral .1ssombly on 25 Septcmb0r 1961; 

"Toda;y-, overy inhabitant of this }Jlanot must contemplate; the day whon 

this planet may no longer bo habitable. Ever;y man 2 woman and child livus 

under a nuclear sword of Damoclus 2 hanging by tho sLmdorest of threads 9 

capable of being cut at any moment by accident or miscalculation, or by madness .• 

"••• The mere existence of moclsrn weapons ten million times more 

powerful than any that tho world has ever seen, and only minutes away from 

any target on earth -- is a source of horror and discord and distrust 

"For fifteen years this Organization has sought the reduction and 

destruction of arms. Now that goal is no longer a dream -- it is a practical 

matter of life or death. The risks inherent in disarmament pale in comparison 

to the risks inherent in an unlimited arms race." (~:../PV.l013 2 paras. 50 2 51 

and 52) 

That is what Mr. Kennedy, the late Prcsidont of the United States, said. 

At the beginning of tho negotiations in the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarma­

ment in 1960 9 a prominent representative of the \~estern countries who had partici­

pated for many years in disarmament negotiations expressed some ideas which also I 

should like to recall~ 

"What the world expects of us 9 what it hopes for above all, is nuclear 

disarmament ••• 

"If 9 indeed, vw propose reductions in conventional armaments to the 

peoples of the world, and fail to concentrate our main effort on nuclear 

disarmament 1 we shall clash their hopes and bitterly disappoint them." 

(TNDC/PV.l 2 PP• 16,17) 

Thirdly, in order to find a solution to tha problem of eliminating the danger 

of a nuclear conflagration, it is essential to take Tadical measures at the very 

beginning of the dis~rmam~nt process to neutralize nuclear weapons. 

Indeed, what meaning is to be given to the statement that disarmament "is a 

practical matter of life or death", or to the r.:.;cognition that we must not "fail 

to concentrate our main effort on nuclear disarmament"? ll.re these statements to 

be understood as meaning that this problem should be solved at a later stage, at 

the end of the disarmament process? .i~oro they to be understood as meaning that in 

the. initial stage of the programme of general and complete disarmament it would be 

permissible to maintain in one form or another, or to a certain degree, a danger 

which might at any moment turn the earth into an uninhabited planet, and that this 



ElillC/PV .192 
7 

(lir. Lukanov 1 Bulgaria) 

state of affairs, whothcr vi\J call it a nrough balance" or something else 1 should 

be maintained throughout the disarmament process and cvon aftor it? 

The nature of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles demands that the 

:problem of eliminating the dangc:r of nuclear 1mr should be given :priority in any 

:programme of general and com1jlete disarmament. I think that Mr. Foster was not 

far from this idea when in June 1962 1 in his message to the ;~cera .:l.ssembly 1 he 

stated~ 

"The success of the .ll.Ssembly will be me asurod by its individual reaction to 

the question confronting humanity the danger of nuclear vTar. 11 

No doubt the representative of India, hacl similc..,r co~lsiciert:i.tions in mind when at 

our meeting of 24 March he stated: 

"I believe all of us accept that disarmament will lead to international 

security and that, in consonance with that :proposition 1 the menace of nuclear 

arms has to be eliminated on a priority basis." (E1i!DC/PV.l77; p. 28) 

Why do we deem it necessary to emphasize once again the considerations by 

which the Bulgarian delegation is guided in discussing the question on the agenda 

of today 1 s meeting? We do so for ths simple reason that some representatives of 

the i'Testern Povi'ers have again expressed the idea that the so-called 11 balance of 

nuclear po1ver" or ''devastating nuclear d8terrent 11 must be maintained throughout 

the disarmament :process. What is understood in the w'est by "balance of nuclear 

power11 and 11 devastating nuclear deterrent'' can be clearly seen from the statement 

made by the United Kingdom Prime Minister, Sir Alec Douglas-Home, in the House of 

Commons on 17 June 1964. (Official Report 9 Vol.696 9 No. 123 9 col. 1309). In the 

opinion of the United Kingdom Prime Minister peace 9 like the recent marked 

reduction of international tension 9 is based on the existence of the nuclear 

deterrent. 

We cannot 9 of course, agree with such a concept. If we consider the 

interests of the cause of disarmament and of safeguarding the security of nations 9 

we must all rej2ct such a concept. Moreover 9 this is not only the opinion of 

our delegation; and in this connexion I should like to recall what was said by 

the M~xican representative at the meeting of the Committee held on 12 February 1963~ 
11 In every country cool-hoadod 9 shrewd think2rs are anxiously wondering 

whether the deterrent factors -vrhich are daily increasing in destructive 

capacity can have a real and permanent deterrent effect." (ENDC/PV. 96 2 p. 7) 
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Si:r:ce it is a qusstion of ths 11 rcucl:ar dcterront" c:~nd of an extrera8ly 

peculiar inteTpretc;,t:;_on of its 11 favourable 11 bf±'c:ct on the present international 

situation and on I_)eaco in ger,F.lralj rormit me to quotu again the United States 

re})resentativej IVIr. Foster~ •trho on 14 Jar.;uary 1963j durlng a television broadcast 

organized by the State Dopartment 9 said~ 

"Effo:rts to maintain a so-c<tlled balance of terror in the world. })rovido no 

real long-term security. This is a course beset with dangers." 

The Bulgarian d.elegc:~.tion has had ths opportunity to ex_pr;:;ss its })oint of view 

regarding the ne>l step taken by the Soviet Government in order to overcome the: 

difficulties hindering the achievtJment of an agreement on the destruction of nuclea-r 

weapon delivery ve;hicles. The Committee has now even more favourable opportunities 

for making rapid progress. He are convincud that positive results can be achieved 

if all delegations make efforts to bring about a practic~l solution of this 

important problem as quickly as possible. It cannot be doubted that in order to 

achieve this purpose there must be endeavours 9 a spirit of compromise? and a desire 

to move forward, especially on the part of the Western nuclear Powers. 

representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Zorin, rightly pointed out: 

i~s the 

~~~-~ unilateral solution of the disi:trmament problem is just as impossible 

as unilateral disarmament." (E.NDC/PV.l88 2 p. 16) 

.t: .. t recent meetings of the Committee the delegations of the Western Powers 

have made a number of comments on the idea, princirJle or concept of a "nuclear 

umbrella" in general 9 and on the tasks and terms of refer<:3nce of a working group 

which could deal with the practical questions connected with the implementation 

of the proposal for a "nuclear umbrella" (EliDC/2/Rev.l/.iJ.dd.l). In this 

connexion our delegation wishes to make a few preliminary remarks. 

In our discussions 9 vrhich have already be en going on for over two years 9 it 

has been stressed on various occasions that in the course of the negotiations 

after all, this is the reason for conducting negotiations the countries 

concerned must endeavour to seek mutually-acce})table solutions, taking into 

account the security interests of all Powers, as well as bearing in mind, of 

course 9 that this or that step is likely to bring the day of agreement closer. 

As Mr. Philip Noel-Baker wrote in one of his recent publications on disarmament 

q_uestionsg 

"If there is to be a treaty 9 compromise solutions for outstanding issues must 

be found ••• If compromise solutions must be found, someone must put them 

forward and must fight them through". 
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The respective positions of the socialist and the vlestern Powers in regard to 

the elliaina.tion of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles~ which have been reflected in 

the Soviet Union 1s draft treaty (ENDC/2/Rev.l and Add.l) and in the United States 

outline of basic provisions of a. treaty (ENDC/30 and Corr.l and Add. 1,2,3,), are 

well known. The socialist countries are still convinced that the proposals contained 

in the draft treaty submitted by the Soviet delegation on 15 March 1962 (ENDC/2) not 

only meet the need to eliminate the nuclear danger but are also perfectly realizable. 

As everyone knows, the idea. of beginning disarmament with the elimination of nuclear 

weapon delivery vehicles was originally put forward by one of the Western Powers 

members of NATO. The Soviet Union and the other socialis·t countries gave this idea 

a concrete form because it opens up an effective possibility of eliminating the 

nuclear danger with due regard to the security interests o~ all countries -- that is, 

in accordance with the fifth principle of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for 

Disarmament Negotiations of 20 September 1961 (ENDC/5) • 

Nevertheless, taking into account a. number of considerations and wishes expressed 

by the Western Powers during the negotiations since 1962, and being anxious to make 

it easier to reach agreement on this important question, the Soviet Union introduced 

into its original draft treaty some amendments relating to the p1·oblem of nuclear 

weapon delivery vehicles. The Soviet Union put forward the idea of a llnuclea.r 

umbrella. 11 • This idea. has already been discussed at various levels and in various 

form~J. It has been taken up and recognized as realizable in practice by public 

rpin:..JCJ. and scientists in many countries. 

Ths equitable nature of the Soviet proposal from the point of view of the 

secili'ity interests of all the countries concerned -- that is, from the point o:: vieu 

of the fifth principle of the Joint Stat-ement -- has also been recognized by many 

politica-l leaders and scientists in the Western countries. A similar evaluation was 

given to this proposal of the Soviet Union both by world public opinion and by a. 

large number of delegations at the eighteenth session of the United Nations General 

Assembly. I will quote one more passage. 
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Speaking in the First Cowaittee of the General Assembly on 30 October 1963, the 

representative of Sweden said~ 

"···the most important new element .. introducing a fundamental chango 

in the very perspective under which we have to perceive the disarmament 

process, has, it seems to our delegation, been brought about by the 

acceptance by the Soviet Union of the concept of the 'nuclear umbrella' ••• 

"First and foremost .. it provides military security for the main 

parties, thereby engendering political confidence. As a consequence, the 

disarmament process need no longer be considered as an 1open-end 

proposition', the 1risk 1 taken in entering upon an agreement to disarm 

being considerably reduced for the 1rrorld Powers. This would, eo ipso, 

eliminate their reaons for hesitating to make an initial commitment about 

disarmament 11 • (A/C.l/PV .1321, p.56) 

Such was also the point of view of most of the delegations of the non-aligned 

countries in the Eighteen-Nation Committee. In the opinion of many of them, the 
11nuclear umbrella" proposal is the most important step ever taken in the field of 

nuclear disarmament since the Soviet Union and the United States submitted their 

disarman1ent plans at the beginning of the negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee. In short, the 11nuclear umbrella 11 proposal has been acceptad by the 

majority of countries. 

Nevertheless, the representatives of the United Kingdom, Canada and the United 

States in our Conwittee, when speaking on the tasks and terms of reference of a 

working group which could deal with practical matters relating to the solution of 

the problem of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, have expressed the 

opinion that 11a discussion which was restricted to the proposals of only one party 

would be unable to arrive at this goal 11 --that is .. at an agreement (ENDC/PV.l90. p.38). 

It turns out that, in the opinion of the Hestern delegations, acceptance by the 

Committee of the idea of setting up a working group to discuss the details of the 

problem of elimir:ating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles on the basis of the 11nuclear 

umbrella" principle would mean that the discussion would be restricted to an 

examination of the proposals of only one party. 
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But_. as is e·vident from the statements I have quoted_. the Soviet Union has made 

some appropriate ~~endments to its original plan in order to open up a possibility 

for concrete_. businesslike negotiations on a mutually-acceptable basis. If the 

Committee were to instruct an appropriate Harking group to discuss the problem of 

eliminating nuclear weapon delivery vehicles on the basis of the 11nuclear llillbrella 11 

principle, it would be accepting a point of view Hhich is also that of the socialist 

countries, for the simple reason that it is the socialist countries_. and they alone, 

which have taken a step forward to meet the Hishes~ views and ideas of other countries, 

and which have taken into co;.1sideration the opinion of political leaders and scientists 

who are the most competent on the subject of disarmament problems. It is Hell known, 

for example, that the 11nuclear umbre11a 11 idea has been widely discussed since 1960 

at the periodic Pugwash conferences ... at vJhich scientists from various countries have 

participated. Unfortunately the \-Jestern Powers have not sho\m the same readiness to 

take into consideration the opinion of ths other side~ and continue to adhere to the 

positions reflected in the United States draft treaty of 18 April 1962. 

If account is taken of these facts, it is impossible to maintain that the 

suggestion to get doHn to concrete work on the basis of the 11nuclear llillbre1la 11 

principle \.Jould mean the acceptance of 11a discussion restricted to the proposals of 

only one party." This opinion was well expressed by the delegation of India in 

stating that it might be useful, from the point of view of the two sides as well as 

that of the non-aligned delegations, if the "nuclear umbrella" principle were 

accepted (ENDC/PV.l77. n.28). In view of the concrete step taken by the Soviet Union 

in respmwo to the suggestion of India, we fail to llnderstand the disappointment of 

the representative of Canada that he could not find_, in regard to the working group 
11 ••• that there had been the hoped-for evolution in the attitude of 

the Soviet delegation towards the problem of reaching agreement on 

how nuclear weapon vehicles should be eliminated throughout the 

process of disarmament 11 • (ENDC/PV .190. p.38) 
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In our opinion~ the Comn1ittee has every ground to expect an evolution in the 

approach to this problem precisely on the part of the Western Powers~ because the 

approach and positions of the Western countries in regard to this problem have already 

long been frozen stiff. we would not wish to draw hasty conclusions from the first 

reaction of the Western Powers to the proposal that the problem of eliminating 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles be discussed in a working group on the basis of the 

"nuclear umbrella" principle. vle are convinced that all the problems about which the 

Western delegations have again spoken at our recent meetings can and will be solved 

if the working group is given specific terms of reference~ namely to elucidate the 

necessary details~ starting out from a clear directive -- to eliminate the danger of 

nuclear war through the destruction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles on the basis 

of the "nuclear umbrella 11 principle. This is unquestionably the only correct 

approach in order to break out of the vicious circle in which ,,J'e find ourselves. 

The delegations of the Western countries have joined all those who recommend 

that the Committee pass from general questions to the discussion of details. That 

is precisely what the Soviet delegation proposes. The adoption of a different 

approach would be tantamount to transferring the general debate to a working group 

that is, in other words~ to condemning the work of such a group to failure beforehand. 

If the working group were given clear instructions to seek for solutions to the 

problems by starting out from a common acceptable basis~ it could justifiably be 

expected to achieve progress and success. But if this common, mutually-acceptable 

basis were lacking, it is quite clear that the prospects for constructive and 

fruitful work would be extremely doubtful. 

Our delegation fully shares the opinion that there is now a real possibility for 

the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disar1~ent to er.ter a new phase, a 

phase during which a start will be ~~de to achieve a practical solution -- on the 

basis of an agreement in principle between the interested countries -- of one of the 

most important problarM of the programme of general and complete disarmament. This 

is a most responsible task~ in the solution of which all countries and all peoples of 

the world are equally interested. Consequently all the countries represented here 

must make every possible effort~ and thus in the near future the joint efforts of all 

the delegations 1-rill lead the Committee to tangible results. 
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I should like first to extend a most hearty welcome to 

you~ Hr. Chairman~ to my !1eighbour Hr. Lachs~ and to our co-Chairmen lVIr. Foster and 

Ivir. Zorin~ ivho have joined us once more. >le trust that under the able direction of 

our t-v10 co-Chairmen the Committee will proceed in a businesslike manner to tackle 

the various problems before it. Indeed~ we have seen indications of flexibility and 

co-operation such as those evidenced in the recent agreement on the agenda for our 

discussion of collateral measures (ENDC/PV.l91~ p.5). I should like to extend a no 

less hearty welcome to our t-vm new colleagues from Hexico and Brazil, ll[:r. Gomez Robledo 

and J.vfr. Correa do Lago, whose contributions thus far indicate their determination to 

further the work of the Corrunittee. In extending a welcome to the new representatives 

of Nexico and Brazil_. my delegation would like at the same time to e:x:press the hope 

that the co-operation which has existed between our delegations will continue. 

I should also like to express my deep satisfaction at seeing Ambassador Nehru 

back with us once more. In i·Ielcoming him I should be grateful if he would accept 

and convey to the Government and people of India the most sincere condolences of my 

delegation at the lamentable death of Prime Einister Nehru. He of Nigeria still 

cherish the memory of Prime Hinister Nehru's visit to our country. Indeed_. we have 

always placed the highest value on the contributions made by Prime Iviinister Nehru to 

the cause of social justice_. peace and disarmament. He consider the world poorer by 

his death. In our opinion the greatest tribute to the memory of that great statesman 

who fought so relentlessly for disarn~ent would be substantial progress in the 

numerous and complicated tasks with which this Corornittee is charged. Fir4lly~ I 

should be grateful if our 0olleague from Ethiopia would extend our congratulations 

to Ambassador Agede on his narroiv escape as 1t!8ll as our best wishes for his quick 

and full recovery. 

It is a matter for some satisfaction that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament has once more resruned its work as scheduled. The CorMnittee has reconvened~ 

if I might say so., on somewhat familiar lines. ~Je hear the old noises once more --

I mean the expressed determination of the various governments and, in the first place" 

those of the super-Powers~ to seek agreement on the various measures before the 

Committee. Without intending to contribute our quota to those sounds'JI the Nigerian 

delegation sincerely trusts that, during this session at least, fair words will be 

matched by fair deeds. 



ENDC/PV.l92 
14 

(U.r o Obi, :Nigeria) 

The rapid a§,reement of the co-Chairmen on an agenda for our consideration of 

collateral measures has encouraged us to hope that the co-Chairmen and the Committee 

will proceed in a businesslike manner at this session to tackle the various subjects 

novl before us. \lie are also heartened by the serious tone of the discussions thus 

far~ and therefore more hopeful than ever that at least we shall be in a position to 

report real progress to the eager and, if the truth be told, now impatient peoples 

of the world. Hith the prevailing propitious political climate, there can be no 

justification for making a negative report this year to the United Nations General 

Assembly. 

Hy delegation deeply regrets the snail's pace at which this Committee is moving, 

as well as our failure to register any agreement of significance since the agreements 

of le.st year. ~~e have already expressed in unequivocal terms our regret at this 

state of affairs, as regards our discussion not only of general and complete 

disarmament but of the various collateral measures. l have already dealt with the 

latter in considerable detail at our last meeting of the last session (ENDC/PV.l87, 

pp. 25 et seQ.:). I do not propose to discuss them nou. I am obliged, however, to 

say that I avlait with great interest the ansvrers from the United States and the 

Soviet Union to the questions which I raised at that meeting. As s.ome of those 

questions relate to the items which have been selected for discussion on Thursday, 

we dare hope that the delegations concerned after availing themselves of the 

period of reflection provided by t'he recess will be in a position to deal with 

the points raised. For our part 9 we pledge ourselves i11 advance to give the closest 

study to whateve~ clarification might etlerge from these discussionsp and to contribute 

our quota with a view to reaching a consensus on any or all of them. 

Before passing on to the subject 1-.rhich I propose to discuss this morning the 

ol~mination of nuclear delivery vehicles I shall make a few brief comments on the 

subject of a comprehensive test ban. i'iY delegation is pleased to note from some of 

the statements made by the dele6ations of the nuclear Powers that the search for an 

agreement covering underground tests 'as well still remains our goal. vle genuinely 

feel} however.- that nearly a year after the conclusion of the Hoscow Treaty 

(EHDC/100/Rev .1) it is time that real steps i.Jere taken to put these pious intentions 

into action. Consequently we repeat, for urgent and serious consideration, our 

:1ravious suggestion that the Nuclear Sub-Committee be resuscitated. 
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The time is long overdue for a thorough re-examination of the so-called tecl:mical 

probleins. He have been told by the United States delegation of the millions of 

dollars spent by its Government to perfect the means of detection and identification; 

and we have no doubt that comparable swns have been SlJent by the other nuclear Powers. 

We are anxious to know the results of these gigantic efforts. It may well be, if 

serious discussions are held with the assistance of competent advisers, that the 

control requirements envisaged by the Hest_, for instance)' may no longer be necessary, 

at any rate not in the same measure. It may 1-.rell also be that, as a result of any 

technical progress -- and progress, I believe)' must have been made -~ a political 

compromise would become more possible through considerably reducing, if not dropping 

altogether, the number of proposed additional seismic stations in the territories of 

the nuclear Powers, and agreeing on a minimwn of on-site inspections as a means of 

deterrence, should this become necessary. 

He are not prejudging the work of the i1Iuclear Sub-Cofili;d ttee. We are merely 

trying to underline the usefulness of seriously taking up the subject of a 

comprehensive test ban)j convinced that from such serious discussions would emerge 

a clear picture that would help all concerned; nzy delegation not excluded)' in seeking 

the necessary political compromise. Furthermore, w·e still feel that the Sub-

Committee -- if the nuclear Powers still maintain their entrenched positions should 

as an interim measure explore the possibility of extending the Moscow Treaty to cover 

underground tests ~p to a threshold, acceptable to both sides, for which national 

means of control are adequate. 

With your permission, I shall now pass on to item 5(b) of our agenda on general 

and complete disarmament, of which the. Committee is today seized. But before doing 

so I should like to commend most warmly the constructive approach with which 

discussion of this subject -- and in particular the elimination of nuclear delivery 

vehicles -- has been attempted this session. I was particularly linpressed by the 

emphasis which Sir Paul ~~son)j speaking for the United Kingdom delegation, and Mr. Zorin, 

speaking for the Soviet delegation, placed on the areas of agreement (ENDC/PV.l90, 

pp. 18 et seq., pp. 26 et seq.). It is true, as the two speakers stressed, that there 

are still considerable and I hope not insurmountable -- areas of disagreement which 

require solution; but I consider the recognition of such areas of agreement as being 

a more healtr~ and positive approach. 



EHDC/PV.l92 
16 

(l:ir. Obi. Nigeria) 

As members of the Conuuittee are aware~ my delegation has not participated too 

actively for qQite some time now in the consideration of this sQbject. That has not 

been dQe to a slackening of interest or a manifestation of despondency over the 

prospects of solving this most crQcial issue. On the contrary, we have not only 

fervently believed bQt still believe in the possibility of rea:Lizing oQr objective;o 

and we are still convinced that, with the necessary goodwill and that spirit of 

compromise and mQtual accoru.modation with which the General Assembly resolution 

(A/RES/1908 (XVIII)) conjQred QS to approach oQr negotiations, we should confound 

the doubting Thomases who are increasing in number with every passing unproductive 

day~ session and year of oQr deliberations. 

Although we have for some time been unable to participate actively in the 

discQssion on general and complete disarmament;o owing to OQr preoccupation with, and 

concentration on, first nQclear weapon tests and more lately collateral measures~ we 

have nevertheless always followed with the greatest attention the progress -- or, 

more appropriately, the lack of progress --of our negotiations on general and complete 

disarmament. We have subjected to very close study the varioQs proposals now before 

the Committee especially the Gromyko proposals relating to the elimination of 

nQclear delivery vehicles (ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add.l), on which, in a preliminary mc.nner 1 

we shoQld like to share our thinking with the Committee this morning. 

In our approach to the problem of general and complete disarmament my delegation 

adheres to two cardinal principles. The first is that no agreement arrived at here 

shoQld result, especially during the process of implementation, in a radical 

disrQption of the balance which appears to exist at the moment. This applies not 

only to the elimination of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, but to 

conventional armaments and other components of present-day military power as well. 

Indeed, my delegation strongly believes that any agreement which took note of one 

while ignoring the other woQld have serioQs conseqQences for the realization of our 

goal. An agreement which would put a Power in the position of being tempted to try 

even a conventional adventQre would not only undermine the realization of our goal 

but~ even with the elimination of nuclear weapons well under way, coQld lead to a 

nuclear conflict. Therefore we see a clear link -- and this we have stressed in the 

past -- between the elimination of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, and 
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the elimination of the other c01nponents of r,1ilitary pmver. Qonversely -- and this 

is a point lvhich seems to have received little or no mention from i::J.er,1bers of this 

Com.rn.ittee -- any agreement, say on conventional armaments, not directly related to a 

plan for the reduction. and elimination of r.uclear Heap:.ms) and especially of their 

means of delivery_,. VJould to say the least be artificial. 

He have already arrived at a considerable consensus over conventb::1al arn:1ments 

and aL11ost at a consensus over forc:s levels. It 1rrould be tempting to rush on to 

these items on the agenda noVJ_,. knoHing that by considering them. in abstracto vle 

should find agreement relatively easy. Although such an approach VJould have much to 

commend it for psychological reasons vis-a.-vis ·world lJUblic opinion.)~ it would be 

almost a waste of time and energy indeed, like the ostrich burying its head in the 

sand. I repeat_. 1rre may well find out in the light of our solution of the core· 

problem -- that of the elimination of nuclear vreapons and their means of delivery 

that we need to take another look at Hhat I might call the peripheral agreements. 

Let us" therefore, burroVJ· deep into the ground like the rodent,. and not play the 

ostrich. 

That brings us to the next cardinal principle guiding our approach to these 

~J.egotiations. l'le feel, and strongly too.? that the l)roblem of nuclear weapons and 

their means of delivery not only deserves priority bu-G belongs to a special category. 

It is for this reason that VJ·e express satisfaction at moves aimed at bridging the gap 

in the positions of the two sides. It is for this reason that VJe warmly welcomed 

both in the United Nations General Assembly and in this Committee_. and shall continue 

to welcome, the two Gromyko proposals. It is for this reason that we hail~~. Zorin 1s 

elaboration of an idea tentatively proffered by Hr. Tsarapkin during the previous 

session for an appropriate working organ to consider the various issues pertaining 

to the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles.? provided that the Cormnittee approyed 

the latest Groreyko proposal. 

Thus my delegation sees no difficulty in approving the substance of the Jromyko 

proposal or indeed of even a more radical plan,. provided that that tvould rid the 

world of the present nuclear nightrJare in a manner 1r1hich would not dangerously upset 

the balance of power during the process of e.,eneral and complete disarmament. Indeed_. 

as the Polish delegation reminded us at tha General Assembly in 1962_, it was the 
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Nigerian delegation which, on 4 H£-y 1962, more or less suggested this approach of 

reducing the matter to specific nuubers as a raeans of taking us out of the impasse 

in which we found ourselves (ENDC/PV.3l, pp.5 et seq.). Therefore we view with the 

greatest sympathy the latest Gromyko proposals. At the same time, we not only see 

considerable force in the arguments adduced by the Western Powers but also feel that 

the various points they have raised require urgent and sP-rious consideration. 

It is absolutely necessary for us -- especially those of us virtually untutored 

in nuclear weapons, their characteristics, and the relative ease or otherwise of 

their reduction and elimination -- to know all that there is to know so that we can 

properly evaluate the various proposals before us. As I have indicated, 11\Y delegation 

is anxious to effect a radical cure of the nuclear malady with which the world is 

afflicted; but we require all possible information, case histories and so on, to 

diagnose properly and determine justly how radical and, above all, how effective the 

cure can be. Furthermore, we recognize that this is a negotiating boqy where the 

views and fears of all concerned ~ust be taken into account in this main hub of our 

work. No means should be left unexplored which could either bridge the gap in the 

positions of the two sides or make the picture clearer, thus aiding us in our se~rch 

for a fair compromise. 

Ther~fore we were most heartened at the prospect of a working organ which would 

help us in the proper evaluation of the situation now offered by the Soviet delegation. 

It is true that at present the offer of the Soviet Union contains a precondition which 

the West consider unacceptable. We find ourselves once more in a dilemma -- but a 

dilemma which I do not consider incapable of being resolved. 

The latest Grorrwko proposal (ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add.l) envisages a "nuclear umbrella" 

until the end of the disarmament process. The Western plan, as Sir Paul Mason 

reminded us in what, I repeat, was a most constructive statement on 16 June 

(ENDC/PV .190, p. 21), equally envisages a sort of "nuclear umbrella" at a certain point 

in the disarmament process -- most probably somewhere in the third stage. Though the 

plans radically differ in their general appro~hes to the problem, they are far from 

being completely mutually exclusive; and there is now, thanks to~~. Gromyko's latest 

significant and far-reaching amendment, a point· of intersection-- a focus. In a 

sense we now have. 11 sort of lower limit, a rough area r>f agreement relatively nearer to 

the starting point of disarmament than the one we set out with in March 1962. 
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My delegation would therefcre like to suggest for serious consideration 

a formula Hhich would resolve the present dilemma and make it possible for 

the Committee to consider seriously in an appropriate working organ the various 

issues involved in the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles. The formula 

which we suggest is the acceptance of the concept of a "nuclear umbrella" 

at the earliest possible point in the disarmament process, to be eliminated 

at the end of the disarmament process, coupled vrith a firm undertaking to 

eliminate all other means of lelivery of nuclear weapons at the earliest 

possible time. 

We sincerely trust that this formula will commend itself to the super­

Powers primarily concerned and to this Committee. We should, of course, be 

happy if prospects for serious discussion offered by a vrorking organ, or indeed 

the establishment of an appropriate working organ itself, were to emerge in 

any other way. What we desire, however, is the setting up of an appropriate 

forum, which now seems possible and which offers the best possibilities for 

serious discussion. It could well be that after such discussions a solution 

would emerge confirming the soundness of one plan or the other, or, even more 

likely and appropriately, a realistic compromise solution. At any rate, 

we would have a forum which would give scope for flexibility of approach end for 

c:, consideration of the· various links 1-rhich other components of modern 

military power have with nuclear weapons and their means of delivery and 

which reQuire almost parallel consideration if our work is not to have an air 

of artificiality. 

We therefore commend this suggestion to the Committee, and in the first 

place to the nuclear Powers, for all it is worth. 

Russian) g 

Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republios)(translation from 

First of all I should like, on behalf of the Soviet delegation, 

to welcome the representative of Ethiopia, who has arrived to participate in 

the work of our Committee, and to wish him all success in this work. 
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Today the Soviet delegation deeQG it necessary to make a few comments 

on the statements made by certain delegations at the meeting of the Committee 

on 16 June in conne::ion ·vri th our :proposal to proceed to a det::;,iled discussic;.1, 

in an ap:propria te 1-1orking bo(y, of the :prac+,:i r;o1__ r::-oble:_''3 deriving from the 

concept of a "nuclear umbJ.'ella 11 (El'JDC/PV.l88, p,17). In :proposing to proceed 

to a study in a working body of the detailed aspects, including the military 

and technical aspect;"J 9 of the p:..'oblem of eliminating nuclear Heap on deli very 

vehicles in accorcl.Rnce 1'li th the conce:;_:>t of a "nuclear umbrella" -- if thic 

concept is acce:pterl_ :..n :principle 'Jy the Conmi ttee --, -v;re assumed, and we 

continue to assume, that the time has come to begin a businesslike :practical 

:phase in the work of the Committee. ~Te u;1derstand that this is also the 

desire of many othe::- deleg'3-tion8. To set about a busineoslike study of the 

practical problems of <1i~;arr•nPlent l:.e.,s beoc-:e a sort of watolni'Ort!. cf the :present 

session of the Committee. 

At the same time we hava notccl t 11at in the otatements made by the Unitsd 

States representative Mr. Foster, thE' F i tecl Kingdom renresentati ve Sir Pa1"l 

Ma,son, and the :::-e:presGntati ve of Ita,ly Mr. Cavalletti, the idea has been 

:propounded that -vre r:;hould instruct a wor1dng group to s-!iudy in detail, 

not only. the specific :.:problems deriving from the concept of a "nuclear 

umbrella", but in gene~al all :proposals ~elating to the :procedure and sequence 

of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, even though such 

proposals might be bassd on entirely different :principles. 

forward this idea in the following terms~ 

Mr. Foster pu·c 

"First, we agree to the es-!iablishment of a technical working 

group to deal with the problem of nuclear deli-:-ery vehicles. 

"Second, the ter:.1s of reference of the -vror-::cing group should 

be consistent with the ap:propria~e item of the agre€~ provedurb 

of work for general and_ complete disarmament. 

number 5 (b), j_ncJ~udes --

That item, 
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'Disarmament measures in regard to nuclear weapons 

delivery vehicles, including the prcblerns pertaining to 

the production of such vehicles, together with appropriate 

control measures ••• 1 

"Third, all proposals and considerations relevant to this agenda 

item should be open for discussion in such a working group." 

(IDfDC/PV.l90, p.48) 

The same idea, though in somewhat different terms, was also expressed by the 

representatives of other ~/estern Powers. 

What, then, is the position? On the one hand, the proposal is made that we 

refer for study in a 1vorking group the specific problems deriving from a clearly-

defined concept the "nuclear umbrella" concept --, which represents a compromise 

in relation to the original positions of the sides on the subject of the 

elimination of delivery vehicles. On the other hand, the idea is expressed that 

a working group should be entrusted with the study of all existing plans for the 

elimination of delivery vehicles, even if these plans are mutually exclusive. 

In the first case we have clear-out terms of reference for a working group, 

based on an agreement in principle regarding the "nuclear umbrella"; in the 

second case we have something vague, undetermined and not based on any agreement 

in principle. 

But is it not common knowledge, is it not confirmed by the whole experience 

of diplomacy, that in negotiations one can ~nly pass with any advantage from the 

stage of general debate to the stage of the practical and technical work of 

preparing decisions, when the parties have agreed in principle on the substance 

of the question which is the subject of the negotiations? 

Let us take as an example the history of the negotiations on the drafting of 

the United Nations Charter. Everyone knows that, at the beginning, the basic 

principles defining the aims and methods of operation of the United Nations were 

worked out and agreed upon at the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, and that on the basis 

of those decisions the San Francisco Conference was able in a relatively short 

time to complete the work of drafting a document of historic significance: 

the United Nations Charter. No one can doubt that, if it had not been for the 

Dumbarton Oaks Conference, the numerous committees of the San Francisco Conference 

would not have 3ucoeeded in their work. 
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And what about the negotiations on the banning of nuclear 1veapon tests? 

No matter h01v many efforts Here made by the participants in the three-Power 

Conference~ no matter hov1 much the experts tried, no matter ho\·J zealously the 

representatives of the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom 

worked in the Sub-Committee of our Committee, no progress was made until 

agreement had been reached on a common basis for the nebotidtions and the 

agreement. As soon as such a common basis emerged and agreement in principle 

was reached on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in 

outer space and under water, an appropriate draft treaty was 1·1orked out in less 

than two weeks during the talks which took place in Moscow. As a participant 

in those talks, I can say that not everythints went smoothly at first during the 

work of the representatives of the three Powers in Moscow: there were differences 

of opinion on some particular points; but those differences did not concern the 

basic principles; they concerned only details; and therefore could be quickly 

overcome. 

As another example, let us take the negotiations in 1958 on the problem of 

preventing surprise attack. Incidentally, Mr. Foster also took part in these. 

They were negotiations by experts -- and, moreover, very competent and qualified 

experts, who worked very hard and strove perseveringly to achieve practical 

results. But their efforts were of no avail; they failed to reach an agreement. 

Why did that happen? Because the sides at that meeting of experts were talking 

about completely different things. The experts of the socialist countries 

proposed the elaboration of a series of measures to p~event surprise attack in 

conjunction with specific steps in the field of disarmament which were necessary 

in order to make those measures effective. As for the experts of the Western 

Powers, they insisted on the elaboration of methods of control without disarmament 

and the collection of information on various types of armaments, including 

technical data on intercontinental missiles, submarines with missile installations, 

and other very modern types of armaments. Of course, such negotiations without 

any common basis could not produce anything useful. 

As is evident from the experience of negotiations over many years, a working 

group set up without an agreed basis -- let us say. in the shape of the "nuclear 

umbrella" concept -- would not only be a useless body but would also give rise to 

illusions. There would be the illusion'that a sort of qualitative leap had 
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occurred in the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee and that vJe had already 

reached the point of agreeing on the details of the elimination of nuclear weapon 

delivery vehicles, thoue:,h in fact nothing of the kind had happened. 

In order to move forward in the work of the Committee it is essential to 

establish a working group which w·ould operate on an agreed basis. If one 

remains on the ground of realism, one is bound to recognize that a serious basis 

of that kind is in fact provided by the ,proposal for a "nuclear umbrella", which, 

we repeat once more, is the expression of a compromise between the original 

positions of the sides in regard to the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles. 

Such is the situation in regard to the tasks and terms of reference of a 

working group, in which if the vi estern Powers have the necessary good will 

it would be possible to set about a businesslike and detailed study of the 

specific q_uestions relating to the implementation of the "nuclear umbrella" 

proposal. 

It now seems to me necessary to deal from yet another angle with the q_uestion 

of the basis of the activities of the working group and its tasks. The 

representatives of several delegations, both at the meetings of the Committee 

and outside the official meetings, have req_uested us to explain what we mean 

specifically when we say that the basis of the activities of the working group 

should be the concept of a "nuclear umbrella" and what specifically, in our 

opinion, the working group would have to deal with. Since our proposal for a 

"nuclear umbrella" was discussed in detail at the previous session of the 

Committee and is perfectly well known to everyone, our being asked such a 

q_uestion can be explained, apparently, by the fact that some representatives of 

the vfestern Powers have rather persistently tried to present the meaning and 

substance of the "nuclear umbrella" proposal in a different way from that in which 

we put it forward. 

Thus in Mr. Foster 1 s statement on 16 Ju..11e the idea is propounded that one 

can also regard as a "nuclear umbrella" the nuclear missiles that would remain 

at each of the stages of disarmament if the means of delivery were reduced on a 

percentage basis in accordance with the United States plan (ENDC/30). At the 

same time Mr. Foster tried to attribute to us a conception of the "nuclear 

umbrella" according to which, at the end of the first stage of disarmament, the 
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Soviet Union and the United States uould still keep from l to 3 per cent of 

their means of delivery (ENDC/PV.l90J pp. 47, 48). 

I w·ish to say quite d.efini tely tha. t there are no grounds for either of 

1-'!r. Foster's assertions. Actually the "nuclear umbrella" is a minimum c1uanti ty 

of missiles with nuclear warheads which should be sufficient to deter' any aggressor 

beforehand and would thus make it possible to eliminate all the remaining means 

of delivery in the earliest stage of disarmament. It is not by chance that some 

representatives call this a "minimum deterrent". It is precisely the minimum 

which should be suL'icient to ensure the security of States during the disarmament 

process but should in no case give either of the sides the material possibility 

of unleashing and waging a nuclear war of ag~ression. 

Can one regard as such a minimum the 70 per cent of delivery vehicles which, 

under the United States plan, are to be retained by States at the end of the first 

stage of disarmament, or the 35 per cent of delivery vehicles which they are to 

retain at the end of the second stage? Of course not; in no case. Let us 

take some figures in order to prove this still more clearly. 

In his statement of 28 January 1964 on the military programmes of the United 

States for 1965-69 and the military budget for 1965, the Secretary of Defense of 

the United States, Mr. McNamara, pointed out that in June 1964 the United States 

would have 600 "Minuteman I" intercontinental missiles and a year later, in June 

1965, their number would increase by one-third, that is to 800. Moreover, 

there would be in addition 150 modernized "Minuteman II" missiles. That means 

that, if we took the United States proposal for a percentage reduction in delivery 

vehicles as a basis for the solution of the disarmament problem, the United States 

would have at the end of the first stage about 560 "Minuteman I" missiles and 100 

"Minuteman II" missiles. In other words, it would then have more missiles of 

those types than it has now. What sort of minimum is that? How can that be 

called a "minimum deterrent"? It is not a minimum1 it is a maximum, and what a 

maximum! 

Even at the end of the second stage 9 the United States would still have over 

300 "Minuteman I" and "Minuteman II" missiles. And what about the "Polaris", 

"Atlas", "Titan", and whatever the others are called? They too would be retained 

by the United States, and in no small quantities either. Therefore it is even 

difficult to imagine when, strictly speaking, it would be possible to say, if the 

United States plan were followed, that the United States would retain only the 

"nuclear umbrella". 
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So much for the claim that the United States percentage reduction of 

d'2li v?Jr;r vehicles can be a3sirnilated to the concept of a "nuclear umbrella". 

No good, aG is obvious, uan come from such an assimilation suggested by the 

Unitf:d States delegat:i.or1, Although :Mr. ~"'oster said that "the United States plan 

contemplates a 'nuclear urn orella 1 11 (ElTDG/PV.l90 L..J?..:48), in reality that plan 

conte:nnple,tes something altogether different, r:;omething very far removed from the 

:CJ2.'iGci:ple o£ equal concli tions of secu..rj_ty on ';.rhich the proposal for a "nuclear 

umbrella" is based.. 

l'..s for Mr. :B'oster 1 s assE:::et:i.on that our proposal for a ':nuclear umbrella" 

p·ovides for the J:>stention ·within the scope of these forceR of from 1 to 3 per 

cent of the deli Ye::.x vehicles nuvr po3sessed by States, there is no foundation 

whs.tever for such ~:t' asse::..'tion. ln t'Q.e first place, what have pe:!:'centages to do 

with the matter ~t all? It is not ..-e vrho propose a perc en-~ age reduction; it is 

the Un~ted States. Secor;.dl;y, where did the United States delegation get these 

figures? \'Je have never mentioned thArr: anywhere; we have never said that vle 

propose the elimiJ:Jation of 97 to 99 per cent of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 

in thA first stage. A8 for the n~mbor of missiles that could be retained in the 

composition of the itnuclear nrr:brella"? that is just what the specialists jn a 

working group could de·cerrnine. 

}That, then, in our opinion, should the working g!'oup deal with, if the 

Committee reached agreement on the concept of a "nuclear umbrella" as the basis 

of the activities of the ~·rorking group? Vie think tt.at the working group could 

examine such specific questions as the num-ber, type and power of 1;he intercontinental, 

a:ati-·missile and anci-aircrc:,ft missiles to be retained by the So'riet Union and the 

United States until the end of the disarmament process; the manner of distritution 

of these missiles, "cho C'rim~ o:f:' thei:r desb:-uction at the enci of the third stage, 

and the method of control over thorn. 

I·Je have no doubt that suGcess in ag::-eo:..ag on these p:1rameters of the "nuclear 

umbrella" would pave the way for progress on the whole problem of eliminating 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. It would then be much easier to reach agreeme~1t 

on the order and method of elimination of all deli very vehicles except the missile£ 

to be included in the "nuclear umbrella". This, too, vrould necessitate work on 

various details: which could be carried out at thCJ ap1;ropria te stage of the 

negotiations. Agreement on all the practical q_uestions relating to the elimination 
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of delivery vehicles would certainly clear the way to the achievement of agreement 

also on other important sections of the programme of general and complete 

disarmament, 

Today we have an op.t,ortunity to begin our movement forward by approving in 

principle the concept of a "nuclear umbrella" and by proceeding to a detailed study 

of the relevant practical questions. r:L'he Soviet delegation suggests that we begin 

this movement. 

Those were the considerations which the Soviet delegation deemed it necessary 

to put forward at today's meeting, taking into account the discussions which have 

taken place at previous meetin6s on this subject, as well as the wishes expressed 

by several delegations in private talks with us7 those delegations wished to be 

acquainted in more detail with our poRition in regard to the establishment of a 

working group. 

Furthermore, I should like to make a few comments regarding the statements 

made today by the representative of Bulgaria and the representative of Nigeria. 

It seems to me that both these statements deserve to be given the most serious 

attention by the members of the Committee. 

The representative of Bulgaria, lflr. Lukanov, put forwaL'Q ..i.u his s~atement 

some very detailed arguments on the approach to be adopted to the problem of 

eliminating nuclear weapcn delivery vehicles, and submitted some comments based on 

facts and documents ret,arding the Soviet Union's proposal for a "nuclear umbrella" 

and regarding the attitude adopted by various delegations towards this proposal at 

different times during the discussion of this matter. I think that all the 

considerations put forward by the Bulgarian delegation deserve to be studied with 

thA most careful attention, because, it seems to me, they help us to understand 

the gist of the divergencies on the question of a "nuclear umbrella" and to choose 

the path that should be followed in order to solve the problem of eliminating 

nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. 

As for the statement made by Mr. Obi, the representative of Nigeria, I must 

say that it made a very posj_tive impression on me. I consider that a good many 

of the considerations put forward by Mr. Obi, particularly on the question of a 

"nuclear umbrella" and on the whole problem of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery 

vehicles, are also deserving of serious study. I think that some of the 

considerations put forward by the representative of Nigeria will, perhaps, help us 
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to find the way that would lead to the solution of the problem of the basis for 

the activities of a working group, and thus to the solution of the problem of the 

"nuclear umbrella" and of the concomitant problems of eliminating nuclear weapon 

deli very vehicles in general. .B,o~~, this reason I have noted with satisfaction 

the statement made by the representative of Nigeria~ and I think that an attentive 

study of his statement in the verbatim record vrould help us in our work within the 

Committee. 

Mr. FOSTER (United States of America)g I had not intended to speak 

today, but I should like to make one or t-vro comments. 

First, let me welcome back to our midst the representative of Ethiopia, 

Ambassador Imru, whom we are 7ery happy to see rejoining us in our labours. 

Second, I listened with interest to the statements made by Mr. Lukanov and Mr. Obi. 

Their comments will be studied by us, and we will refer to them at a later meeting. 

I listened with some regret to my colleague and co-Chairman, Mr. Zorin. 

It would appear, at least on first analyf.is, that he has returned to some of his 

unacceptable conditions for a working group. However, I believe it desirable for 

us to analyse with care the proposals and comments he has made, in the hope that 

we shall be able to move forviard in a direction closer to that suggested in our 

statement last week. I also listened with interest to his examples of items on 

which progress has been made in the past. I cannot agree completely that those 

examples are so different from what we have proposed as the basis for a working 

group. Mr. Zorin was kind enough to refer to our labours in 1958 at the 

Conference on prevention of surpl'ise attack. My own appraisal of the results of 

that Conference is that it was perhaps somewhat more constructive than Mr. Zorin 

indicated. 

Nevertheless, I believe that this is a very important area of our discussion. 

Certainly I am still hopeful that v;e may finc1_ a way to make progress in the 

discussion of the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles; and for that reason 

we will reserve our more detailed comments until vie have had an opportunity to 

study the proposals and suggestions made by our colleague this morning. 



ENDC/PV.l92 
28 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 

today held its l92nd plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 

under the Chairmanship of H.E. Mr. Karel Kurka, Vice-Minister for 

Foreign Affairs, representative of Czechoslovakia. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Bulgaria, Nigeria, 

-. .i.le Soviet Union and the United States. 

"The next meeting of the Conference 1'rill be held on Thursday, 

25 June 1964, at 10.30 a.m. 11 




