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The CH.~aRHi.1.N (Romania) (translation from French) : I declare open the one 

hundred and ninety-ninth plenary meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament. 

Before calling upon the first speaker on the list~ I should like to say that it 

is a great privilege for me to greet here~ on behalf of the Conference and of myself~ 

the Secretary-General of the United Nations> U Thant. I am sure that I echo the 

thoughts of all the members of the Committee in saying that we should have been 

particularly happy if we could have shown him, on his arrival, some concrete results 

of our efforts. Our task is certainly not an easy one, as we well know. But 

inspired~ like the Secretary-General of the United Nations, with the spirit of 

negotiatton conducted with patience and perseverance~ we cannot fail to achieve the 

desired results. 

Unfortunately the Secretary-General can only stay a short time with us, for he 

has a very heavy work progrru1~e. I should like to thank him on behalf of us all for 

being so good as to give us some of his time. 

The Secretary-General would like to say a few words to the Conference. I 

therefore call upon him to speak. 

The SECRET.ARY-GENERAL: I am grateful to you~ Mr. Chairman, for your very 

gracious words of welcome to me. It is a real pleasure for me to be present with 

you today, if only for a few minutes, to express my best wishes for your success. 

I haveJI of course.)' followed your work with close attention and with great interestJI 

as I vie-w· the achievement of disarmament and all that it means for international 

peace and security as the most important problem of our time. 

1Ylore real progress in achieving measures of disarmament has taken place during 

this past year than in all the years since the end of the Second World War. The 

partial test ban treaty> the establishment of the direct communications link between 

Noscow and Hashington, the ii..ssembly resolution to exclude nuclear and other mass

destruction weapons from outer space, the unilateral reductions of military budgets, 

and the mutual cut-backs iri production of fissionable material for military purposes, 

allbear witness to the intense efforts being exerted to bring about progress in the 

n~ny areas of disarmament. All Members of the United Nations -- indeed, all humanity 



ENDC/PV .199 
6 

(The Secretary-General) 

fervsntaly hope that you.r deliberations here trill result in further concrete 

agreements which will maintain the forward momenttJiil along the roa'l to general and 

complete disarm:..ment e.nd the achievement of just and perl11.anent international peace 

and s e cur i ty • 

The :Zighteen-r~a tion Cor.JI.:.ittee on Disarr,lament provides a most effective forum 

for :1armonizing the responsibilities of the nuclear PoHers and the great Power 

groUlJings with the interests of the small and the non-aligned countries. 

I was gratified to note that your two co-Chairmen have both stressed the 

_ speciflc instructions of their respective Governruents to I•lake every effort to reach 

agreer,1ent. l.,n aciditiona.l c.ncouragir:..g feature of the present session of the Conference 

has bGen the increasing signs of some flexibility in the positions of the major Powers 

as they search for avenues of agreement. The business-like atmosphere which has 

characterized your discussions and the persistence and patience with which you have 

pu.rsL'.8d your vTork a::-e additional reasons for believing that you will make further 

progress and thus continue the movement toHards a lr.:.sting detente. 

~IT. TSARAPKJIT (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translation from 

~~~~j_,~u)~ First of all I should like, on behalf of the Soviet delegation, to 

<~ ssocio.te eyself vrith the Harm words of Helcome expressed by you, Hr. Chairman, to 

the Secret.d.ry-Gone:ral of the United Nations, U Thant. He have all been happy to see 

the Sscre-tary-Geno:;:-al of the United Nations in ou.r midst. ~Je are aHare of the 

prcfound interest taken by U Thant in the disarmament negotiations. We have listened 

with great interest to his brief statement and agree vlith his appraisal of the efforts 

to L:J..ke progress i-n the field of disarmament. ~~e also share his hopes for further 

progress in this most important field of international relations. 

The Soviet Union's proposal for the elimination of all bomber aircraft, as set 

forth in the memorandum of the Soviet Government dated 28 January 1964 (ENDC/123), 

is vJell kno-wn to the rr.em'oers of the Committee. It has already been the subject of 

preliminary discussion at the previous session of the Co~~ittee. we now propose to 

continue this discussion and_, for our part_, we intend to give certain clarificatons 

and to spell out more precisely ou.r proposal for the elimination of bomber aircraft. 
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In putting forward its proposal for the elimination of bomber aircraft the Soviet 

Government starts from the position that such a measure would have great positive 

significance both from the point of vie~.r of reducing the arms race and from the point 

of view of generally improving the international situation. 

First, we should bear in mind that the destruction of bomber aircraft by States 

would be the beginning of actual or~ as it is called_, physical disarmament -- a 

tangible, ponderable beginning. Although bomber aircraft are an obsolescent type of 

weapon, nevertheless ·chey are still today a puwerful means of carrying on a war of 

aggression, which can be used to deliver nuclear ueapons to their targets in order 

to inflict massive blows in the territ0ries of other States. Bombers can also be 

used as powerful comentional weapons. The elimination of this type of \veapon at 

oLce as a separate measure woulct be a serious and real contribution aimed at 

ensuring the security of States. 

Secondly, it has to be recognized that the elimination of bombers would, by 

itself, limit to some extent the possibilities of ~~leashing a world war. The 

eLLm.ination of bomber aircraft would create in fact a situation vrhere anyone 

contemplating aggression vrould not risk 1mleashing a vrar with the use of only 

conventional ground and naval armaments. Large-scale military operations without 

bombers were impossible in the conditions of the Second 1tJorld War~ for all the 

mol'e reason they are impossible novr. It is obvious that a potential aggressor 

without bombers would be faced with the necessity of taking such an extreme decision 

as to use nuclear vreapons from the very beginning; and that decision would 

inevitably entail a devastating retaliatory nuclear b:.ovr at the aggressor himself. 

Thirdly, the elimination of bomber aircraft vrould also :~11le out one of the 

possibilities of the unleasl1lng of a vrorld 1v-ar as a result of accident. This 

possibility is connected vJith the fact that at the present time, as is vrell known, 

the United States permanently keeps in the air a large number of its bombers vrith 

atomic and hydrogen bombs on board. Of course, this should be ended at once, vrithout 

waiting until the question of the elimination of bomber aircraft is settled. But in 

any case, vrhen there are no bombers the possibility of carrying out such flights 

will vanish altogether, and thus the accidental and dangerous consequences which 

they might have will be eliminated. 
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Fourthly~ having sent all bombers to the scrap-heap~ States will be able to 

reduce substantially their military expenditures. Bomber aircraft are an extremely 

costly type of weapon. It is well known~ for instance~ that in the United States 

it is planned to spend in the current fiscal year ~;1~600 million on the modification 

of B-52 bombers alone_, and the same item of expendi+.ure is expected to be retained 

in the United States flilitary budget for next year too. Considerable expenditures 

on bomber aircraft are also borne-by all the other States which havH.this type of 

weapon. One of the aims of our pro::)sal is to suppress this item of ex-penditure. 

Fifthly:, the elimination of bomber aircraft would be a serious measure 

contributing to the relaxation of international tensionp to the strengthening of 

confidence betw·een States, and thereby to the consolidation of their security. The 

significance of this measure will be all the greater as the elimination will affect 

that type of weapon which is regarded by the theoreticians and strategists of so

called 11 local wars" as the basic striking force to be used against militarily weak 

States and against the national liberation movements of peoples. 

All these considerations~ it seems to us, explain why at the previous session 

of the Committee the Soviet Union's proposal for thB elimination of bomber aircraft 

aroused a great response and profound interest among the participants in the 

negotiations and met with support on the part of .many delegations. 

In expressing a positive attitude to the idea of eliminating bomber aircraft, 

some delegations asked us at the previoQs session of the Committee to explain in 

greater detail in wha.t way we consider it most appropriate to implement this measure~ 

whether all the bombers should be destroyed at once or gradually~ type by type; 

whether all States should simQltaneoQsly s :.art to eliminate bomber aircraft. These 

are legitimate and understandable questions; they require an answer, and we are 

prepared to answer them. 

As regards the order and sequence of the elimination of the various types of 

bombers, the Soviet Union keeps a flexible position on that question. We consider 

that it is important to arrive at an agreement in principle to eliminate all bomber 

aircraft within a definite short period. vlithin that period bombers could be 

eliminated in the sequence that vlill have to be agreed upon. On the instructions of 

the Soviet Government we are aQthorized to state at this stage of the negotiations 
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that~ if our lJrc))Osc..l fer the elir,iinHtion of c·.ll b~Flb~r aircraft 1Iithin a definite 

period is accepted in ~Jrinciple~ the Soviet Union is prepared to discuss and determine 

specifically the sequence of t.he elimination of bonbers by types within that period. 

In doing so 1ve are, of course, prepared to ponder on and consider any proposals 

on this score vrhich may be put forward by the participants in the negotiations. ~Je 

do not think that any insuperable difficulties are likely to arise in the negotiations 

in connexion with the qllestion of the sequence in vlhich the various types of bombers 

should be eliminated or lvith which types it vmuld be most sllitable to begin the 

elimination. \rlhich bombers will bo the first to go on the bonfire, which will follow 

them and so forth are IDa tters on -vrhich agreef:1ent can be reached. 

He are prepared to take the same flexible position in regard to vrhen and how 

other States are to be associated with the process of eliminating bomber aircraft. 

The Soviet Government has taken into account, in particular~ the considerations put 

forward by the delegation of India to the effect that militarily less powerful States 

need bombers as a basic means for their military defence and therefore they wot1.ld be 

unable to agree to the elimination of their bombers sinmltaneously lftith those of the 

militarily more po-vrerful States. ·we consider that within an agreed over-all period 

the States possessing the greatest military potential should be the first to start 

eliminating bomber aircraft, and only at a later stage the other States, whose 

national security interests, of course, must not be infringed. 

\!Je have also been asked abollt control over the elimination of bombers. ~Je shall 

ans-vrer this question. Of course, the elimination of bombers should be carried out 

under international control since it is a real disarmament measure. The Soviet 

Government is prepared to reach agreement on mutually-acceptable forms of such control. 

Those are our clarifications and.more precise details regarding the proposal for 

the elimination of bomber aircraft. We are convinced that if the other side has the 

same desire to reach agreement on this question as we havey it will be possible to do 

so; all the necessary pre-conditions for such an agreement have already been croated. 

It cannot be doubted that the peoples will regard an agreement on the elimination of 

bomber aircraft as a serious step in the field of disarmru~enty as a great 

contriblltion to the strengthening of universal peace. 
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It goes >vi thout saying thc,t? under ::~.n agrecr:iEl11t on th8 elimination of bomber 

aircraft, States will havc:, to renounce their plans for the further improvement of this 

type of weapon as well as tho further production of bombors. But this must be 

accepted; it is required by the interests of the str8ngthening of peace. 

We should like to express the hope that the proposals for the elimination of 

bomber aircraft vrill meet •vi th active support on tho part of the 11"hole Committee, and 

that the clarifications and more precise details ivhich we have just given concerning 

-~;his proposal will co:nt:dbute to the success of the negotiations, particularly as they 

prov}de a possibility of finding, within the framework of a general agreement on the 

elimination of bomber aircraft, concrete solutions which take into consideration the 

interests of all States. 

Lot us set to ivork here in the Committee in order to arrive at an agreement on 

the first measure of physical disarmament - an agreement on the elimination of all 

bomber .aircraft. The 2oviet delegation is prepared for such constructive work. 

In explaining our proposal for the e liJ1:;_na tion of bomber aircraft 9 we must also 

touch upon the United States p:roposal 9 about which the United States representative, 

;~tir. Timberlake 9 spoke last rrhu:rsday (ENDC/I)V.l97 9 pp. 5 et seq.)- the proposal for 

a verified freeze of strategic nuclPar offensive and defensive vehicles. If we have 

to touch upon this question, it is not because Mr. Timberlake in his statement told 

us anything nevr~ anything that twuld call for a new evaluation, on our part, of the 

proposal for a freeze of delivery vehicles. To be fran~", vre are bound to say that 

in Mr. Timberlake 1 s statement vre did not find_ anything which we did not know already 

from the message of President Lyndon 13. Johnson of the United States, dated 21 January 

1964 (E1-l-:oCjl20), and, of course, from those explanations of this message which wore 

given by the United States delegation at the previous session of tho Committee. 

It is understandable, therefore, that we have nothing to add to the critical 

comments on the United States proposal for a freeze vrhich we made at the previous 

session. (EJ\TIJC/PV.l75, pp.30 et seq.). Furthermore, the representative of 

Czechoslovakia, Mr. Pechota, has shown once again in his detailed statement 

(EN:DC/PV.l97, pp.ll et seq.) that the United States proposal for a Yerified freeze of 

strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, while it would not eliminate or even reduce the 

menace of a nuclear war, would at the same time lead to the establishment of control, 

not over disarmament, but over armaments, with all the resulting dangerous consequences 
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for the security of States. \~e flllly agrc;:;e with the considerations put forward by 

the representative of Czechoslovakia in his statement. 

Now 1ve should like to deal with the United States proposal in another connexion. 

VJe should like to dravr attention to the fact that~ if one compares the Soviet proposal 

for the elimination of bomber aircraft with the United States proposal for a freeze of 

strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 7 it is easy to see the unquestionable advantages 

of the Soviet proposal. 

In fact, Ghe eliminc,tion of bomoGrs is a real, physically-tangible disarmament 

measure. It would lead to a substantial rectuction of the military potential of 

States, and consequently would substantially lessen the danger of war. Such a 

measure would justify also the establishment of appropriate international control over 

its implementation, provided, of course, that such control would. not be a means of 

interfering in the internal affairs of States and an instrument of international 

espionage. At the same time, a freeze of strategic delivery vehicles would not be 

at all a disarmament measure but ·would be connected with extensive international 

control capable of uncovering the whole defensive system of peace~loving States; which 

could answer only to the interests of a potential aggressor. 

In conclusion, the Soviet delegation would like to dwell on yet another question. 

The Soviet delegation deems it necessary today to draw the attention of all the 

participants in the disarmament negotiations to a ques~ion which is particularly 

acute and urgent~ that is, the question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. 

It is increasingly urgent that effective measures should be adopted in this connexion, 

because it is precisely now, when an exchange of views is taking place on disarmament 

in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on measures to ease international tension, when the 

question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons is under discussion and we are 

seeking ways to an agreement on this question 1 that at the same time outside the 

Committee preparations are going on at an accelerated rate to set up a NATO multi

lateral nuclear force 9 within the framework of which the vJest German revenge....,seekers 

will gain access to vreapons of. mass destruction. Accordir~ to press reports, an 

experiment has recently begun with th8 first ship of the multilateral force, a 

destroyer called 11:Biddle 11 or 11 Ricketts 11
, the crew of which consists of sailors from 

seven NATO countries 1 including personnel from the West German navy. Thus we see 
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theft thE: ·first. stop is being t'1ken towards tho dissemination of nuclear weaponsi and 

this 0annot fa:i_l to arouse the most serious misgivings among those viho cherish peace.

On ll .July 1964 the Soviet' Government add.r""ssed Notes to the Govsrnments of the 

United States 2 the United Kingdom, It:1l:T 2 the NE:therlands, Turkey and Greece, as 1vell 

as to the Gover·nrnent of the Federal Republi~ of Germany, in which it once again showed 

the incompat~_bility of the plcns to c;stablish a NATO multilateral force 1vi th a 

solution to the problera of thE' non-dissemination of nuclear 1reapons. 

Government emphasized. thc:,t 

The Soviet 

"· •. if the Western Pcme:i.'S tal<::.c the. path of disseminating nuclear weapons 

and giving -\:he ;§u:nd.es'48h!' access to them? this will greatly increase the 

risk of a thermonuclc;<?.:r conflict in which many countries - including the 

major States of th8 Hest - might find themselves involved even against 

their 1vill. 11 

Tho Soviet Government, being sincerely intereE'ted in maintaining conditions of lasting 

peaceful QO-eXistenoe, vrhich is Vi tally ner 8SSary for all countries and peoples, 

hope8 tnat the Governwents of the Uni-ted States and other countries members of NATO, 

6onscious of the gre~t responsibility which rests upori them, will refrain from acts 

::_~'lGOmpa ti ble with the tasks of preserving and strengthening international peace. 

':lG have requestGd the Secretariat to circulate 'these Notss from the Soviet 

Government ns official Committee documents~}/ :1nd we hope that all delegations.will 

carG:t'ully study these important docurr,ents. 

At the meeting of 2 July the'Soviet delegation appealed to our Western colleagues 

tcJ make a choice ar.d? by putting nn end to thf; vcry dangerous plan to establish a 

multilateral nuclear force, to take i.ndeed the path of a positive solution to the 

quos-cion of tho non-dissemination of nuclear vTeapons (ENDC/PV .195, pp.40,42). So far 

no :J,nswer to this r.tppeal has been received from the Western Powers. 

At -che same meeting 011 2 July the Soviet delegation asked the delegations of the 

Ur1iled States and other Hestern Powers (ibid. p.40) iihether they were prepared to 

r_egotj_ate such an agrE,ement on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons as would close 

ovc;ry loop-hole through which ar-cess ·to these wec.pons rould be obtained by those who 

do not now possess t:!:lem rut are striving at all costs to gain direct, or at first at 

le0st indire0t, access to them by establishing their own national control over nuclear 

.~/ Circulated as document EJ:.JJ:JC/137. 
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weapons or by participating, within military alliances, in the possession, disposition 

and cont:col of nuclear ·weapons. So far there' has been no answer from the Western 

Powers to this question ei thor since it 1ms put by the Soviet side. 

But time is running out. As the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 

Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, said when speaking on 30 June in the Norwegian capital, 

Oslog 

"Each day lost without benefit to the cause of peace is a voluntary or 

involuntary concession to the modern Moloch of war, I'Jhich is ready to 

accept as a sacrifice many millions of human lives." 

The co-Chairmen have agreed that the Committee meeting of 23 July shall be 

specially devoted to the question of the non-disseminati~n of nuclear weapons. In 

view of the particular acuteness and urgency of this problem, the Soviet delegation 

expects that at that meeting the delegations of the Western Powers will give answers 

to the questions which have been put to then. Much will depend upon those answers. 

Those answers should show what direction the future development of events will take -

whether it will be possible to begin businesslike negotiations on the preparation of a 

treaty on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, or whether the States members of 

NATO will make such negotiatiqns useless and impossible. 

Mr. TIMBERLAKE (United States of America)g First I wish to express my 

appreciation of the honour done this Conference by the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations in his attendance here today, and also for the warm words of encouragement 

which he gave to us. 

Discussions at recent Tuesday meetings of this Comr:1ittee have highlighted anew 

the dangers of the nuclear arms race and the urgent necessity of doing something about 

it. Those discussions have also, I believe, highlighted the complexity of the 

problems involved. The reduction and elimination of existing arsenals of nuclear 

delivery vehicles, in a manner which will. ensure military balance and "\he security of 

States throughout the disarmament process, cannot be accomplished easily or overnight. 



ENDC/PV.l99 
14 

(Mr. Timberlake 2 United States) 

The difficulties of the problem we face should not blind us to its urgency. Nor 

should we despair of finding a permanent and effective solution; it must and >vill be

achieved. But while we search for an effective over-all solution we should at the 

same time look for all possible steps we can take in the meantime to limit or reduce 

the dangers we face. Such steps should not be rejected merely because they do not 

solve all problems. In fact) the larger the attempted scale of those steps, the less 

may be their prospects of success. They should be accepted if they reduce, by what-

ever 13-rge or sm:a.ll degree, thc-; threat of nuclear war, alw·ays provided that they are in 

~onsonance -vri th the principles of diarr;Jament upon which we are all agreed. 

Those are some of the considerations which have led my Government to propose a 

series of collateral approaches to the problem of nuclear armaments. As Mr. Foster 

pointed out on 18 June (ENDC/PV.l9l, pp. 6~ 7), these approaches have been of two 

kinds: first, those which deal with the carriers of nuclear weapons; and, second, 

those which deal i·Ti th the stockpiles of nuclear explosives themselves. All these 

proposals have been advanced in the conviction that they offer practical, serious, 

worth-while and adequately-safeguarded means of bringing the world furthgr back from 

tho brink of nuclear holocaust. 

Today I wish to deal with a United States proposal which would bring about the 

actual reduction in numbers of nuclear delivery vehicles. My Government proposes the 

physical destruction by the United States and the Soviet Union of an equal number of 

B-47 and TU-16 bomber aircraft. He are prepared to carry out this destruction at the 

rate of twenty flyable aircraft per raonth on each side. We are further prepared to 

con.tin"lle destruction of these bonber aircraft at this rate for ·'1 period of two years. 

We are also prepared to increase the .total number of bomber aircraft to be destroyed 

by adding to the monthly quota an additional agreed number to be taken from bombers 

stored and presEJrved for emergency mobilization. 

would be simplicity itself. 

The verification of this measure 

There are "fthose who argue -- and my Soviet colleague is one of them 1ihat the 

physical destruction of these aircraft makes uo real difference, because QY Government 

plans to phase out the B-47. The United States does have plans to phase out such 

aircraft from its active forces, although not as fast as our proposal envisages. I 

expect that the Soviet Union has similar plans for its TU-16s. But -- and this is 

important -- the phasing-out of bomber aircraft does not necessarily mean destruction. 
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Bomber aircraft in storage can fly again9 bomber aircraft in storage can be trans-

ferred to another Power1 

carrying nuclear weapons. 

bomber aircraft in storage also retain the capability of 

We are not proposing thE.: physical destruction of a toy gun9 we are proposing the 

physical destruction of an equal number of formidable weapons of war. F.or example, 

the B-47 is a six-engine jet bomber with a range of over 4,000 nautical miles without 

refuelling. It can carry a multi-megaton bomb load. As we have stated previously, 

the explosive yield from the bomb load of one B-47 is greater than that from all bombs 

dropped by all bombers in the Second World War. 

capabilities. 

The TU-16 has roughly comparable 

My Soviet colleague need only say the word and our two Governments can begin the 

process of negotiation for the destruction of equal numbers of these aircraft. If the 

Soviet Union wishes to negotiate in terms of lesser numbers, we are prepared to 

consider any lesser numbers selected by them. If the Soviet Union is not' prepared 
I 

to undertake destruction of any TU-16 aircraft at this time, perhaps it might suggest 

other types of aircraft or other armaments -- with which it would prefer to begin. 

The United Sta~es, in urging this measure, has kept in mind the matter of military 

balance. This proposal is squarely in line with the Joint Statement of Agreed 

Principles (ENDC/5). 'I'he over-all force structures of both sides would be maintained 

after these bomber aircraft are destroyed; but they would be maintained at the 

reduced levels. No military advantage would accrue to either side and security 

would continue to be ensured equally for all. 

In proposing such physical destruction, the United States also has in mind the 

matter of non-proliferation. Once destroyed, these aircraft could not contribute 

to arms races in the hands of other countries. Moreover, possession of such vehicles 

by ·other countries could increase concomitant pressures for development of a nuclear 

capability. Our measure would therefore make an important contribution towards 

stopping the spread of such capability. 

There axe those -- and again my Soviet colleague is one of them -- who believe 

that physical destruction of equal numbers of B-47s and TU-l6s is too small a step. I 

would disagree with that. Considering the formidability of the delivery vehicles under 

discussion, and the fact that agreement on this issue would represent the first -- I 

repeat, the first -- agreement by this Conference on physical destruction, I see this 

measure as an important one in tho disarmament process. 

begins with a single step. 

A journey of a thousand miles 
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' The adoption of our proposal -vrould place into operation the vsry simplest of 

verification procedures, would provide needed Gxpcrience in the process of physical 

destruction, and would call to the attention of the world th8 serious intention of 

this Conference to make real progress. I put it to the Committee~ would it not 

be an historic moment if this Conference could inform the peoples of the world that 

vre had agreed to eliminate substantial numbers of bomber aircraft cap·able of carrying 

over a thousand times the explosive power of all bombs dropped by bombers during the 

Second World War? 

Should this Conference endorse that measure, what are some of the essential 

elements in carrying it out? 

First 9 as indicated previously, the United States and the Soviet Union would 

agree to destroy an equal and agreed number of TU-16 and B-47 jet bombers over a two

year period. 

Second 9 destruction of the B-47s and TU-l6s would take place in the United States 

and the Soviet Union respectively. 

for such purposes, 

One airfield in each country would be designated 

• Third, the agreed number of bomber aircraft would be flown by each party and 

landed at its designated airfield on the first day of each month. 

Fourth, destruction would be carried out under the supervision and direction of 

the host country by its personnel and at its expense. 

Fifth, destruction would be comprehensive enough to ensure that each bomber 

aircraft could no longer be restored to flyable condition and its engines no longer 

used for propulsion. 

Sixth, the host country could, prior to destruction, remove from its bombers any 

equipment, instruments and the like which in its discretion it would wish to retain. 

Seventh, such destruction would be verified by adversary inspection -- you 

inspect me and I inspect you -- a process whiyh is elementary, uncomplicated and non-

intrusive. That is a point I hope my Soviet colleague will not overlook. 

Eighth, we think it would be desirable for observers designated by the non

aligned numbers of this Committee, and b~r the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 

to participate in the verification process. 
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The verification process we envisage 7 o,s I have alreo,dy emphasized~ is an 

extremely simple one, sufficient solely to ensurs th3-t the agreed destruction is 

actually carried out. We would propose the designation of perhaps six persons each 

by the United St~tes and the Soviet Union; and those persons w·ould verify the 

destruction of bomber aircraft at the designated 3-irfiold of the other party. 

Official personnel would be designated by the host countr;y to accompany inspectors 

during the performance of their duties. 

Inspectors would have the right to keep designated bombers under visual observa

tion, witness their destruction, and make records of the destruction for their own 

governments. 

Inspectors would not have the right to examine 3-ny bomber before it had been 

destroyed or any equipment, instruments or the like reraoved if desired by the host 

country. 

Inspectors would enjoy the same privileges and immunities accorded by the host 

country to diplomatic envoys. 

What would be the responsibilities of tho host Government to facilitate the 

verification process ? They would be as follows~ 

To co~operate promptly with both inspectors and observers at its designated 

airfield, refraining from interference 1vi th the verification operations and giving 

assistance and support as may be required~ 

To keep inspectors and observers informed in advance of the precise time and 

place of landing of bombers and their dostruction5 

To provide prompt transportation and suitable living quarters and other amenities 

for inspectors and observers, including supplies or support to carry out their 

functions; 

To permit and assist diplomatic officials of the designating country to visit 

and communicate freely with inspectors at the airfield of the host country. 

The Soviet Union has proposed the destruction of all bombors 1 beginning with 

those of the major Powers. Other suggestions have been made for destruction on a 

more ambitious scale than the United States proposal envisages. 

The United States recognizes that bombor aircraft, as well as all other nuclear 

delivery vehicles, should be eliminated as the disarmament process proceeds. Our 

outline of a treaty on general and complete disarman1t:mt (ENDC/30 and Corr.l and 

Add.l,2,3) makes that quite clear. But any proposal for the elimination of bombers, 
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even on a phased or limited basis, in isolation from other armaments presents serious 

problems. 

In the first place, the manned bomber is an inportant element in the United 

States deterrent forces and will c:-emain so for the foreseeable future. It is true 

that the availability of missiles may make possible the reduction of strategic bombers 

more rapidly than other armaments while still maintaining military balance. But, 

while our proposal to destroy B-47s and TU-16s is balanced, the destruction of all 

bombers would eliminate completely many important elements in our military strength 

without imposing comparable reductions in the power of other States. Thus the 

intercontinental and submarine-launched missiles in the Western strategic force are 

supplemented primarily by heavy aircraft, of which the United States inventory is 

larger than that of the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the corresponding missiles 

in the Soviet strategic force are supplemented in large measure by hundreds of medium

ranee and intermediate-range missiles, weapons in which the Soviet Union has 

superiority. The unbalancing effect which would result from the elimination of 

bombers alone is apparent. 

In the second place, although such aircraft are nuclear delivery'vehicles 6f 

enormous destructive capacity-- as I have already indicated for the B-47 --, they 

retain an important role in any non-nuclear conflict, since destructive loads can be 

either conventional or nuclear. Thus the elimination of all aircraft capable of 

delivering nuclear weapons would have a serious destabilizing effect on the world 

military environment unless i.t took place in the context of a balanced and safeguarded 

reduction of all armaments and forces by all nations. 

Furthermore, we believe that, while it is reasonable to destroy aircraft such as 

the TU-16 and B-47 along the lines we have suggested, without production limitations, 

chis approach should not be applied to entire types of armaments constituting a vital 

part of a nation's military capability. It would be um'l"ise and unrealistic to attempt 

to eliminate large numbers of additional strategic delivery vehicles without the 

imposition of agreed production limitations. 

I have presented to the Committee a proposal which, if implemented, would make a 

significant beginning in turning down'the arms race. It is simple to execute and 

simple to verify. Its execution would not only symbolize our determination to begin 

~he disarmament process; it would also provide valuable experience which could pave 

the way for further measures of disarmament in the future. Its completion would 
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forever eliminate a significant number of vehicles of destruction from the arsenals of 

States. Thus we have a great deal to gain, and nothing to lose, by undertaking the 

destruction of B-47 and TU-16 bombers. I urge that we begin now. 

lh th regard to the comments of the representative of the Soviet Union on the 

multilateral force 9 I shall reserve tho right to r:1ake a reply at a future time. For 

the moment I shall restate the position which vie have already set forth and which, I 

believe, is familiar to most if not all delegations. 

The multilateral force is being devised to provide a responsibly-controlled 

deterrent in the face of a Soviet nuclear threat 1vhich includes hundreds of medium 

and intermediate range ballistic missiles armed with nuclear 1mrheads and aimed at 

the densely-populated cities and industrial areas of Western Europe. The multi

lateral force will contribute to meeting this threat in a way which avoids the 

creation of new na~ional centres of control over nuclear weapons. As we have made 

clear many times, it is fully consistent with the United States policy against the 

proliferation of independent national nuclear forces. 

Mr. LACHS (Poland)~ This warning the United Nations Secretary-G~neral 

honoured us by his presence and reminded us of the important t.asks which confront 

this Committee. He thus demonstrated once more his great interest in the work we 

are doing. On this occasion it may be worth vlhile recalling the words he addressed 

to the United Nations General Assembly on the day it adopted the wellknown resolution 

on excluding nuclear weapons from outer space (A/RES/l884(XVIII); ElT.DC/117). He then 

called upon the United Nations -

"··· to persevere with renewed determination in making progress towards the 

solution of the central problem of our time: that is, the achievement of 

general and complete disarmament." (A/PV.l244 2 provisional 1 p.47) 

The present situCLtion emphasizE::s the urgent need to takEJ concrete measures in 

this respect. That was recalled at our last meeting by Mr. Hassan, when he addressed 

this Committee on the subjEJct of nuclear weapons. 

memory by quoting what he said: 

Perhaps I may refresh your 



ENilC/PV.l99 
20 

(Mr. Lachs 2 Poland) 

It world public opinion is in favour of tho physical elimination~ once 

and for all, of these destructive weapons; ~nd that is one of the reasons 

wlzy world public opinion supports the idea of general and complete disarma

ment, which is becoming increasingly imperative as man becomes more 

developed on the moral plane and more advanced technically and as .his 

weapons become more frightful." (E1TDC/PV.l98 2 p.l4) 

lie spoke of the urgent need to eliminate nuclear 1-rear)Qns and their means of delivery 

on a basis of priority. 1fe fully subscribe to that view. Of course, we know that 

there are some vlho refuse to follow that path and who preach the wisdom of armaments 

and of the arms race, thus really making wisdom border on folly. 

It has been said by one of the great scientists of our day that the glowing 

ember of uranium permitted mankind to light the nuclear fire. One might add to those 

words that mankind must beware lost it be burnt in this very fire. We face this 

danger in many aspects and in many fields. One of them is the danger of the 

proliferation, or dissemination, of nuclei:ir wea.pun8. We discussed the issue the 

other day in connexion with what is called the multilateral nuclear force now under 

preparat~n within the NATO alliance (ENilC/PV.l95). This proliferation and 

dissemination of nuclear weapons may proceed at an ever-increasing rate 9 and 

disarmament 1-rill thus become more and more difficult. 

Let me again stress the importance which my Government attaches to the necessity 

for taking adequate measures to ensure that these weapons are not placed within the 

reach of the Federal Republic of Germany. Our anxiety can be well understood if one 

considers our experiences, both past and recent. It suffices to look at the calendar 

of the last few years. The doors of the armoury of the Federal Republic of Germany 

have been repeatedly reopened, and more and more new weapons have been brought into 

it. In the spring of 1958, in the autumn of 1958 9 a year later in October 1959, 

then in May 1961, and even after the concluding of the Moscow test ban Treaty 

(ENDC/100/Rev.l) 9 and after other decisions ·which undoubtedly contributed to the 

lessening of tension -- when one would have believed that the way had been paved for 

further disarmament measures again new types of weapons to increase its military 

potential were received. It seems like a paradox~ reminiscent of the sad experiences 

of the years between the -wars. Therefore the issue calls -- and we stress this again 

for an urgent solution. MY Government has on many occasions reiterated the warn-

ing of the consequences should Western Germany get access to nuclear weapons. I 

reyeat it today. 
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Another aspect of the problem we face is that -vrhich is on today' s agenda. It 

is important -very important -and as such it occupies a due place in the catalogue 

of partial disarmament measures. 

all the seriousness it deserves. 

Therefore it is' essential that we approach it with 

The problem of tho elimination of means of delivery 

of nuclear weapons occupies a major place in our negotiations. It constitutes one of 

the most important issues within general and complete disarmament; but concurrently 

it is also what we call a collateral measure. Its importance lies in the function 

which means of delivery perform in the military machinery of today. 

Of course, all means of delivery are not of equal importance. :Bombers are no 

longer the only carriers of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, they still occupy an 

important place in the family of weapon carriers. Their wide range of operations, 

speed, precision of targeting, possibilities of repeated use and other factors mean 

that they constitute an important part of military operations and will continue to 

play such a part. 

Thus, as I indicated earlier, the elimination of bomber aircraft is an important 

item on the agenda of the disarmament.negotiations. Proposals to this effect have, 

as we know, been made by the Soviet Union (ENilC/123) and the United States. The 

delegations of the United Arab Republic (ENilC/PV.l82, pp.l0-12), Nigeria (ENilC/PV.l76, 

p.l7) and India have put forward a number of interesting suggestions in this respect. 

We think that these proposals offer a possibility of achieving progress in an area in 

which basic differences of position have so far impeded agreement. We are convinced 

that the elimination of even one means of weapon delivery would in itself offer great 

possibilities. 

disarmament. 

It would allow us to take one more important step forward towards 

• 
There is another essential reason WhY the Polish delegation supports this idea. 

It is a step which may not only arrest the present arms race but also turn the wheel 

backward and thus allow history to move forward. 

Apart from the issue of non-dissemination, interesi:sof general secul,'ity require 

thc:·,t measures calling for the physical destruction of dangerous weapon carriers should 

receive prio~ity in our considerations. 

The proposals for. the elimination of bomber aircraft which have been submitted 

should be assessed in tho light of all those requirements. 
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But, ~vhile discussing this issue, I submit to the Committee that we must bear in 

mind that the idea of eliminating- all bomber aircraft is in itself a very limited objective,, 

in view of the fact ·Lhat it leaves untouched not only other mePns of deli very but o,lsa ot~w;:-

Any fc;_rther restriction or limitation -- for instance, to a 

single type of airc:::-af·0. --- would imply t~1at the arms race could continue, not only in the 

sphere of other means of deJ.i•rery of m:c~ea:l:' weapons, b11t 2-lso in the very same cphe~~e aD.d 

e·ren with rega:r-d to other ·(;y-pes of bomoe:::-s. What will be destroyed can be easily con:pcr:-· 

sated for by a buil•--up of more modern aircraft, rno:::-e modern bo::1bers. 

we car..n')t but feel tha:~ su:;h a J.imited proposa.l as the one presented by the United S+,a/ e;; 

dele::;a·[,ion with regard to B-47 and 'rU-16 aircraft could produce but very li tt::.e practical 

effect, if any, when one cons:!.ders that what are involved are bombers which a:re me:.tnt t:l br; 

vvi thdrmm -- Mr. Timberlake confirmed that this morning -- and which could and will ba 

replaced by more modern carriers. 

That is the qualitative aspect of the problem. But there is also another aspect, 

that of quantity. A ~inimum destruction has been suggested to us by the representatiwe of 

the U~ited States, wl1ose st2"tement this mo:ming preceded mine. He mentioned the figure 

of twenty aircraft a month on sach side. If we look at the situation realistically, wha0 

vrould be the renul t of the (lcstr,~r..:.tion of twenty bombers per month? If one may rely on 

c~rtain published de:'uu,, this would amo\.lllt to less than 10 per cent of the mrmthly out~;u.:t c:f' 

airr.raft by the Uni·~ed States. Even a certain increa::oe over that number of twenty vrould. 

no~ seriously alter the situation. 

Hr. Ti:nberla~ce spori.e of a journey of a thousand miles beginning with a single 

step. But how long will it take'? And what about ~.he dangers on the way, dan.gers which 

:::-e~ain the same or increase? A slow-moving travelle::r: may never reach his des~.:;inatio'l, 

Yie know of ma:p.y traveilnrs who have never reached much less remote destinations, 

I think that it is of the essence to nove with more speed and more resolution. 

'l'l1erefore 

In the light cf tb.ose considerations, we feel that much more substantial 2nd esse:><tial 

steps are necessary in this ~ield. First, it is advisable and possible to proceed to +.he 

elimination of all types of bomber aircraft without effecting the security and defence of 

Stctes. SeconQ, by Qoing that we would not limit ourselves to the elimination of obsolete 

bombers but wouJ d also include w.odern aircraft of that type, Third, we believe tl~a-;, th8 
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process should be carried out without undue delay. Indeed~ this approach offers many 

advantages, immediate and long-range. The danger of an outbreak of nuclear vlar would 

be considerably reduced. Accidents and similar reasons for conflict would be 

dliuinished. Finally$ it would facilitate the procedure with regard to further 

measures in this field. It vlOuld thus create a better perspective for the solution 

of the all-embracing problem of general and com:plete disarmament. 

On 21 January the leader of the United Kingdom delegation, l"ll'. Thoms, stated., 

"Let us also consider whether we could not make at any rate some 

start with the physical destruction of weapons. This would be a real 

demonstration of our determination to turn the rising graph of armaments 

downwards 11 • (ENDC/PV .157, p. 23) 

The destruction of bomber aircraft would fall in that category. It is a proposal to 

which v.'e should devote our attention. It is a proposal worthy of being pursued 

urgently. 

The Committee will recall that on 18 June we were assured by ~tt. Zorin that the 

Soviet Union intended to adopt a flexible position on this problem (ENDC/PV.l91, p.l4). 

This morning Hr. Tsarapkin has offered some more details on the subject and has 

confirmed Fir. Zorin 1 s statement. It is therefore our considered view that these 

expositions not only show flexioility but also offer a good basis for embarking on 

concrete negotiations. Time is pressing. vie should really proceed vlith the 

elaboration of concrete disarmament measures~ for, as I indicated earlier, the arms 

race is continuing, and the longer it continues the more difficult it will become to 

put an end to it. 

vle have stated repeatedly that the atmosphere has improved 5 but, in order to 

establish sound foundations for international peace and SE:Jcurity, not only must vle 

continue with our efforts, but our labours must bear fruit. Further and more 

important steps are and will remain necessary. There are some inEurope to whom the 

word 11detente 11 seems to have a strange meaning; they would like to follow.a 

different path. In refusing to adapt their line of action to the needs and realities 

of our times, they preach what I would call metaphysics in politics. There are those 
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who think that our efforts are futile5 but He in Poland continue to hold that 

reason and foresight demand a constructive approach. Our mandate derives from a 

real and proper evaluation of the situation which exists today. ·Je are under an 

obligation to carry it out. 

Hy delegation is firmly convinced that the item on our agenda for today is one 

which opens up possibilities for an important and speedy agreement? but in order to 

achieve this objective real and genuine negotiations are necessary. what does the 

word 11negotiation 11 mean? It means yielding to convincing arguments; it means 

accepting reasonable proposals? it means appreciating the justifiable preoccupations 

and substantiated claims of the other side. l{e firmly hope that -- •..rithin this 

meaning of the word -- the Hestern Powers will show readiness to enter into 

negotiations. 

~tr. BURNS (Canada)' First of all, the Canadian delegation would like, in 

comn1on with others who have spoken before it, to have its thanks conveyed to the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations for joining us here today and for the very 

encouraging words he addressed to us. The support of the United Nations and its 

Secretariat is indeed essential if we are to make progress in our task. 

I should like to say also that I found the last sentences spoken by the 

representative of Poland to be very important~ to the effect that what we have heard 

today from the representatives of the Soviet Union and the United States Hould 

encourage us to believe that the way is open for serious negotiations on a 

disarmament measure which could have a very great effect, and indeed which could 

prove to be a break-through as regards many of the difficulties which have blocked 

progress in other directions. 

I should now like to mention rather briefly a few of the considerations which 

occurred to me when listening to the statement by the representative of the Soviet 

Union. It was a very important statement~ and the Canadian delegation will of course 

be studying it carefully, so that we may have more observations at a later time. 

The Soviet proposal is that agreement in principle -- again we have those words 
11 in principle" which have given us difficulty in the past -- should be reached for 

the destruction within a determined period of all bombers. We have heard the 
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viewpoint of the United States in reesard to this question of vlhether we should make 

such a decision at this point in the negotiations -- before real negotiations such 

as the representative of Poland ha.s suggested can begin. It would be difficult to 

decide in principle at this time that all bombers must be eliminated within some 

fixed period. 

In this connexion, I should like to suggest to our colleagues of the Soviet 

Union -- with respect, and not Hith any desire to be contentious -- that in 

approaching this proposal for the destruction of bomber aircraft they are perhaps 

doing the same thing as -was done in regard to the proposal for the elimination of 

nuclear waapon vehicles. All of us who have taken part in the negotiations here 

over a long period -- or at any rate since as far back as 1960 -- will recall that 

originally the proposal to control and to eliminate the power to wage nuclear Har 

by first eliminating nuclear weapon vehicles was made by the then French representative, 

~IT. Jules Moch, at the preceding General Assembly in 1959 (A/C.l/SR.lOJO, para.l8). 

At that time the proposal of the Soviet Union (A/4219) stood at eliminating nuclear 

weapon vehicles -- at any rate, intercontinental rockets in the last stage of 

disarmament. But on 7 June 1960.; if I remember the date correctly, a new proposal 

was put forward ( TNCD/6/Rev.l ), which was the Hell-known one that all means of 

delivery of nuclear weapons should be destroyed in the first stage. This, as we 

know, has proved unnegotiable up to the present time and is likely to remain so. 

This fact has been recognized by the Soviet Union itself in the successive 

amendments it has made to its position in the so-called Gromyko proposals put 

forward at the General Assembly sessions of 1962 (A/PV.ll27, paras. 75-77) and 1963 

(ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add.l). As we know, the trouble is that it has not gone far enough 

back on the road towards the original French proposal to make the elimination of 

nucle~ weapon vehicles -- which is the crucial problem of disarmament -- a negotiable 

issue on which we can have a working group. 

Another point ivhich was made by the representative of the Soviet Union -- and 

I should like to say in paronthesis here that we agree very much with many of the 

things he said in his statement -- -was that, besides destroying bombers, the parties 

must renounce plans for further development or production of borrillers·. This would 

seem to the Canadian delegation to be a very obviously necessary provision if the 

destruction of bombers is to be a real measure of disarmament. We 1.mnder whether 
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the Soviet Union has in mind a measu.re of control over tb.e establishments which might 

prodQce bombers -- such a measQre of control as is mentioned in articles 5 to 8 of 

its draft treaty on disarmament (ENDC/2/Rev.l). For the convenience of the Committse, 

I WoQld point out that the Soviet draft states that undertakings and workshops 

engaged in the production of rockets and military aircraft capable of delivering 

nuclear weapons shall be dismantled or converted to peacefL1l uses, and that 

inspectors of the international disarmament organization shall verify the 

implementation of these measures. 

If there are to be no more bombers built, is there to be any sQch measu.re of 

control? Does the Soviet Union have this in mind? If that is so, it seems to ~~J 

that the Soviet Union would be adopting the principle of a freeze of prodQction, 

together with the principle of bomber destrQction, and this i.s necessary. In the 

view of the Canadian delegation, to destroy bombers and replace them by other• 

bombers -- or by missiles -- would not advance us very much to-vrards 'disarma:nent; it 

woQld not advance us at all. \Ie have heard that argument from others who have spoken 

today. Therefore the Canadian delegation would like to suggest that the measQre for 

bomber destruction and the measu.re suggested by the United Stc.tes for the freeze are 

really twin measu.res and must be considered together if we are really going to move 

forward. 

This introduces complications; and it can be seen that the complications woQld 

be greatly increased the more one extended the scope of what is to be destroyed. I do 

not wish to expand on that at the present time, but I think the point will be grasp ··1 

by all of us here. Therefore I should like to suggest that we are more likely to 

arrive at an agreement on this matter -- on which we all hope for agreement -- t~ough 

a measu.re to some degree limited, which would have to be negotiated primarily between 

the two greatest Powers. 

I should also like to comment on one or two of the points made by the 

representative of Czechoslovakia in his statement at ol1.2:' :11:::: :/:i::t; cf 9 JLlly, when he 

criticized the United States proposal for a freeze. His first criticism is that the 

proposal arose from the desire of the United States to obtain a unilateral advantage 

(ENDC/PV.l97, p.l2). It seams to me that that criticism is s~swered very well by 

what the representative of Italy, ~IT. Cavalletti, said at the eame meeting, as 

follows~ 
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"The Soviet leaciers in their statements have not only never shown any 

concern about the existins situation, but ha,ve also frequc:-ntly ·asserted 

that the Soviet Union is ca1mble of repelline:s any nuclear attack and 

retaliating in kind. Such is the pres~nt situation according to the 

Soviet leaders. There is therefore no reason to suppnse that, if a 

freeze of strategic vehicles were now decided on 5 the existing balance 

would be upset to the detriment of the SoviAt Union. 

situation, if we are to believe the statements of the Soviet leaders, 

aff()·rds complete and absolute safeguc.:.rds for the security of the Soviet 

Uni()n and its allies." (EliDC/PV.l97, p.lO) 

Another criticism made by thP repr"lS~'mtative of Czechoslovakia was that 
11 no control measure can bA adr:>pted without a corresponding- disarmament measure." 

(ibid. ' p .13). He then 1\'Pnt on to PXl)lain that the freeze would not be a 

disarmament measure. If I may, I should like to remind him that the :plan put 

forvrard by Poland fC'r a freeze in a certain area of Europe -- generally knovm 

as the Gomulka plan for a nuclear freeze (E1IDC/PV.l89, pp.6-8) -· is not a 

disarmament proposal, and yet there is control involved in it. That plan ls, 

if I understand correctly, suprJnrted not only by Czechoslovakia but also by the 

Soviet Union and other parties to the Warsaw Pact. Therefore it would appear 

that the principle that there can b8 no control measure without a corresponding 

disarmament measure is not always adhered to. Those are the points that I 

wished to make on the statements WA havP heard. tl'Lis morning. 

There is one final obsPrvation I should. like to make. The representative 

of the SoviP.t Union called att"lntion to the challengA his GovPrnment had 

offered to the members nf }JATO that are j:>epresented here to state their 

position on a non-diss"lmination agreer.ient. As he reminded us, we shall be 

l1aving a meeting devoted. to the subject 0f non-dissemination on 23 July, and 

he said that he would like to have definite answers at that timA. The Canadian 

delegation hopes that we· shall be able to :put forvrard. an answer at that meeting. 

Sir Paul M.A.SOlJ (United. KingO.om); I had. not nriginally intended to 

intervene in the discussion this morning, and. I promise that what I have to say 

will be very brief. 
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Tht representative of the Soviet Union opened the discussion this morning 

with a far-ranging statement on all aspects of which, I think, it would not be 

proper for me to try to comment this morning. Since, as Mr. Tsarapkin himself 

reminded us, the question of non-dissemination -- to which he alluded at some 

length -- is already set for our discussion on Thursday next, I think that any 

observations my delegation wishes to make should properly be made on that 

occasion. 

However, I do wish to say a few words on the subject with which our Soviet 

colleague began his statement this morning: the question of the physical 

destruction of weapons and in particular of bombers. I am sure that it is 

well known to all my colleagues -- and I shall illustrate this as I proceed--

that the United Kingdom delegation has alw.:;,ys been strongly in favour of 

ado~ting a measure which would make it possible to begin the physical destruction 

of at least some armaments. It was with this aim in mind that we welcomed the 

United States initiative in putting forward a proposal for the destruction of 

certain types of bombers and in discussing this with representatives of the 

Soviet Union, in the first place, on a bilateral basis. That initiative was, 

of course, subsequently reported to this Conference, and the United States 

representative has enlarged upon that in his remarks today. 

The Soviet proposal of 28 January (ENDC/123), which was the basis upon 

which our Soviet colleague again spoke this morning, is, as we all re~lize, a 

far more ambitious proposal. But our United States colleague has ex)lained 

this morning-- convincingly, I think-- that it is one which also raises far 

more difficult problems, as is so often the case with far-reaching proposals. 

In the course of his remarks this morning Mr. Tsarapkin gave an important 

exposition and clarification of his Government's views, which certainly needs 

to be studied very carefully. While that is so, I believe that it would be a 

very great mistake -- and I repea" the -vmrds "a very great mistake" to lose 

sight of the more modest but, to my mind, more realistic United States ideas 

which Mr. Timberlake has brought to our attention again this morning. 

I do not think that it will surprise anyone in this Committee if I say 

that we in the United Kingdom often tend to see merit in what I may call the 

step-by-step approach to problems of this kind. Perhaps it is because history 

has taught us the lesson that that approach is the one which normally produces 
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more substantial and more lasting results. 

(Sir Paul Hason, United Kingdom) 

However, I do hope that the 

Conference will not consider that attitude as one which belittles the importance 

of the issues involved. The exact cor.trary is the·case. 

From what I heard this morning I do not think that I sha:'l altogether 

carry our Polish colleague vri th me on that J!Oint. If I may st'rip Mr. Lachs 1s 

comments upon the United States 1Jroposal of his customary eloquence~ they seem 

to me to boil down to the sugbestion that the United States proposals would 

have very little practical effect and that the pace of the operation would be 

far too slow, perhaps even dangerously slow. Perhaps it would be fair to reply 

that if one starts on an operation slowly it is always possible to increase 

speed as the operation progresses, whereas if one attempts to besin at too fast 

a pace there is always the serious danger that one may have to slow down. I 

myself know which of the two situations I should find the more discouraging. 

In his comments this morning our Polish colleague referred to some 

observations made by the leader of my delegation, Mr. Thomas, on the question 

of the destruction of bombers. Therefore I may perhaps take a minute or two 

to illustrate what I have been saying by some of the statements already made 

from this chair. The Committee will perha};!s remember that during his visit to 

us on 25 February l<1st the United·Kincclom Foreie:,n Secretary, Mr. Butler, said: 

" ... L aJ measure lvhich vwuld most effectively :pave the wo..;y- for a 

comprehensive disarmament agreement would be one which provided for 

the physical destruction of some weapons 

"It is for that reason that we have -vmrmly ivelcomed as a 

preliminary measure the United States proposal for a 'bomber 

bonfire 1 ••• 11 (E:rmc/PV.l69 2 p.l2) 

Mr. Butler went on to say: 

"Once the first step in destruction of weapons has been taken, 

we hope that other more substantial ones will follow."· (ibid., p.l3) 

That last remark by Mr. Butler has since been echoed by Mr. Thomas. At 

the penultimate meeting of our last session he suggested to the Committee~ 
It 

by step." 

that there are many and real advantages in proceeding step 

(E1TDC/PV.l86, Pd7) 

He went on to argue that it was well worth while considering the "bomber bonfire"

and here I quote his wcrds again: 
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11 ••• as a practical be 5 innin0 , -irhich may 1-rell lecid on to other similar 

measures". (ibid., p-38) 

His succeeding remark to that last one was: 

''Even to make a start is useful." (ibid.) 

Then, again, Mr. Thomas spoke of that proposal in the statement he made 

at the first meeting of our present session. He said: 

"Let us not neglect measures lvhich, while comparatively limited in 

scope, could be cf real benefit." (EliDC/PV.l88, p.23) 

That is a plea which I should like to reiterate today, particularly in the 

light of the United States representative's further explanations of his proposals. 

I join the representative of Canacla in thinking that -vrhat we have heard 

this morning from both sides of the Conference --if I may put it so --is 

important and gives us, at any rate, grounds for hoping that there may be the 

making of a real negotiation on the subject. .As so often halJ:iJens in rna tters 

of this kind, it may essentially prove to be a question of how to begin. In 

his most welcome intervention this morning the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations spoke of what seemed to him to be si~ns of a growing desire on the 

part of the Committee to concentrate its work, to try to enc,age in practical 

solutions and to work on a more concrete basis than hitherto. It seems to me 

that this is surely a field in which we oucht to be able to give effect to the 

wishes expressed by the Secretary-General. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian)~ I should like to make a few brief comments in connexion with the 

statement made by the United States representative, Mr. Timberlake, and the 

statement made by the representative of Poland, Mr. Lachs. 

The Polish representative, Mr. Lachs 9 has spoken today about the historical 

experience of Poland, which compels it to be particularly on its guard against 

the danger of the West German spirit of reven{-,e and the striving· of the \"Test 

German revenge-seekers for rearmament. To us ·chis viewpoint expresE"9d by the 

representative of Poland is fully understandable. Our historical experience 

in this respect fully coincides with the historical experience of Poland, and 

Mr. Timberlake is hardly in a position to convince us that we ought not to have 
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any grounds for disquiet in connexion with the plans to give the West German 

revenge-seekers access to nuclear weapons through the NATO multilateral 

nuclear force. 

Anyway, it should be noted that the United States representative, 

Mr. Timberlake, tried today to resort to such methods as distorting the true 

picture of the existing situation. He gave a definitely distorted evaluation 

of events and phenomena. Thus Mr. Timberlake said that the NATO multilateral 

nuclear force is regarded by the United States as a deterrent in the face of 

the threat of Soviet medium-range missiles aimed at the densely-populated 

centres of Western Europe. In saying that, Mr. Timberlake tried to give a 

distorted evaluation of the gist of the matter. He resorted to such a method 

in order to give grounds for and justify the creation of a NATO multilateral 

nuclear force and the admission of Western Germany to it. 

But whom are these arguments of yours likely to convince, Mr. Timberlake? 

You say that the Western countries need the multilateral nuclear force for 

their defence. But, Mr. Timberlake, everyone knows that the majority of 

Western European countries are not at all interested in the creation of a NATO 

multilateral nuclear force. Either they do not participate at all in the 

negotiations for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force or, even 

though they take part in the negotiations, they openly express great doubts 

about the advisability of creating it. So your arb~ent about the need for 

this force to defend Western Europe is unfounded. This version is not 

supported by your Western allies. 

In reality there is a different reason fur the creation of the NATO 

multilateral nuclear force. A few days age, Reuter's news agency reported 

that one of the members of the Government of Federal Germany had confirmed in 

a conversation with Mr. Denis Healey, Minister of Defence in the Labour Party 

shadow cabinet, that in less than five years his country, Western Germany, 

would have its own atomic weapons. Obviously it is on board the "Biddle" or 

the "Ricketts"-- the newspapers mention buth names and vre do not know exactly 

the name of the destroyer on board which West German servicemen and officers are 

to be trained in handling nuclear weapons-- obviously, I repeat, it is on 

board the "Biddle" or the "Ricketts" that the training of military cadres ..,f 
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the West German Bundeswehr is to take place. On board that ship or ships Hest German 

military specialists will be instructed hmJ to handle_. apply and use nuclear weapons. 

That is the crux of the matter_. and that is the real reason for the creation of 

this force. This force and the participation in it of West Gerrr~n military personnel 

are a form of actual access to nuclear weapons by Germany. All these measures for 

the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force are being taken solely at the 

demand and in the interests of the West German revenge-seekers, whose aggressive 

aims and plans are known to everyone. The creation of this force is an undoubted 

threat to the cause of peace. 

Tl1e Note addressed by the Soviet Goverlli~ent to the Government of the United 

States on 11 July states.)) in regard to the creation of the multilateral nuclear force, 

the following: 
11It goes without saying that.)) with such a development of events, 

the Soviet Union and the other peace-loving countries -vmuld be 

obliged to take the appropriate measures 1-1hich Hould be dictated by 

the new situation and would effectively safeguard their security • 11 

(ENDC/lJ7. p.3) 

It is obvious that measures must be urgently taken to prevent the further 

dissemination of nuclear weapons .. to prevent the creation of a NATO multilateral 

nuclear force, and thus to avert the development of one of the most dangerous aspects 

of the present international situation. 

lVIr. CAVALLETTI (Italy)(translation from French)~ This morning we heard 

some very important and very interesting speeches, among which pride of place 

must of course be given to the speech by the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 

I should therefore like to associate myself with the thanks tendered to the 

Secreta~y-General for his presence here and for his speech. 
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This morning I shall confine myself to oomrnenting on the speech by the 

Soviet representative, Hr. Tsarapkin though later, I shall have to make a closer 

study of his <3peech in the verbatim record. I must say that, at first sight, 

I1r. 'l'sarapkin 1 s speech on the elimination of bomber aircr'lft does not contain 8.lly 

fresh explanations. Nor does it contain SU:'Jl)lementary material on the proposals 

previously submitted by the Soviet delegation, itJhich are already known to us. 

Moreover, I feel that the Soviet delegation, in presenting yet again its 

proposal on the total elimination of bomber aircraft, has fol:l.owed its usual method, 

for it once again invites u.s to accept its proposal in principle as a condition of 

learning more about the proposal. Thus I1r. Tsaraplin told us today to accept tot.al 

elimination of bomber aircraft, after which he would tell us hm,r it could be carried 

out and controlled. 'rhe Soviet proposal once more contains obscure points on whicJ;l 

we should like information; in other words, there are some very serious gaps in it. 

The Canadian representative, l1r. Burns, very rightly raised the problem of the 

freeze this morning. In Jny view that is one of the obscure points which should be 

explained by the Soviet delegation. I should very much like to know whether the 

Soviet proposal for total elimination of bomber aircraft entails a :t'reeze of their 

production, and, if so, when and under what kind of control this freeze would take 

place. The assertion, repeated this morning by Mr. Tsarapkin, that the freeze 

is not a measure of disarmament leads us to doubt that the total elimination of 

bomber aircraft, as proposed by the Soviet delegation, would in fact be accompanied 

by a strict freeze of the bomber aircraft themselves. 

To be sure, the affirmation that a freeze does not constitute a disarmament 

measure 'tvas made by the Soviet delegation in connexion with the United States 

proposal tor freezing aL'_ strategic deli very vehj cles (ENDC/120) • But it seems 

to me that there is reason to believe that the eliminat.i on of bomber aircraft as 

proposed by the Soviet delegation would be dissociated from a duly-controlled and 

guaranteed freeze. If that is the case 1 one may well ask what would be the point 

of the proposed totcl elimination of bomber aircrc,ft; if that is not the casG -- tt..at is 1 

if a duly-controlled and guaranteed freeze would acco~p8.lly the total elimination 

of bomber aircraft -- the Soviet delegation should say so clearly. If a freeze is 

really to accompany the proposed elimination of bomber aircraft, we are justified in 

seeing some prospects for an agreement in the field of the freeze itself and, in 

general, in that of deli very vehicle.s and bomber aircraft A 
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In this vast field three proposals have been submitted either by tll"l East or 

the \Jest. These proposals, "t·Jhich are before u,s, differ in certain respects: but 

coincide in others. That i,s very important. He must therefore seek to discover 

tvhether an agreement is feasible on those parts which coincide, in pursuance of the 

method used in reaching other agreements on disarmament such as the Hoscow Tready 

(ENDC/100/Rev.l). 

The CHAIRMAN (Romania) (translation from French): If no other member of 

the ComiT,ittee wishes to speak, I shall make a statement in my capacity as head of the 

delegation of Romania. 

First, my delegation wishes to associate itself with the previous speakers in 

expressing its appreciation of the Hords of wisdom uttered by the Secretary-General 

of the United Nations at the beginning of this meeting. I think we are all a1vare 

that, if 1-Je follow the path of genuine negotiation in a spirit of patience, 

perseverence and comprehension of the interests of each and all, we can and shall 

make a successful contribution to the progress of disarmmrrent. 

Secondly, on behalf of the delegation of Romania, I wish to welcome back the 

representative of Sweden, I1rs. Myrdal, who, we are sure, will again make a valuable 

contribution to the Hork of the ConJJ.li ttee. 

I should nmJ like to make some coilliaonts on the problems listed on today 1 s 

agenda. 

The delegation of Romania listened carefully to the important statements made 

by the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkin, on the proposals for 

eliminating bombers and on the non-dis'somination of nuclear weapons, and by the 

United States representatives on tlw elimination of certain types of bombers at 

present in the arsenals of the major nuclear Powers. The above-mentioned statements, 

as well as those made by the representatives of Poland, Canada, the United Kingdom 

and Italy, will of course reQuire profound study; this we shall undertake as soon 

as 1-1e obtain the verbatim record of this meeting. 

One conclusion which seems inescapable, however, is that there are still serious 

obstacles to a solution of these problems which will really constitute a step towards 

di sarmmnen t • vfuen evaluating current proposals relating to the material destruction 

of bombers -- or, for that matter, any other disarmrunent measure -- we must take into 

acoount their ,sifnificance within the lJidor context of the elimination of the 

nuclear threat. 



EliDC/PV .199 
35 

VieHed from that angle, tho de.struction of bombers -- which can .sel·ve as nuclear 

deli vory vehicle.s -- would oe of indisputable importance. As has already been said 

in this COT:bli ttee, the bombers at prese~1t in the pos.se.s.sion of the major nuclear 

Powers, although no longer the most powerful and mo,st effective nuclear deli very 

vehicles, are still a powerful weapoJ;J. Hhose use could cause heavy loss of life and 

considerable destruction of property. The great majority of present types of 

. bombers can carry nucleor loads vJhose explosive power is eQual to or greater than 

that of all the bombs dropped during the Second vJorld War. 

Hence, bombers are a special case, as compared with other weapons, when they are 

in the arsenals of nuclear Powers .and can thus be used to carry nuclear weapons to 

the to.rget. That imparts especial importance to this measure, since, as has been 

repeatedly stated by the Soviet delegation, it should be implemented first of all 

bY the great. Powers, for the latter possess the most powerful weapons. 

Naturally, no one maintains that the threat of a nuclear war would be 

completely eliminated by this measure. The threat will continue to exist as long 

as present stocks of nuclear weapons are retained, together with the other nuclear 

delivery vehicles: missiles, artillery, naval devices, etc, However, we consider 

that the implementation of this proposal would open up prospects of taking effective 

action in regard to.the other nuclear delivery vehicles at present in the possession 

of the great Powers. But we cannot agree to the destruction of certain types of 

bombers if they are merely going to be replaced by more up-to-date weapons. A 

measure resulting in improvement of military eQuipment cannot be regarded as a 

disarmament measure; indeed, since it involves the modernization of 8J'm.aments, 

it constitutes a method of rearmament. 

Hence, as was suggested on 9 ,April by Mr. Hassan, representative of the 

United Arab Republic, the destruction of bombers mu.st,: as aJ;l. essential condition, 
11be accompanied by a cessation of the production of bombers ••• 11 (ENDC/PV ,18E., J2._,l0) • 

.Any agreement on i.i"ese lines 1.vould be highly beneficial. Mr. Hassan then added; 

"It would be senseless to destroy all bombers while producing new ones • 11 (i!?i.9:,.) • 

Besides the Soviet proposal for the elimination of all bombers on the basis of 

an agreement in principle (E.NDC/123), we also have before us the United States 

proposal.for limiting this action solely to certain types of bombers 

(EJr.DC/PV.l76, p.5 et.seq.). Is that latter proposal not an implied admission that 

the deterrents in the possession of the United States exceed what we are told that 

country requires for its security? 
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~,io:reo\rer, while we recognize the value of destroying certain obsolete types of bomber,· 

should we not logically admit a fortiori the importance, for the elimination of the nuclear 

threat, of the destruction of the other types of bombers as well? So far as we are 

concerned, a solution leading to the destruction of all bombers would be an important step 

in the direction of reducing the nuclear threat 1 which is our most important task and to 

-v;hich we must continue to devote all our efforts. 

We noted with interest the statement made on 13 June by the Soviet representative, 

Mr. Zo:..·in, in which he said that "in this regard the Soviet Union intends to adopt a 

flexible position 11
• (~NDC/PV.l91, n.l4) in his statement today Mr. Tsarapkin likewise 

gave evicl.ence of flexibility and of a desire to reach agreement. 

As was stressed by those representatives wilo spoke before me, the fact that the 

control3 entailed iL the destruction of bombers would be very simple is yet another argumen· 

in fa·;rou:;_· of the adoption of this measure as quickly as possible. It should in ~ opinion 

be stressed that in this highly sensitive field of control the positions of the two great 

Powers seem to be identical, for both propose on-the-spot control of the material 

~est~uction of the bombers declared. This endorses the view constantly put forward by 

-t~e Roma:aian. delegation and by the delegations of the other socialist countries that we 

uust ha·re, not disarmament without control, or control without disarmament, but effective 

disarmament measures under strict international t'ontrol. 

Our ~iscussions on that subject have shown that there would be an undoubted 

a&vantap,e in taking definite steps towards the destruction of bombers. In our opinion, 

there a~e definite prospects of promoting the cause of disarmament in that direction. 

The measures envisaged by us could, of course, be accompanied by collateral measures 

of inc::n:ttes<:iaole importance. I refer to the need to liquidate military bases in foreign 

ierritories where bombers belonging to other States are stationed. As ''i'e all know, 

these hases b::Jth in Europe, in the vicinity of the socialist States, and in other 

~-·eg:!.on.s -- are a source of tension and endanger international security, including the 

secu:d ty of those States in which the bases are situated. 

ww delegation is convinced that our Conwittee has ample possibilities of taking 

advant2ge of the favourable conditions which can even now be discerned. 

T~at is all I wanted to say as the representative of Romanis. 
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I should novJ like to rcud :)Ut to the Cormnit.teo the agreed recommendations of 

the co-Chairmen concerning the furthEJr discussion •·Jithin the Connnittee of measures 

to halt tho arms race and reduce international tension. These recommendations are 

as follows: 

TTThe co-Chairmen recommend to the Comrli tteo that, in considering 

measures aimed at reducing the arr,lar,lOnts race and at lessening 

international tension, it establi.'3h the following schedule of meetings 

for the five weeks following 16 July: 

23 July 

30 July 

6 August 

13 August 

20 August 

Prevention 

(suggested 

and Soviet 

Topic to bo 

Topic to be 

Topic to be 

Topic to be 

of thu fnrther 

for discussion 

delegations) ; 

suggested by 

suggested by 

suggested by 

suggested by 

spread of nuclear weapons 

jointly by the United States 

the Soviet delegation; 

the United States delegation; 

the Soviet delegation; 

the United States delegati on. 

HAt meetings during -..;rhich USSH topics will be discussed, the 

Soviet.delegation will introduce the following topics: 

1_ Reduction of military budgets. 

2. Elimination of bomber aircraft. 

HAt meetings during which Unitecl States topics will be d:i scussed, 

the United States delegation will introduce the following topics: 

1. Cessation of the production of fissionable materials for 

weapon p'.il'poses, 

2. Freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicl~s. 

nspecific topics for discussion at the CoLidittee 1 s meetings on 

30 July, 6, 13 and 20 August vJill be canmu..'licated cc the Committee by the 

delegations of the United Stntes and the Soviet UJ;J.ion respectively not 

later than one week before each of thGse meetings. 

11As with prior procedural arrangements, this schedule will not 

preclude any delegation from raising and discussing any topic at any 

session of the Committee. In particular, any del~gation may reply at 

any meeting to statements made at earlier meetings. 
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';At 8. lnter date, the co-Chnirmen \.Jill develop recor~unendo.ti ons 

conc0rning the further work of the Committee on measures aimed at 

:roclucing the o.rmctiflents race ;mel at lessening internntionnl tonsion. 11 

If thoro are no ob,jection,s, I shecll take it thnt the CohDitittee ngrees Hith 

tne co-C!w.irmen 1 s recommendo.tions. 

_+_!_ vls.fL .. c~--de_gided. 

},}l_e _ _ c_oJl.Jeren~.§_ deci de(lj;o issue the f_oll,_o>,-r_ip.g communh:ue: 

;
1The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Comr~1ittee on Disarma..'1lent today 

held its 199th ;;Jlenary I)leeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under 

th0 cho.:).rr;tC .. J_"lship of E.. "Eo -~ ~bassaclor v. Dumitrescu, representative of-

11.omnn:i..c:t, 

liThe Secrotary-Genero.l of the United Nntions addressocl the 

Statements were made by the representatives of the 

Soviet Union~ the United States, Polnnd, Cc:mada, the United Kingdom, 

Italy and ~om2nia. 

iLThe delegntion of tho Soviet Union tabled two notes aclC.ressGd 

by _- 1 -uno Soviet Government on 11 July 1964- to the Goverm)onts of the 

Unit 3d S"0ates and the Federal Republic of Germany, respectively, 

con,;crning the 1mul tilo.teral 1 nuclear forces of NATO .. JJ 
HThe next meeting of tho CoJ;J.ference vJill be held on 

T1.wsclo.y~21 July 1964, at 10.30 o..m.n 

_u· Circulo.teu ns r:_ocument El'ill0/137 




