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The CHAIRMAN_(Ethiopia): I declare open the thirty-eighth meeting of

the Conference of the Fighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. EDBERG (Sweden): It is with intense gratification that the Swedish
delegation has heard the answers given by Mr. Zorin and Mr. Stelle to the many
questions which we advenced last week and which, as I had occasion to say then and
now wish to underline, had as their purpose the achievement of greater clarity.
These answers have helped to clear our minds on several points. If they have
helped others to a better understanding of certain points of the drafts and thereby,
perhaps, to seeing some possible avenues for further exploration with a view to
a rapprochement, we have achieved much of what we hoped for. I would be less than
frank if I pretended to be completely satisfied with all the answers, However,
we did not expect full and immediate answers to all the points, and we have taken
due note of the fact that both Mr. Zorin and Mr. Stelle stressed that the answers
were of a preliminary nature. we shall be very interested to hear what further
answers end comments they may wish to make at = later stage to our original questions,
as well as to such supplementary questions as may arise.

For the time being, we shall content ourselves with some preliminary
observations based upon a study of the answers now given. Ve might return later
with further observations.

Yhen we compare the two answers to our first question, it seems to us that the
difference between the two delegations on this score is not a cause for greeat
concern. In the first place, they both wish to have fixed time-limits for each
stage. Furthermore, Ir. Zorin disclaimed any intention to set impossible tasks
for his own country and others. Mr, Stelle said that the United States suggestions
were subject to modification in the light of the measures finally agreed upon for
implementation during stage I, and he did not even exclude the possibility of
shortening the time-limits during the disarmament process. Thus it appears that
both the Soviet Union end United States delegations have en essentially practical
approach to this question.

The difference that arises is due perhaps to the different degrees of optimism
that the drafters have felt. In the view of Mr. Zorin, the experiences of the
great Powers after World War II do not point to any great difficulties and retarding

factors anywhere in the world in the gradual conversion of the armements industries
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or in the absorption of a great mass of demobilized men in civiligp PF?EHE???ni
nor did Mr. Stelle mention any such difficultigs. The elements which Mr. Stelle
felt might teke time were rather those relating to the establishment of control
measures end of peace~keeping. machinery, which were not needed after World Wer II.
The scope of these elements.are, of course, yet to.be determined. We. .are
therefore prepared to accept the observation of the representative of Nigeria that,
although we should strive for a common basis for a time table, we should concentrate
on whet to achieve during the stages. Meanwhile, we are satisfied to note that
both the Soviet Union and the United States toke o practical view of this question,
The assumption behind the second question which we posed was thet a
military balance might perhaps be as well preserved under a systenm which envisaged
more drastic cuts in ome field than in another as in o system which demanded flat
percentage-wise cubts across the board. In this area, of course, there is the
Vitally important differcnce between the drafts that. one requires the complete
abolition of nuclear weopons vehicles and foreign bases, while the other demeands
only a 30 per cent cut in the first stage. Iir. Stelle 'sgid yesterday that:
"... trying to negotiate composition, as well as level, of forces ...
remaining at each stage would only delay ..., our efforts."
(ENDC/PV.37, p. 7 )

That a real difficulty would arise if overall corposition were to be considered

cannot be denied. The need, or absence of need, to face and overcome that
difficulty depends upon whether a nmilitary balance can be achieved by simpler
solutions. Despite the important differences between the two drafts in this

area, there seems nevertheless to be & certain measure of sinilerity in the approach
of the two drafts. ’

We arce satisfied to note that in his reply to our eighth question lr. Zorin
seid that the Soviet draft (ENDC/2) provided for the reduction of all types of
armed forces and of all categories of nilitary personnel, and that stress was
laid on the disbanding of military units as o whole. As Mr. Stelle rightly
pointed out, this approach has something in common with the central idea in the
United States draft (ENDC/30 and Corr.l) namely, that no type of arms or units
should be left unreduced.

- The third, fourth, fifth and sixth questions which we advarced concerned
the suggested zonsl systen and provisions for self-decleration of armed forces

end armanents. We hove noted with satisfaction that the United States delegation
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takes a flexible position on these matters and that it is open to suggestions and
detailed proposals. Ve were particularly interested to hear what Mr. Stelle Had’
to say about the freedom that each party should have in drawing up the zones and in
the considerable size that these might be given, all with é view to meking it
possible for the country concerned to take into account the deployment of its forces
and armaments. s

With respect to the self-declaration provided for in goth the Soviet and v
United States drafts, we believe we can see, again, some cormon elements. Mr, Zorin
seemed to agree with us that such declarations could be a confidence-creating
factor, Thus their function in both the United States plan and the Soviet plan is
probably not merely to provide a point of departure for the control systems. ‘

One ambiguity thet seems to remain even after Mr. Zorin's preliminarylreplyl
may perhaps be cleared up at a later stage., This is the scope of the declaration
contemplated under article 2, paragraph 5, of the Soviet draft. The declarations
of which we spoke, 1t will be remeumbered, were to 1list all different types of
major armaments and armed forces and the total existing quantities of these. We
are still not quite clear as to whether the declarations contemplated under the .
Soviet draft article 2, paragraph 5, are of this comprehensive nature, or whether
they are of = more limited character, If they are of the former kind, the
difference between the United States and Soviet drafts in this connexion is perhaps
not as great as it might seemn.

The answers given to our seventh question, on details of when and where
inspection would take place, have a great deal in common., We are not, of course,
here referring to the question of inspection of retained armaments. Both the
United States and Soviet delegations seem to approach the question of inspection of
what is to be reduced and eliminated from their military machines from a strictly
practical viewpoint, so that what was mobile might be moved to agreed depots and
what could not be moved would be ingpected on the spot.

We have already made some comments upon the replies given to our eighth,
question and I do not think we can usefully say more at the present time. However,
we note that Mr, Stelle welcomed the proposals with regard to the reduction of
forces in, for instance, neighbouring States whcse forces are very differently

composed.’
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Our ninth question concerned the problem of whether the elimination of
bases, foreign or national, could be viewed in relation to the measure of danger
to,heighbduring countries preéented by this or that base. It further concerned
the problem bf}the application bf the zonal inspection system to foreign bases.

We belie%e that neither of thoée problems has found a solution. They will
undoubfedly recur in our deliberations.

The answer to our tenth question, relating to a closer definition of nuclear
weapon véhicles, seemed to indicate that there should not be too great difficulty
in obtaining sufficient detail on this point in the treaty. On the potential
nuclear wespon delivery means, however, there seem to be more substantial and
important differences., However close the parties may get on this point -~ and it
is obviouély desirable that the present gap should be bridged -- it will not be
possible to eliminate compietely all risks. We stated this in the preface to our
queSfiéns, and we have noted that Mr. Zorin agreed with us on this point in his
statement on 11 May (ENDC/PV.35).

We have studied that very important statement 2lso for the remarks it offered
on our elevénth question. Mr, Zorin's statement immediately evoked interested
comment s frdm others. 1In partlcular, ‘the representative of India; Mr. Lall,
dealt with it at length on 14 May (ENDC/PV.36) and I shall not, _therefore, comment
further upon it at this stage.

~ Our twelfth and last question concerned the need to consider the reduction cof -
elimination of chemical and biological weapons as early as stage I. We have been
gratified to note the understanding poéition which both Mr., Zorin and Mr. Stelle
have taken on this point, It gives us hope that more and fruitful attention
might later be devoted to this métter, when we shall be glad to return to it.

I haﬁe been told that at the end of a conference regarding econonmic
co-operation the presiding delegetae conéiuded: "Gentlemen, when we came here we
were cohfused, After three months of deliberations we are still confused -- but on
& higher level", I, for my part, feel that the level of our knowledge and
understanding has risen, even though we are still far from any concrete results. As
I said at the opening of my present statement, the aim of our questions was to
solicit answers which would further clarify the proposals before us. We are
grateful for the prowmpt, patient, preliminary replies which have been rendered by the
representatives of the Soviet Union and the United States. We look forward to hearing

further clarifications at 2 later stage and we ourselves intend, at such stages, to
offer further comments.
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Mr, NASZKOWSKI (Poland) (translation from French): Today I should like

to state my views on various questions now being discussed by our Committee.

The first is the fixing of time-limits for completing the different stages
of disarmament and hehée also of the time-limit for implementing the whole
disarmament treaty. The discussion has shown that this problem is troubling
several delegations which recognize the soundness of our view that there can be
no effective treaty on disarmament unless a strict time-limit is laid down for its
implementation.

There is another problen related to this one, namely, the pace at which
disarmament is to proceed., I wish, in particular, to consider the justification
for the clains that it would not be realistic to provide for rapid progress in
carryihg out far-feaching disarmament measures as early as stage:-I.

‘The Polish delegation considers that in discussing the time needed to carry
out the various disarmament measures, it is not only the technical factors
determining the possibility of carrying out a given measure in a certain time that
must be taken into account. No less important are the politicel factors which
nilitate in favour of carrying out disarmament in the shortest possible time. We
fully share the opinion expressed on this point by Mr. Lall, the representative
of India, who rightly drew attention to the fact that disarmament should be carried
out on such a scale and at such a rate that it‘would be impossible to reversse
the process.

It is difficult to overlook the connexion between the United States idea of
spreading the various stages of disarmament over a long period of time, and the
formulas used in the United States plan for the transition fronm one stage to the
next. There is a certain inherent logic in this idea, for if stage I is to
comprise only disarmament measures of little significance whose execution is,
moreover, to be spread over a very long period, the lack of interest in a quick
transition to the next stage becomes comprehsnsible.

We cannot agree with Mr. Stelle, the United States representative, who said
yosterday that the time-limit for completing stage I should depend ‘on the getting
up of the control machinery which, according to the United States delegation, might
take several years. Apart from these objections, the United States delegation is
making an'expreés condition by trying to secure 2 veto ~- I would say even a double
veto, one in the control council and another in the Security Council -~ in respect

of the decisions to be taken on transition from one stage to the next.
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The Soviet plan, on the other hand, proposes a procedure for transition from
one stage to another which would, first, ensure that the trensition really took
place, thus gueranteeing uninterrupted progress with disarmement, and, secondly,
enable a majority of the States concerned to decide whether satisfactory conditions
existed for the transition to the next stage, so that the decision would not
depend on>any one State or group of States,

The Polish delegation is in full agreement with the representative of India,
who considers that acceptance of the principle of a two-thirds majority for
substantive decisions would save the control council from drawing conclusions that
were incautious, ill-considered or harmful. Adoption of the principle of a
two-thirds majority is not prejudicial to anyone. That principle gives everyone the
same rights and the same opportunities. It pfovides a guarantee for the minority
that their interests will be properly safeguarded. It is thus the most democratic
and fair principle there is, and it is of advantage to both parties,

- The arguments advanced by Mr. Dean and repeated yesterday by Mr. Stelle
concerning‘the~alleged risk of the Soviet Union capturing the votes of the
non-aligned States on the control council sounded strange here. As Mr. Zorin, the
Soviet representative, rightly pointed out yesterday, it is not = question of
capturing votes, but of the use of persuasion which, thanks to this voting
principle, remains open to all the parties. Does the United States already have
doubts about its arguments and its ability to convince the other members of the
council? ,

Mr, Godber, the representative of the United Kingdom, claims to see a
contradiction between the principle of the vote in the contrel council and
article 40 of the Soviet draft treaty. There is clearly no contradiction.,

Article 40 was included in the treaty mainly to stress once more the specific nature
of the functions of the control council, which cannot have any rights that conflict
with the Security Council's prerogatives under the United Nations Charter. The
purpose of article 40, in our view, is meinly to draw a clear line of demarcation
between the functions of the control council, which is called upon to establish
facts, and those of the Security Council, which is competent to take suitable
measures in the event of a threat to the peace or act of aggression.

The second point I wish to consider is the idea of what is called progressive -
zonal inspection., This proposal seens to show a recognition by the Western States

that their former ideas on this subject were lacking in realism and that it is
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materially impossible to apply, especially over vast territories, the principle of
total control over weepons alleged to be concealed -- in other words, that it is
inpossible to control all the armaments of the other party in the absence of
complete disarmament, Nevertheless, here too, at the root of this new idea,
there is a lack of logicy; for this idea of zones still implies the need for
complete control and for inspection of the whole area of the zone selected. So
we are dealing with the same old concept of control over the retained armaments
of States, the only difference being that this control would be linited by the
confines of a particular zone, and thus much easier for those wishing to effect it.
We cannot accept the argument advanced yesterday by the representative of the
United States, accordinz to which disclosure of the overall levels of forces and
arnanents situated in a particular zone can be of no significance from the point
of view of military intelligence if the zone is large enough. The size of the
zone makes no difference to the fact that if complete control cver armaments were
to be authorized in zones chosen by the other party, it would be prejudicial to
the defences of the country undergoing control. ‘

In his statement of 11 May (ENDC/PV,35) Mr, Edberg, the Swedish representative,
asked the United States delegation how it proposed to apply the system of zonal
inspection to foreign bases. Mr, Stelle answered that question yesterday
(EMDC/PV.37). He said that if a country in which such a base was situated adhered
to the treaty, the base could be included in the system of zonal inspection. He
thus envisages a situation in which foreign bases would not be subject to any
control if the country in which they were situated had not adhered to the treaty or
refused to negotiate an agreenent with the control organization. We know, moreover,
that the United States plan accepts the possibility of such a situation arising.

It provides thaﬁ the treaty on general and complete disarmament, and its first
stage,.shall still come into force even if the countries with a sualler military
potenﬁial have not yet adhered to the treaty. It is also well known that a large
proporticn of the United States bases are situated in the territory of countries
which can be described as not being of great military significance. Is this
approach to the problem consistent with the principle of maintaining the balance
while disarmament is being carried out?

The.ﬁiscussion which has taken place so far has strengthened our conviction
that if_wé.are to fulfil the task entrusted to the Eighteen-Nation Cormittee, the

Western Powers must revise their epproach to the fundamental problems of disarmament
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and“égﬁﬁrol -~ an approach which may be concisely defined as follows: insignificant

o

lsarmament measures accompanied by maximum control, at the same time maoking sure
+that they can evade their obligations when they choose. The essential condition
for progress in our work is that the States concerned should be willing to
undertake, within the framework of general and complete disarmament, quick and

cffective measures which will not impair the security of others,

Mr.>STELLE (United States of Aneriéa): I would like this morning to
meke some remarks in connexion with our discussion of outer space at yesterday's
neeting, and in particular to reply to the statement made by the representative
of the Soviet Union at that meeting. ; .

Mr, Zorin's statement contained a number of comments concerning the past
history of outer space and related negotiations with which we do not agree. Rather
than replying in kind, however, I would prefer to list a few salient facts which
stand out in this entire discussion.

First, I would like to point out again that in the somewhat analogous field
cf atomic energy, the United States made a proposal to place all development under
international control at a time when it had reason to believe it was the sole
possessor of the secret of the atom. Had that proposal been accepted, the
problems before the Conference would be simple compared to what they are today.

‘Secondly, at the beginning of 1957, before anyone had launched a single
satellite into orbit, the United States proposed that 2ll testing of space vehicles
be placed under international inspection and participation to assure future
development of outer space for pecaceful purposes. I mentioned a few of the

- United States offers on this subject in my statement on Monday (ENDC/PV.Bé).

Thirdly, as Mr. Zorin pointed out again yesterday, the Soviet Union proposals
to inhibit development of outer space for military purposes have always been linked
to such extraneous proposals as the elimination of all United States bases from
Burope, the Near and Middle East, and Africa. This linkage was referred to
repeatedly by Mr. Zorin in his statement yesterday (ENDC/PV.37).

Let ne emphasize that we are not interested in placing blane anywhere for the
lack of progress to date in negotiations relatin: to disarmament in outer space, -
We suggest that the Soviet delegation should not focus on this either, if it has a
real interest in the success of our present negotiations. We would also like to

ask the Soviet delegation to consider whether there is not sone way in which it can
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elininate the linkage between outer space and the eclimination of all foreign bases,
and also the linkage between outer space and the elimination of all nuclear
delivery vehicles, so that we may make some progress here in this important <field
of outer space.

I would like now to discuss briefly again the similarities of and differences
between the programmes of the United States and the Soviet Union for outer space
in the context of general and complete disarmament. At the thirty-sixth meeting
of the Conference on Monday, I pointed out certain similarities of and differences
between the United States and Soviet proposals. The similarities are more
apparent than the differences, and I listed them as follows:

"Pirst, both support the concept that outer space should be

used for peaceful purposes only; second, both would ban the

placing into orbit of weapons of mass destruction; third, both

would require advance notification of the launching of space vehicles

for peaceful purposes."  (ENDC/PV.36, p.1l)

Mr, Zorin has not questioned this list of similarities, as I understand his

statement,

I also 1listed some differences between our two drafts, and it is over these
differences that there seems to have been some ground for misunderstanding.

The basic reason for one of these differences -- that concerning pre-launch
notification and inspection of missile launchings -- is that the Soviet outer
space proposal, in its present form, is linked to the Soviet plan to eliminate all
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in stage I. As Mr. Zorin has indicated, the
plan is also linked at present to the elimination of all foreign bases in stage I.

Article 5, paragraph 1, of the Soviet draft provides for the destruction of
all rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons; article 5, paragraph 2,
prohibits the production of such rockets and provides for the dismantling of
manufacturing plants and testing grounds for such rockets; and article 15,
paragraph 1, prohibits all rocket launchings except for peaceful purposes.,

Like the United States outline, the Soviet draft does provide for pre-launch
notification and inspection of peaceful-purpose rockets, Unlike the United States
outline, it does not specifically provide for the advance notification or inspection
of military rockets or, as our outline calls them, missiles. However, as Mr. Zorin
pointed out to us yesterday, the Soviet plan would destroy all such rockets in

stage I, and also it would not authorize any launching of ther for testing purposes.
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Thuu the absence, whlch we accurately pointed out, from the Soviet draft of
prov151ons concernlng advance notification and inspection of n1551les is an academic
qlegtlon if *he Soviet stage I concept is accepted. The difference between us for
the moment is therefore not on this point but on the question whether the
elinination of all nuclear weapon vehicles in stage 1 would be consistent with the
pfihciﬁle'of balance., | For the reasons frequently indicated ct previoue neetings,
we think that adoption of the Soviel proposal would result in imbalance.

I have indicated that, given the Soviet stege I proposal for nuclear delivery
vehicles, the difference between the United States and Soviet drafts on advance
notification and inspection of missile launchings is of no consequehce° On the
other hand, given the United States proposal for a 30 per cent reduction of nuclear
Calivery vehicles, the difference is of considerable significance. Continued
testing of nmissiles would be essential, if for no other reason than'maintéhanCe,
to see if after storage for a period of months or years the intricate propulsion
and guidance mechanisms were still in operating condition., Such testing would
have to be under supervision by the international disarmament organization in
order, emong other things, to verify the prohibition on the placing of weapons of
mass destruction in outer space. If nmissile testing were not supervised, a bomb
might be put in orbit under the guise of a migsile test. The international
disarmament orgenization inspectors would therefore have to inspect each rocket
before launching to make sure it contained no weapon of mass destruction.

There 1s a second difference between the two drafts, as I indicated on Monday,
and it “clates to arrangenents for the detection of unreported launchings. This
is explicitly provided for in section D, paragreph 4, of stage I of the United
States outline. A network of ground-based and possibly space-borne, instruments
would, we believe, be needed for the detection of unreported launchings of
nissiles or space vehicles., Such detection is not expressly'pfovided for in the
Soviet draft. 1In fact, by implication, paragraph 2 of article 15 of the Soviet
draft appeers to preclude such arrangements by limiting the international
disarmanent organizationAto inspection at the launching sites for peaceful launchings
which have been declared by the parties under article 14, paragraph 2. It pay be
that the absence of_provisions for the detection of clandestine launchings is of
the nature of the absence of any provision for the detection of clandestine
zSockpiles of nuclear weapon vehicles in the Soviet draft., Thus, while the Soviet

draft would ostensibly provide for the destruction of all nuclear delivery vehieles
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and would osténéiﬁiy‘prohibit fésting of rockets for military purposes, it would
apparently bbovidé no ﬁeahS-bf'aséuring‘all States that these obligations were being
carried out -- ro means of finding out whether clandestine stockpiles existed or
clandestine testing was going on.,

For fhese reasons, based on our re-examination of the outer space proposals
of the United States cnd the Soviet Union and of Mr. Zorin's statenent of
yesterday, we sfili believe that inportant differences exist between the two
proposals. ) ’ _

I would like now to comment very briefly on the suggestion, which we found
interasting, made by the representative of India that all wegpons in orbit, and
not -just weapons of mnass destruction, should be prohibited. This is certainly
consistent with the thesis of our statoment on Monday that outer space should be
reserved- for peéceful purposes in the same fashion as Antarctica (ENDC{PV.BG),

It is also consistent with the provision of the United States outline for
increased international co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space. We 7
frankly had not éonsidered this point before, because the first thing“that'coméé;‘
to mind when one considers the military threat posed by the development of Qﬁtegju
space is naturally the placing in orbit of nuclear weapons. However, greatef  
sophistication and experience in outer space might well indicate that other'“ N
weapons, perhaps equally deadly but not of mass destruction, have dangerous
potentials there. We will be happy to give further study to Mr. Lall's

suggestion.

- Mr, BURNS (Canada): At the thirty-fifth meeting, on 11 May, the
representative -of ‘the Soviet Union made what seemed to the Canadian delegation fo
be some very important statements. He addressed some of his remarks to me, and
therefore I should like to try to answer some of his questions today and carry the
discussion a little further. I hope it will not be thought by anyone that I am
arguing simply for the sake of‘argument or to nzke debating points. When the
Canadian delegation intervenes in these discussions, it is to try to bring out as
clear an idee as possible of what each side is proposing, not only their
particulars as disarnament measures but also the way in which they are to be
controlled. As we continue to insist, all disarmament measurcs should, according
to the sixth of the Agreed Principles (ENDC/S),‘be‘implemented under such strict
international control es will provide firm assuranco:that all parties are honouring
their obligations. That is what we have to make sure of as we go along.
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What I shall say today :s 1ntended to throw some light on whether the moet
>ract1cal way to ellmlnate tho nuclear weapon vehicles is the 100 per cent
=11m1n3t10n in stage I which the Sov1et Union suggests or the stoge-by-stage
=11m1nﬂtlonﬁ startlng in the first stagu w1th 30 per cent, suggested in the United
Siates draft treaty., We have to get the clearest possible understanding of
shis, the most cru01al, problen of dlsaruament in all its aspects and taking into-
sonsideration ihe conditions in ﬁhe world todey in the hope of reaching some
>osition which can be agreed to by the two sides.

Mr Zorin made several remarks arising cut of ny previous observation that
Ir. Khrushchev s fanous offer did not seen a very fair one because it required the
{est tQ accept the Soviet plan in its entirety and then the Soviet Union would
1ccepﬁ oprvprpposals for control -- or verification, as we prefer to call it.
fIr, Khrﬁéhché?‘s offer, so explained, secns to awount to the same thing as one
Jartner in a business saying, "You let ne menege the business, and then you can
teep the books." This would hardly be a fair partnership. Mr. Zorin observed
mn 11 May:

"So there you have the crux of the matter. Therefore it is not a

question of control, but a question of the content of the plan and

of the contgnt of the nocasures uhich wo proposa, This is the

crux of the natter. Therefore our differences are not over control,

but over the content of disarmament . (ENDC/PV.35, D.60)

Ie went on to say:

"Our differences are that our plan is unacceptable to you, That is the

crux of the matter. Let us now come to an agreement on the plan.

Let us see what is acceptable and what is not, what proposals you put

forward regarding the plan, how you wish to disarm in fact. When we

reach agreenment on this question, it will be very easy to reach

agreenent on the question of control, because on the principlos of the

approach to the question df cbnirol there are no serious differences

between us, except for your desire to verify the remaining armsments.m

(ibid). |

Mr. Zorin seens to think that the Canadicn delegation has changed its ground
»f argument, fron being dissatisfied with what the Soviet Union plan offers in the
vay of control to being dig~ “isfled with the content -~ with the neasures the

>oviet plan contains. But this is not a change of position, The Western nations
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here have objected, and still object, to the Soviet Union proposals, on the one
hand beczuse they do not seem capable of being properly verified in accordance with
the Agreed Principles, and on the other hand on the grounds which were explained
by the representatives of Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States, notably
at our thirty-third meeting on 8 May; these grounds were the imbalance in the
disarmement measures, the unclear definition of the conventional arms which would
be reduced, and the lack of initial measures either for eliminating nuclear
weapons or for stopping the production of fissile material for weapons uses. Yet
we arse asked to accept a plan containing all these defects, as we see them, in
exchange for the privilege of deciding how these unsuitable measures are to be
controlled.

I shall revert later in my remarks to the question of control of the
elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles, but first I think it is necessary to give
the reason why the West feels that this crucial measurc of disarmament would not
be practicable in one step or stege. This, as we have tried previously to
explain, is because of the facts of internationel life.

I believe that on reflection all members of the Conference will agree that
this disarmament treaty which we are trying to formulate will not be like any
other treaty. [No nations have ever sat down together and agreced to disarm
themselves -~ at any rate, not to disarm themselves completely. We have the
example of the Washington naval treaties of the early 1920's, which were made
between nations that were allies in World War I, with no important causes of
frictlon or disagreement between them. But this was what the Soviet Union would
now call control over armaments, but not disarmament, general and complete
disarmament is something entirely new and unprecedented.

In the usual treaty, if one party breaks it the aggrieved party still has
ways of defending its interests, because it has armed strength or other means of
pressure at its disposal. Take, as an example, a treaty defining the frontier
between two States after hostilities between them., If one side or the other
breaches the agreed frontier, the offended party still has its armed forces with
which it can do something to rectify matters in excrcise of its right of self-defence.
Fither party would think twice before breaking a treaty when to do so might involve
such coasequences. But under general and complete disarmement we are going to
agree to put aside 2ll armed strength, Eventually the partics to the treaty will

lose the power of using armed forces, which they have depended upon in the past to
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nsure respect for their vital intcrests. So, in agreeing to something completely
utside the expericnce of States so far, it is only right and reasonable that we
h-uld take every precaution to ensure that if certain measures are put in the
reaty it will be possible to prove that they are in fact being complied with.

It is therefore necessary that assurances and safeguards should be built
nto this disarmament treaty which would not be necessary in an ordinary treaty
ecauss, as I have said, under ordinary treatics the parties have means of
rotecting their intercsts. That is why it is necessary for us to examine every
isarmament moasure proposed in the light of the possibility of its effective
erification, We cannot say that we agree in principle to a measure, thus
ommitting ourselves to it, and then aftcrwards seec whether it can be verified.
he Canadian delegation must thercfore disagree with the rcpresentative of the
oviet Union when he says that we must first agrec on what goes into the plan and
hen, afterwards, think about control.

Mr, Zorin seemed to think that the sense of honour betwcen States and respect
‘or the opinions of thc international community would ensurc that all parties
tould honour their obligations. In his view, this would be sufficient to
ruarantee that no State would clandestinely re-arm or conceal armament, or permit
sach acts., I will quote what he said:

"When they sign a treaty which has been discussed freely or has been

agrecd at meetings over a number of years, the States assume a great —-.

I would say -- historic responsibility. Every State values its good

neme and, obviously, it will not venture to violate a treaty or engage

in concealments." (ENDC/PV.35, p.55 )

Ie went on:

"Such a thing would be an absolutely futile adventure from the State

point of view. It is unthinkable in thesc days when millions of

people stand guard for peace." (ibid.)

I certainly do not wish to allege or suggest that the Soviet Government, or
any other government, would enter into a treaty with the deliberate intention of
not obgerving it. However, I do say that history teaches us that governments have
very frequently entered into treaties, doubtless with the intcntion of observing
them, but later, when conditions have secmed to change, they have not hesitated
to denounce or violate the provisions of the treaty. The entire argument comes

down to this: we cannot depend on the honour of governments to ensure that
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everything which they put thsir name to will be carried through fully, and this
for the reasons I have given, This is not to insult any government here or its
representatives, but simply to state a fact of international life.

I would say that this dependence on honour is an attitude rather different
from the previous stand taken by the representative of the Soviet Union: that
the Soviet Union neither wishes to take on faith the compliance of other nations
with the treaty nor expects its own compliance to be taken on faith.

In determining the form of the measures to go into this treaty, and the
commitments involved, we must take into consideration the possibility of a change
of attitude on the part of the governments of the high contracting parties. This
is why the principle of balance =~ the agreed principle of balance -~ is so
important.  If the process of disarmement should stop short or be reversed at
any point, 2l1 parties must be assured that they would not be in a worse position
relative to each other than they are now. This, in turn, requuires a certain
gradualness in the disarmament process which is most clearly brought out, in a
general way, by the acceptance of the principle of disarmament by stages; the
general principle of disarmement by stages is one of the Agreed Principles.

I think all this adds up to the argument that we should plan to proceed by
careful, graduated stages from our present world position of non-confidence, in
which security is dependent on the balance of power, to the position of confidence
which we 21l hope to achieve when the final stages of general and complete
disarmament are implemented,

While nuclear weapons exist thers is always the possibility of a nuclear war,
or of a conventional war breaking out which can quickly become a nuclear war. And
nuclear weapons will exist under the Soviet Union and United States plans until
at least the end of the second stage of disarmament. These things, in spite
of Mr, Khrushchev's picturesque phrase, are not "like cucumbers in a barn®: they
can do incalculable damage. To say that it is impossible for them to be used as
instruments of war once the specialized means of delivery of these weapons is
destroyed is not, I think, realistic. The rockets which are nominally to be used
for peaceful purposes will be left, and there will be the possibility of converting
civil aircraft and the less specialized kinds of military aircraft so they can
deliver nuclear weapons.

The argument against this possible danger which was made by Mr, Zorin, and I

think by others, is that there would be inspectors of the international disarmament
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'‘ganization where these rockets and aircraft are and in the factories where they
nld be converted. It would be pleasant to think that the international
.sarmament organization, because of its morel authority and the authority granted
r the treaty, could be absolutely sure that its orders not to do anything of

1is kind would be obeyed. But I am afraid that my expericnce as an executive
rent of the United Nations Security Council has been that the officers appointed
r that Council for an analogous kind of work can be and have been pushed aside

r the armed forces of States. States will possess the means of imposing their
A1 by force on the agents of international supervisory bodics in their own
srritories, and if it seems in their interests to do so they can push the agents
> the international disarmament organization to one side. Consequently, I do not
1ink that it is a sound and convincing argument to say that because international
mtrol will be instituted in the first stage the fear of nuclear war or the
yssibility of the creation or re-building of the means of delivery of nuclear
sapons will no longer oxist,

A1]1 these arguments which I have given are intended to show why, in attalning
le goal which we all desire -~ that is, the total elimination of nuclear weapons
id nuclear weapon vehicles =-- it is desirable to proceed step by step, and not
y put our faith in drastic, and perhaps at first glance attractive, measures
1ich would remove us from a situation where ot least we know the dangers and can
lard against them to another which might in fact be more dangerous to world
jace by eliminating the balance which we have at the prescnt tine.,

If we decide to reduce armaments in balance and by steps, and with proper
yrification, that means that there is agreement between the two sides. Each
.11 know what the other is doing, each will know that the other is fulfilling its
igagenent ., That will build up the confidence between the two great Power blocs
iich, as I have said before and should like to repcat, will be the only true basis
r world security for some years to come.

The representative of the Soviet Union asked me on 11 iky:

"... how do you envisage verifying the presence of these hidden

weapons? This point is not only included in our plan but it is

in yours as well. Explain it. What do you have in nind when you

speak of verifying the presence of hidden wecapons in the territory

of a country of 22 million square kilometres? voo It suffices to

raise the question in its practical aspect for you to realize
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that such an approach to this question is unrealistic,

«so But these are problems with which not only we are faced
and which affect our plan; these are problems with which you too
are faced and which affect your plan. Well then, out with itj
answer usj how do you envisage verification? -

In principle, we are in favour of it. Explain to us now how
you envisage this verification."  (ENDC/PV.35, p.56)

This seems to me to represent a rather inmportant change of position. As I

understand it, the Soviet Union does not now object to verification that there are
no means of delivery of the nuclear weapons left, and that 100 per cent of them
have really been eliminated, on the grounds that this would disclose information
vital to the security of their country and would be legalized espionage; instead
he says that practical considerations make such verification impossible., I
gather fron Mr. Zorin's remarks on 11 May which I have quotcd that it is only
because such verification is not practicable that they would not consider it.
Perheps I should say that Mr. Zorin's remarks yosterday in reply to the
questions of Sweden,vand some renarks made by the repregentative of Poland today,
would pefhaps throw some doubt on this change of viewpoint; but that is what I
derived from the.éuestion which Mr. Zorin put and the comments he made on 1l May.
Furthermore, the Soviet represéntatiVe says that "these are problems with which
not only we are faced and which affeét our plan; thesc are problems with which you
too are faced and which affect your plan". (ibid.) But it does not arise in this
form fronm the Western plan as set out in the United States treaty outline, which
calls for only 3 per cent reduction of nuclear weapons vehicles in the first stage
and proposes to verify this by the zonal sampling technique. The 100 per cent
reduction in the first stage is an exclusively Soviet idea, They are unable to
tell us how it can be verified that the 100 per cent elimination has really taken
place, and therefore would seem to say that, even though thore is no true verification
possible, nevertheless we should accopt their plan,
In addréssing the representatives of all the Western countriecs here, the Soviet
raprasentative also said: -
"I request [fhe Western delegation§7 to tell us how they envisage the
verification of this secret reténtion‘of weapons ... 1t 1s not a
questionvthat gives rise to any difficulties for us from the point of

view of principle. It is a purely practical question. Ve can
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reach agreemeﬁt on the methods of such verification, if we reach
agreenent on the substance of the disarmament programme. Any

putting forward of questions of that kind is an attempt to evade
golving the question of the disarmament programme, of disarmament

nmeasures as such." (ibid., p.59)

The position of the Western Powers is that we must consider the verification
f the measure before we know if it is acceptable, in conformity with the sixth
greed Principle which I have quoted previously: "WAll disarmament measures should
)6 implemented from beginning to end under such strict and effective internationsal
ontrol as would provide firm assurance that all parties are honouring their
bligations! (ENDC/5, p.2). If any measure is proposed which is incapable
f being so verified, then it is not in accordance with the Agreced Principles and
thould not have a place in the eventually agreed treaty. And this -- at least
n the view of the Canadian delegation -~ is the case with the Soviet proposal for
. 100 per cent reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles in stage I.

However, the Soviet representative may have intended to ask the Western
lations how they would propose to carry out verification of the measures in the
lmited States plan, that is, the 30 per cent reduction of nuclear weapons vehicles
n stage I proceeding by steps of 10 per cent at a time. Ve are certainly
bliged to explain to this Conference how, in our view, verification could be
arried out. I will not attempt to give a full explanation of the zonal sampling
lan -~ that will, I assume, be done in due coursg¢ by the United States delegation --
ut would like to advance some illustrative ideas which may give members of the
jonference a notion of the practicability of this general idce in terms of time
nd manpower. I should say that the figures that follow arc approximate and
llustrative., No doubt later, when fuller studiecs of the zonel verification
.echnique are available, we shall have much more precise estinmates.

Suppose we say that under the United States zonal plan of verification when
here is a 10 per cent reduction in nuclear weapons vehicles and other armaments,
.0 per cent of Soviet Union territory, and of the territories of all partics,
thould be subjcect to verification procedures. This would amount to 2,200,000 square
ilometres for the Soviect Union. In passing I would say that vast arcas of the
oviet Union, like those in my country, are not developed to the extent that a
:lose exemination of what they might contain would be necessary. But suppose that

. block of 220,000 square kilometres, or one per cont, of Soviet Union territory
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is to be fairly carefully exsmined to gee that it only containg those armaments

and armed forces which are supposed to be there according to the agreement.

Now, 220,000 squere kilometres represents a square of 465 kilonetres each side.
This is less than one hour's flight for a jet aircraft, which could be taking air
photogrephs; it is not a very long day's journey for a motorcar on reasonable
roads.

" But,to get an idea of the number of men and the time required to make an
inspection, it occurred to me to compare this to a topogresphical survey. Many
years ago, when I was engaged in this work, a surveyor with a plane-table could map
about one square mile o day, which is approximately 2.6 squarc kilometres. Making
a detailad topographical map of the arca would probably be a longer job than
looking through it to sce if there were any unauthorised armanments. If one
divides 220,000 by 2.6 one gets 85,000 man-days of work, that is to say, the
cquivalent of 500 men working for six months. Tho 500 men might be doubled to
allow for adninistrative and transport personnel. Those figures are for one per
cent of Soviet territory, and a simple multiplication will show what would be
required to inspect 10 per cent. Given modern nethods of transport and observation,
it would be possible to examine such blocks of territory within a relatively short
space of time ~- the six months I have suggested.

Of course, the inspection proposed in the United States plan would call for
the co-operation of the country in whose territory the inspection was being
carried out, and this co-operation really is the nost important part in order to
give reassurance that compliance with the disarmenent obligations is genuine. If
the nilitary and other officials of the host country co-operated with the international
inspectors, the latter would only have to ask to be shown what was in a certain
building or establishment and it would be shown to them, This is really what would
create the confidence that disarmement measures were being carried out in good faith--
the acceptance of the obligation to show that there was nothing hidden "under the
jacket, . ‘

It might illustratc the problenm if I cited an experience of oy own which, in
a snall way, constituted an attempt to apply international arns control. This
relates to the period when I was Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization in Palestine, when the question arosc whether certain

armanents were or were not in the enclave of Mount Scopus near Jerusalen.
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Representatives may know that this Israeli enclave in Jordanian territory was
created by agreement between the Arabs and Israclis during the 1958 hostilities and
1t included the Hebrew University and the Hadassah Hospital. The area was supposed
to be under the control of the Truce Supervision Organization and to be manned only
by Israeli police with small arms. However, as time went on the Jordanians, for
various reasons suspected that the Israelis had introduced nortars and mortar
ammunition in the area contrary to the sgreement. As Chief of the Truce Supervision
Organization, I was asked to clear up the matter by inspecting the area, and after
a while it was arranged for me to do so. Evcrything seemed to be in order until
I came to two or three rooms in the hospital which were locked up, and when I asked
what was in them it proved inmpossible to find the keys to open the doors. Quite
possibly there was nothing nore dangerous in those rooms than bedpans or hospital
furniture, but I could not assure the Jordanians that in fact none of the suspected
weapons was there. Incidentally, this matter never was clecared up.

This illustrates the point that, if there are no "locked rooms", confidence
is created that everybody is honouring obligations; but, if therc are certain
~rows wilel are "locked rooms", then there is immediately suspicion that the
obligations are not being honoured and that some evasion may be taking place.
So I return to the point that the great value of all parties agreceing to the system
of verification proposed in the United States plan would be that it would
ipmmediatcly creatc confidence that obligations were being honoured, and searches to
prove the non-existence of probibited armaments would become less rigorous.

To conclude this part of my remarks I would say that while the Soviet Union
Joes not think that their proposal to elininatc nuclear weapon vehicles in the
first stage can be verified -- and we in the West agree with them -- the Western
nations do consider that their proposal for = gradual reduction can be verified and
is therefore a more useful proposal,

May I remind the Conference that in the proposals which were brought before the
Fen Nation Disarmenent Coumittee by the Soviet Union in iiirch 15460 (TNDC/6) and
#hich wers based on the original proposals for general and complete disarmament
ziven to the United Netions General Assembly on 18 September 1959 by Mr. Khrushchev,
(A/4219) the elimination of rockets and military aircraft did not take place until
the third stage, and in the first part of the session of the Ten Nation Disarmament

Sommittee a good deal was said by the delegations of the Soviet Union and their
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soclalist allies in favour of this plan. But when the Committee re-assembled on
7 June 1960, after a recess, the Soviet Union plan had been altered to put the
elirination of all nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage as it is at present
(INDC/6/Rev.1). I wonder whether it would be permissible to suggest to our Soviet
colleagues that in going from the last stage to the first stage they took too great

a leap., Should they not, as the French say "reculer pour nieux sauter", and perhaps

nake the elimination in three jumps rather than in one long jump?

Mr . HAJEK (Czechoslovakia): The discussion we heve had since the
beginning of this week seems to indicate that in considering the first stage of
general and complete disarmament we have reached g certain point where it is hard to
say anything entirsly new in substance. The basic ideas, the principal measurcs
and their extent, have been explained by both sides in full, It certainly may be
of use if the authors of the two basic documents provide us with some additional
clarifications as a result of questions put to thum. But in general it seems to
ny delegation that the time has come to set out the points on which we may agree and
the points on which, for the time being, thers are differences of substance between
our views. This may perhaps give us guidance in deciding what avenues we should
take in the next stage of our work,

At this juncture, when a detailed analysis has been completed in our discussions
here, and when some of our colleagues seem to insist, perhaps too much, on some
technical details, my delegation deems it appropriate to recall the basic aspects
and views which will help us get back to the possibility of a synthesis. Individual
rmeasures should be properly assessed and put in a correct context, taking fully into
account such basic views. I would like to nake a few remarks on this point.

The stage we have been considering is the initial stage of general and complete
disarmament, that is, the initial stage of a process which, by its whole nature and
purpose, should go and is supposed to go in the opposite direction from the armaments
race, which puts such an enormous burden on the shoulders of our world and imperils
its further evolution. A deep and complete change must be brought about in the
development of the world which has taken place so far,

Many useful statements and correct ideas were heard on this subject in the
general debate at the beginning of the work of this Committee. The Minister for
Forelgn Affairs of the United Arab Republic, Mr., Fawzi, said on 21 March:
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", .. & world of general and complete disarnament, were it ever to come

about, would be a new world to which we would have to make a new

approach." (ENDC/PV.6, p.12) .

At our nmeeting on 15 March, even the Secrotéry of State of the United Stapes,

¢, Rusk, characterized this new approach by quoting the following words of
resident Kennedy's letter:
",.. the fact that the immediate and practical significance of the
task that has brought you together has coms to be so fully realized
by the peoples of the world is one of the crucial developnents of our
time. For nen now know that amassing of destructive power does not
beget security ..." (ENDC/PV.2, p.l5)

I do not quote any of the statements of the socialist countries, since their

osition in this respect is obvious and known to everybody., In fact, the new
pproach, that of peace and peaceful co-existence, is the very basis of the
oreign policy of the socialist States and it is the very basis of the Soviet
raft treaty which we have here under consideration. We regard it as a positive
henomenon that this view on a new approach, which is identical with the basic
iews of the socialist countries and their foreign policies, is maintained and
tressed by the eminent representatives of other countries whose policies are
ased on different concepts and diffcrent idcologies from those of our socialist
ountries., And this basic changc, the necessity of which is recognized by every
elegation present here, has to be brought about in the very first stage if this
tage is to constitute the real beginning of the process of general and complete
isarmament,

Therefore, we must ask ourselves where we want to get to in this first stage.
he Soviet draft gives a clear answer to this question. . It is necessary to
liminate in substance the possibility of an outbreak of a nuclear war, It is
ecessary to abandon the idea -- and I think this is in accordance with
resident Kennedy's words =-- that the possibility of starting a nuclear war means
he safeguarding of the security of the country which has such a possibility.
re we capable of accepting this principle and of starting to translate it into
eality? Here I think, we must state with regret that some delegations proceed
rom different positions in criticizing the proposals contained in the Soviet
raft treaty.
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The representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom, Italy and Canada
have maintained -- and in the statement of the rcepresentative of Canada this
rmorning it has been repeated ~- that it is neither desirable nor possible to
eliminate 211 nuclear weapon delivery vehicles since this would, in their opinion,.
ropresent a danger to the security of the Western world., I was not able to follow
the text of the intervention of the representative of Canade, as apparently there were
not enough copies so that my delegation could be provided with one. But I did
listen attontively to what he said. And in listening to his speech, and taking into
account what has been said on this point by other representatives on the Western
side, I did wonder what kind of logic was therc. The Soviet Union, which is shead
in the development of the most important kind of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles -~
which is ednitted even by certain spokesmen of the West, who continue to speak of a
"missile gap" -~ is proposing that all Stetes should elininate all nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles and in this wey rcenounce the possibility of starting a nuclear war.

For this radical measure the Soviet Union proposes, and is ready to accept,

100 per cent control. That neans control equal to the radical measure. I think ©
we should see all the consequences of this, because this neasure would in fact also
bring about a radical solution to the problem which has received some attention at
recent neetings of the Conference and which the United Statcs representative
nentioned once more in his stetement this morning -- namely, the question of outer
space.

It has been said here that the Soviet and Unitcd States plans contain similar
neasures as far as certain technical approaches are concerned, but I think it is
important to take into account the differcnce of the context in which those similar --
and at first sight perhaps in some aspects identical -~ measurcs are being proposed.
The Soviet Union proposes thenm in the cdntext of the conmplete liquidation of all
nuclicar weapon delivery vehicles, which would involve also complete liquidation of
rocket weapons which constitute the matorial basis for the use of outer space for
nilitary purposes., It is therefore a direct prerequisite for the solution of the
problen of outer space. This would be the only way of also carrying out further
radical measures related to the production of missiles and the launching of space
vehicles which would ensure that no State could use outer space for purposes that
were other than peaceful. This would also constitute a firm basis for the development

of international co-operation in rescarch and the peaceful uses of outer space.
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Examining the context of the United States proposal, what do we see? What
effective steps can be taken to prevent rockets, nuclear delivery vehicles, from
being launched in outer space if we allow 90 per cent in the first year, 80 per
cent in the second year, and so on, to be produced, developed and tested, while
‘mge stockpiles of nuclear bombs would be preserved? How can we, in such
circumstances, provide effective control of any measure in this field when we open
wide the door to circumventicn and cvasion by allowing 90, 30 and 70 per cent to
be freely developed? |

The representative of the United States has told us today how he envisaged the
prevention of evasion, but this is the old, unrealistic clain of the United States
of 100 per centvcontrol over the 10, 20 and 30 per cent reductions being planned
in the first three years of the United States proposal. I would say that the
proposal of the United States, as explained by Mr. Stelle today, is an attempt
to re-introduce by the back door, so to speak, of control of all missiles, linked
with outer space measures, this 100 per cent control over partial -- 10, 20 or 30 per
cent -- disarmnament measures.

I think it has been pointed out sufficiently clearly that to treat the problenm
of disarmament and control in this way is to introduce an inadequate control., It
is contrary to the basic principles; and it is, of course, unacceptable to the
socialist States. We shall not solve the problen of ensuring security in outer
space if we do not solve the problem of nuclear delivery vehicles.in general -- that
is, by a radical measure, as proposecd by the Soviet Union, in the first stage. But
today this seems to be the main objection of the United States to the solution
proposed by the Soviet Union in the field of outer space.

In the light of this new approach, the necessity of which has been so clearly
demonstrated in connexion with the problem of outer space -- so stressed by the
Western delegations -- it seems to my delegation that the arguments of those who
oppose the basic idea of the first stage of the Soviet plan by invoking so-called
security reasons are obviously unconvincing.

The representative of Canada dwelt rather extensively on this security problen.
Let us see whose security may be endangered by substantially curbing the danger of an
outbreak of nuclear war, and whose security is to bec protected by the preservation of
a nominally partial but in fact substantial possibility of starting a nuclear war.
The repreSéntative_of the United Kingdom, Sir iMichacl Wright, observed on 8 May
(ENDC/PV .33, D, 31) that the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would
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inperil the security of smaller countrics which needed United States or United
Kingdon aid as quickly as possible,

What kind of aid is it which would be brought by nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles? = It seems to us that it is a rather problematic aid, because a nuclear
attack on these countries would be tantamount to their physical destruction.

Equally empty is the argument that the proper security of smaller countries may be
safeguarded by the presence of military bases which the great Powers have built on
their territories. What kind of security is a security which in the event of =
conflict automatically attracts a destructive blow fron the country against which
such bases are ained and against which an attack from those bases is being preparced
and launched?

The representative of the United States, Mr. Dean, said on 11 May (ENDC/PV.35, p.7)
that the process of general and complete disarmanent must not break the existing
nilitary pattern. 1In this connexion hs mentioned also the existing military
picture, Thers have been some scmantic explanations -- in accordance with the
nethods of some of the explanations herc in the Comnmittee -- but, after all these
explanations, it still remains the belief of ry delegation, and here we agree with
what was sald yesterday by the representative of India, Mr. Lall, that as early as in
stage I of general and complete disarmament we must do away with a military pattern
and picture which is based on the accumulation of the capacity to start a nuclear
war, on what is called the balance of terror. I am afraid that when the
representative of Canada spoke of lack of balance, as he did so fully this morning,
he had in mind this balance of terror., I was rather puzzled by the strange logic of
his reasoning concerning the unbalanced disarmament proposzl in this field allegedly
nade by the Soviet Union. What kind of unbalanced disarmament is it when the Soviet
Union proposes some measures which impose equal obligations on both sides as far as °
the delivery vehicles are concerned and also as far as conventional weapons and forces
are concerned? It scems to us that our “‘ustern colleagues, in speaking about
unbalanced proposals by the Soviet Union, are suffering fron a certain obsession.
Really, what unbalanced proposals arc being put forward by the Soviet Union? In all
cascs thesc proposals involve equal obligations on both sides.

Let us take the oxample of those conventional forces and weapons with regard to
which there is so much talk of imbalance from the Western side. The Soviet Union

proposes a substantial cut in cenventional armaments and foreces. Under the
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conditions of such a reduction the countries of Western Europc, for inétance, would
maintain a higher level of armed forces than the socialist countries in Europe.
Even so, therc is talk of unbalance. Why does the United States, then, propose a
higher level, for both the Soviet Union and the United States which evidently goes
beyond the framework of merc defence? Why is the 1.7 million proposed by the
Soviet Union unbalanced disarmament and 2.1 million proposed by ths United States
balanced disarmament? That is something which really escapes my understanding.

As far as the danger of evasion is concerned, Mr. Burns dwelt here on the
possibilitics and dangers of evasion in the case of the Soviet proposals. But is
there not at least an equal danger in the case of a 10 per cent rcduction, linked
with a specific kind of inspection, that is to say, with a zonal inspectioh? Even
in the proposals and the expianations of the Vestern delegations there is no link,
no co-ordination, no correlation, betuween the extent of the disarmanent measure
and the extent of the corresponding control or verification neasure. They are so
mich lacking in rational correlation that a suggestion was made -- I think, properly --
whether it would not be better to make the selection of the zones a completely
casual operation. If I an not nistaken, it was the representative of Sweden who
suggested that. We feel that in the objections of the Western delegations to the
Soviet proposal there is a too great lack of a new approach. There is too much of
those vicws and principles of approach which have been branded cven by the President
of the United States, in the words I qudtedisome‘minutes ago, as outdated and not
corresponding to the necessities of the hour° If we introduce into the process of
general and complete disarmament such views and such measures, then we cannot but
slow down this process and create 2 situation in which it may at any time be
halted or even reversed to give way to.ﬁlnéw wave of the arns race, as the
representative of Poland, Mr. Naszkowski,‘ﬁhis norning pointed out in other
connexions. :,:'

Therefore ny delegation deens it neceséafy to draw attention to this strange
logic of approach and to the danger of introdﬁéing into our talks on general and
complete disarmament criteria of the afms raée aﬂd of the policy which a certain
time ago was called the policy of "brinkmanship®. This would not be an approach
which would help us., Of couréevI think that safeguards, sccurity and all these
elements must be taken into consideration, but never in such 2 way as to
reintroduce into our talks on*geheral and complete disarmanent those views and

approaches which have nothing to do with disarnanent and which, when led to their
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logical conclusions, risk putting in doubt the feasibllity and even the desirability
of general and complete disarmament. It seems to my delegation that to introduce
these elements into our talks and to make them the basic points of the approach of

.. gome delegations would necessarily lead our discussion into a vieious cirele,

But it is our task to make way for new thinking and to a now approach, My
delegation is gratified by the fact that this now approach and this new thinking is
nmeking some headway in our talks. With this in mind, we should soon proceed to sum
up the discussion on the first stage and try to draw up a synthesis of it, We
believe that the informal meeting scheduled for tomorrow could be of use from this
point of view. We think that it is necessary to try to agree on what concrete
results we wish to reach in the first stage. '

Can we agree that we should eliminate the possibility of starting a nuclear
war? - Do we regard this as desirable and feasible? If those who criticize the
Soviet draft because of this point do not think this is a desirsble or feasible
ohjective, they should explain their reasons. They should also say clearly and
precisely whether, in their view, we can accomplish during the first stage something
which would represent a now approach and would bring about a change in which the
armaments race now unfortunately taking place in the world would be halted and the
process reversed., If we are unable to find such & common formule for the first
stage, let us simply state the points of agreement and of disagreement, and then
proceed as soon as possible to the discussion of the next stage in order to be able
at the required time to submit a report which would reflect our progress and also
our difficulties.

'Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): I have listened with interest to the
statements we heard this morning and with particular care to the last intervention
of the roprcsentative of Czechoslovekia and to his closing words. I think he has
raised points about which we ought to think very carefully. I agree with him
that we certainly want to try and achieve as great an area of agreement as possible
on the first stage. I should like to give some more thought to the question of
how much longer it would be fruitful for us to discuss the first stage in this
present phase of our discussions. But I quitec agree that we shall have to look at
the further stages in due course and perhaps go through them all before we shall be

able to arrive at firnm decisions.
On the other hand, I think we must still clarify our minds o little further on
some gspects of the first stage. I believe that we should take up the point made

bv the ranrasantativa of (Czachaalavakis whan ha asid +thet wua ahAmld avnladn ubv ua
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do not regard as feasible some of the Soviet proposals for the first stage. This
is what some of us have been endeavouring to dc during recent mcetings. I do think
that the quite masterly survey and penctrating statenment made this morning by the
representative of Canada on some aspects of this question do deserve the very careful
and considered thought of us all. I believe the other interventions made this
morning deserve our careful attention, including the intorcsting one made by the
representative of Swedcn, who reverted to the twelve questions that he had
previously put. These questions and the answers to them have helped us all at
least to evaluate the position. We may not agrce with some of the answers given,
but at least they do show us a little morc clearly some of the points of difference,

In his statement at the thirty-third meeting of the Conference, nmy colleague,
Sir Michael Wright, raised certain questions of balance -- sone of the questions
to which the representative of Czechoslovakia referred in his statement -- between
the stage I programmes in the two drafts before us. Our Soviet colleague replied
to Sir Michael Wright in the course of the thirty-fifth meeting of the Conference,
held on 11 May.

I should 1like briefly to continue and elaborate on this discussion, because
it does scem. to me to be absolutely fundamental to the issues baefore us and to
the form which our final treaty will have to takc. I would just interpose that
all of us must beware of over-dramatising the position of the first stage. We
are all of us committed to general and complete disarmament. I should think that
is firply engraved cn all our hearts by now, talking about it as much as we do.:
For the first stage we are deciding what we can most readily and most conveniently
achieve, what measures will have the greatest fruitful effect on the whole world.
But of course this is onc stage. We all want to see by the end of the third stage
the complete elimination of all thesc weapons. What we have to decide is what we
really belicve, to take the words of our Czechoslovak colleague, it is practicable
and feasible.to do in stage I.

In the light of this, the question of the 100 per cent elinination of nuclear
delivery vehicles has figured, and rightly so, very largely in our discussions,
Mr. Zorin, in his intervention on 11 May, said:

"I think that not only military experts but all diplomats know

that nowadays the main offensive weapon for a big war is the

nuclear weapon."  (ENDC/PV.35, p. 46).
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I would agree with that statemenf‘in the position in which we stand today, though
of course it can be argued that it is the very size of the wecapons and their
devas’.ating effect which would make any Power pause before unleashing them on the
world, But if we arc seriously to contemplate the Soviet proposal for 100 per
cent elinination of nuclear delivery vchicles in stage I, then we must also
seriously consider what effect this mcasure in itsclf would have on the likelihood
of other kinds of war, wars without nuclear weapons, taking place. I have in
nind wars such as those which devestated Europe twice within the last fifty years.
These wars arce of course not as big as those which Mr. Zorin fears might be fought
with nuclear weapons.

411 our minds, it is true, are engaged»by this terriblc threat of a nuclear
war, but those who experienced the last two wars know that they were grim enough,
and I am sure our Soviet colleagues would agree with me on that point; their
country bears the scars as much as aﬂy other, Therefore, I would suggest to our
colleagues that whether stage I of the Soviet draft treaty nakes such wars possible
is a very important consideration., In our concentration on the nuclear threat
we must not lose sight altogether of the risks that could be inherent in a policy
which eliminated the one without the other. Now this is in my view a complicated
military problen, It is a problen to which the answer is not immediately obvious,
I would imagine, to any of us today, and any conclusions that we may reach would
have to be based on a study of the relative effectiveness of the forces remaining
to both sides under the treaty, with the possible additions -- and I must emphasize
this because it is a material factor -- which could be achieved by a coﬁntry which
chose to act in bad faith. |

To test whether we need have rcal fears of acts of bad faith this Conference
must examine closely how far it is possible for a country to hide away significant
numbers of conventional weapons, how far it is possible for, shall I say,
para~military organizations to supplement the armed forces in a time of emergency,
how quickly a country which had decided to deliver a deadly stroke could mobilize
its clandestine resources, and how effectively these resources could be
supplemented by the nuclear warheads which would still exist at the end of stage I, N
in their entirety under the Soviect plan, in a lower concentratién under the United
States plan,

There is no doubt at all that even the Jargest strategic weapons could be

carried by pressing into service, for instance, fishing vessels, tanks, civil aircraft,
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and even lorries ~--'1 will not mention suitcases. It is relev.nt to interpose
nere that even a stratcgic -- I emphasize the word "strategic" -- nuclear warhead,

that is, one which would be capable of destroying at the very least an entire
sity, can now be contained in a cylinder five feet long with a diameter of two
feet. There are in existence today many tactical nuclear warheads much, much
smaller than this which could have a far more devastating offcet than many of
the high explosive bombs which we all saw wreak such havoc in the last war. So
i¢ have to be realistic about what is meant and what are the risks involved in
these grim weapons which would still remain at the end of the Soviet first stage.
It is certainly technically possible -- and without a much closer examination
zan we be sure that this would not happen? -- for these weapons to bs used even in
shis improvised way. Can we be sure there would be no military value -- there
rould certainly be a terror value -- in such improvised nuclear weapons? I put
;he question in this way because, after all, this is how any responsible
zovernment is bound to approach the problem., Can we be certain at the present
toment that this is a military danger which can safely be dismissed? I would
say that is a Very big assumption for any of us to make. Do not let us imagine
shat just by this concentration on the nuclear delivery vehicle we are eliminating
111 fears all dangers from nuclear explosion. The fact is that we have to judge
hese dangers against the background of the treaty which we arc seeking to evolvae.
that 1s this background? It is that the proposals in the Soviet draft treaty
.nvolve such a radical readjustment of the military pattern that, I submit no one
ould understand their implications, let alonc accept them without a far more
searching examination than they have yet received in this Conference.
Now, in contrast, the merit of the United Statcs plan, as it seems to He,
-5 that it does not propose a radical change in stage I. This of course does give‘
ur Soviet colleague in some degrec a propaganda advantage, because he can claim,
\nd he does not lose the opportunity of doing so, that the West appcars to be slower
-n 1ts approach to the goal of general and complete disarmement than the East. Butv>
t is no small advantage for a government secking to reach a decision to know in
\dvance that most of the possible consequences of that decision can be foreseen.
'his, it scems to me, is an argunent that bears heavily on the side of those who
'ish for a balanced run-down of armaments. I have spoken earlier about the need
‘or generating confidence., This is an ecssential part not nerely of our task round

his table but when we come actually to inplemcnting the first stage measures.
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The actuel start of the reduction will be a treméndbus géstufc of confidence. Do
not let us overload stage I and so make it somcthing which could never get started
at all,

It is all very well, I think, for Mr, Zorin to claim that the real difference
between the two plans before the Conference is that the Soviet treaty proposes a
greater amount of disarmament in stage I with rcgard to the level of armed forces
and armaments than does the United States plan, This of course sounds impressive,
but it is by no means the only consideration that we need to take into account.

The stability of the world, the balance between the disarmament measures carried
out on both sides, is really, I would submit, of much grester importance, because
without that stability the actual disarmament process could in itself -- yes, in
itself, paradoxically perhaps but nevertheless really -- become a death-trap.

To illustrate this particular point, which I think is very important, I might use
an old adage that is certainly well known in the English languapge: "In the country
of the blind, the one-eyed man is king." Now I think this is particularly
relevant in this question where we have to get the balance right. It is this
question of stability that I have stressed before, and that I feel bound to come
back to again and_égain.

I shall continue to take the viow that the onus is clearly with the sponsors
of a plan to dcmonstratc to the satisfaction of all of us herec that their plan does
not at any time, at any stage, involve a period of cven potential instability,
or even of instability for a very short and tcmporary period. This, I think, is
the charge which we have to‘leyel against these two planég we have to see what in
fact is likely to be involved here., We have had a good deal of discussion about
the relative merits of the 100 per cent elinmination of nuclear delivery vehicles
proposcd by our Soviet colleagues and the 30 per cent -- less ambitious -~ reduction
proposed by the United States plan.

It docs seem to me that if onc is going to havo a plan with definite stages,
although, as I have said earlier, we must not attach too much importance to the
scparate stages -- what we want is the whole -- nevertheless, in these definite
stages we have to get agreement on something which will seem fair to all concerned,
particularly to the two major leaders of the great Power blocs in the world today,
something which seems fair to both sides. If one side proposes a cut across-the-
board, then I think it is reasonable for it to say that whatever the relative

stability existing at this moment it should be by and large retained if a uniforn
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ut is made. I realize that in particular categories of particular armaments,
rgunents could be produced which would seek to invalidate in sone degree that
eneral point, but by and large I claim that it is basic that a percentage cut
cross-the-board should retain relatively the same degree of balance of forces
etween the opposing blocs. But if one party wishes to bring forward a plan
hich provides for very large variations, for complete elimination of one
articular armament, as in this case, then it is the duty of that party to convince
he rest of us that it is not bringing about some element of instability through
ts plan, This is something which, I must say to our Soviet colleagues, though

have listened to their arguments with care, I am very far from being convinced
hey have achievad up to the present.

I think it was our Swedish colleague who said this morning -~ I tried to take
own his words =~ that military balance might be asiwell preserved by a policy
ontaining sharp variations as by one providing for a uniform cut across-the-board.
s I have just indicated, I agree that is possible but I think it is obviously
mch less likely than where there is a uniform cut; and I think that if any party
rings before us a plan providing for sharp variations it is for it to prove to
he rest of us that in fact the use of its plan would not reveal disparities at
he end of a particular stage. That, I would submit, has not in fact been done
so far,

This whole question of balance is therefore, I think, onec of great relevance,
:nd one to which we should give much more thought. In evaluating this stage I
je have probably got to see where we have the greatest measure of agreement, I
1ope, however, that we shall not allow this particular ituw to 7ub out of focus
ind loom too large in our consideration. I belicve we have got to achieve
results in what we are setting before ourselves in stage I and I say frankly to
ur Soviet colleagues that unless they can produce far more offective arguments
;0 justify this one very sweeping reduction I would ask them to consider whether it
Jould not be reasonable and feasible for them to bring forward some other proposal
less sweeping in its nature and easier to justify on the particular question of
stability.

Tied up with that, I think, is the question of verification. I thought our
canadian colleague showed us very clearly this morning some of the very real
problems which exist in this context. Our Soviet colleague has, I think, on
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various occasions over-simplified this problem in some degrec. On this question
of verification he said at our thirty-fifth meeting:
"... from a practical point of view, in the conditions of international
control over disarmament, such concealments on the scale required for
the achievement of the aims of aggression would be impossible.
(ENDC/PV .35, p.55)
That was o pretty sweeping statement, and I think it has been very fully dealt with

by Mr, Burns' comments this morning. What we are really trying to find out is
whether in fact concealed violations are impossible or not. Simple assertions like
that, however, do not carry conviction with then.

Again, Mr, Zorin said-

"It is obvious to everyone, however, that any preparation of such forces

and such military means" --

I understand this to mean the armed forces and armsments which would be needed for
a clandcstine attack --

"could not remain unnoticed by the international control organ, And

any State would immediately be unmasked and would be condemned by the

peoples of the world."  (ibid.) '

I find those last few words a very interesting and striking phrase. But what
kind of condomnation has Mr. Zorin in mind here? After all, words would not be
sufficient. 4 State contemplating and preparing to use force illegally would not
bc stopped by words. It would have to be threatened by some greater force
exorcised on behalf of the powers of law and order in the world. I have previously
referred to the importance of the United Nations peace force, or whatever the body
might be, and undoubtedly we have to give very full consideration to that subject
during our discussions. I do not want to develop it now: I merely interpose that
a8 a thought in this connexion.

Possibly, however, our Soviet colleague can help us here. Pogsibly, if he
could bc more specific about the kind of condemnation he has in mind, and if we
found that we could agrec with what he says, then possibly we should be moving closer
together on this question of control. For it is this lack of conmtrol over tho last
remnants of particular categorics of armaments, coupled with the vagueness about the
sanctions wihlch might be employed to redress the situation which worries us most in
regerd to the Soviet draft.
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Perhaps I shouid look again at the first part of the quotation which I
have just given from what Mr. Zorin said, namely, that clandestine preparation of
an illegal attack fcould not remain unnoticed by the international control organ“
(ibid.). . Whether that is true or not depends very much on the number of
international controllers, their degree of freedom of movement and their.
geographical distribution inside a country. lir. Zorin said in his statement to
which I am alluding that control agents would ¢ present at all points where arms
were reduced in numbers. That is what he has told us. If he could give us
some idea of what this would mean in practice, we night perhaps find that after
all the difference betwcen us is not so zgreat.

Perhaps I can pursuc this point a little further -- not with the object of
confusing the debate but with the ain of showing some of the points which do
worry us in this vital matter., Firstly, will thc places at which armaments are
to be reduced be, for instance, a few locations, perhaps on the periphery of each
country, or will they bc scattered at random throughout the country? We know,
for instancc, that under the Soviet plan the controllers will visit launching
pads and airfields. I would like to think that since all major countries have,
very many airfields this nmeans that controllers would be ablc to visit a large
mumber of placcs. But I am not surec about this because, of course, aircraft, |
from their very nature, can be floun to a few centrai depots. We shall find it
difficult to grasp exactly what is in the mind of the Soviet Union until possibly
we can talk about numbers.

I an not asking our Soviet collcagues to commit themselves on this point now,
becguse it is much too ecarly in our dcbates, but we should have a better idea if
we knew very roughly -- I stress that, very roughly -- whaet is the number of
control points that Mr, Zorin has in mind, for instance, in his own country and
in the Unitcd States. Is it 10, 20, 30, 100, 300, 1,000? ‘hat has he in mind?
At the moment we have no idea what it is. Clearly, we in the West, from our very
approach to.this problen of control and verification, would ¢ mmch happier with
a scheme which had 300 or 1,000 control posts than with onc that had only 10 or 30,
These arc purely illustrative figurcs; I am not attempting to rclate them to the
problen. Then we could perhaps gonuinely begin to feel, if wc had these larger
numbers, that the inspectors could obtain the knowledge which lMr. Zorin himself
states is essential to the proper functioning of the disarmament plan and to the
preservation of peace.
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But, of course, there is this o¢ther factor which we should not forget: These
control officers, even if they were widely distributed throughout a country, could
still be ineffective as observers of the matters that they had been sent to verify
if they had insufficicnt freedom of movement.  Such freedom is essential, If
our Sovict colleagues would concedec that the controllers would have at least the
samc degree of freedom as, for instancc, all of us here in this room enjoy in this
country of Switzerland, then I think we would have movad closer together. I do
emphasize that as a very salicnt point in the effcctiveness of the verification
officers.

Mr., Zorin has appealed to us to say how we envisage carrying out inspection
with the aim of discovering hidden weapons. I think Mr. Burns today gave us sonme
very graphic illustrations of how this could be worked out and what in fact would
be involved. We, for our part, in the United Kingdom have made a fairly
exhaustive study of the problems of verification and we shall be ready to discuss
with our colleagues in considerablc detail what can be done and what cannot be
done. Personally, I rather doubt whether this is a matter which could be really
safiéfactorily dealt with in these large plenary mectings. One has to face this
fact: it does raise questions of very considerable technicel complexity. But
cqually I do not take the view that the right approach is to seek to settle all
the political problems and only then to deal with the technical issues, The fact
is that, in most questions of government nowadays, the arbitrary division between
political, military and technical issues; leads one nowhere. This is true even in
the restricted field of internal government within a country.

What we have got to try to do is reach a solution by a serics of successive
approximations, if I can use a mathematical term here, in which political and
technicel views are looked at alternately until some kind of solution satisfying
everybody is hammered out. I think we have got to think of the practicalities of
this. I myself have in the past proposed that it would be useful in certain
circumstances to think in terms of sub-commitices; this might be one of the
avenues. where that thought could be followed. But certainly such studies as we
nave made of verification techniques do not lead us to the conclusion which Mr. Zorin
sonctimes sesks to put into our mouths: that 100 per cent inspection of remainders
is always technically possible; in fact, such studies as we havc made lead us to

think quite the reversec,
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\ Thero are ‘some notable difficulties which would be encountered in any plan
whlch e try to implement, but they would be encountered very early in the Soviet
plan, before confidence had been built up. This is one of the main reasons why we
"do see difficulties in accepting this Soviet plan. I have giVen a good deal of
thought to how the verification proccdures could work out in relation to the time
limits which we have discussed. I thought the very first of the questions posed
the other day by our Swedish colleague, which related to the time limit, was
significant in this regard., He asked both the Soviet and Unitcd States
representatives'qﬁestions with regard to the time involved. 1In his questions he
did make quité clear that possibly therc could be variations in the time limits
in both thosc plans. I do not quarrel with that idea at 211. But he did say:

"Could we at least have a morec spccific explanation from the Soviet
delegation of how it could achieve so much in so short o time and one
from the United Statos delegation of why it could not go faster after
stage I?"  (ENDC/PV.35, p.29 )
I am dealing only with stage I here at the moment. - I only =ddcd that last part of

the sentencc because sometimes I do not quote fully'from somc of my colleagues, and

I wanted to give the full quotation herc,

I am dealing really with this question to the Soviet delegation about how it
could achieve so much in so short a time. And what is the time that it scts?
Article 19 of the Soviet Union draft states:

"l. The first stage of general and complete disarmanent shall be
initiated six months after the Troaty comes into force,.., within which
period the International Disarmament Organization shell be set up.

"2. The duration of the first stage of general and complete
disarmament shall be 15 months.® (ENDC/2, p, 13)

Thereforo, we arc given six months in which to set up the IDO. We are given

fifteen months in which to carry through the whole of this massive stage I, And in
that period we have got not only to sct up but also to organize effectively the
inspectors on a fairly large scalc and to muke them available 21l over the world,
wherever they are required. Then, in this fifteen-month period which our Soviet
colleagues suggest, they have got to verify the destruction of 100 per cent of nuclear
delivery vehicles. I do not honestly see how that can be donc even with the best

will in the world. That is why I think thesc proposals arc unpractical. They are
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seeking to overload the first stage in a way which could prevent it from ever being
started. -That i1s what worries me. The IDO has to be set up; the staff has to
be trained in some degree; there must be some sort of administration for it; and
then it has this massive task which has been somewhat graphicelly defined for us
this morning by Mr., Burns in his stabement. It is not an easy task. It is no
good brushing if on one side, because it is this forcc and the way that it

operates which is going to promote the confidence which we all know in our hearts
is absolutely essential if we are ever to achieve this task that we have set
ourselves.

It is getting this IDO set up, getting it organized and seeing it work i1n
the early stages which is going to give us a great deal of that confidence which
woc need to see the whole scheme through. Therefore, it is cssential that
sufficient time be given. It is not only a metter of inspecting piles of weapons
of war which the nations say they have put in certain places. If there is to be
100 per cent elimination, we must face up to this problem of what has been called
the "wenpons hidden under the jacket® or the '"boumbs in the cupboard"., I really
do not see how one could cxpect such & new body to tackle such a job in that short
period of time,

The other day our Soviet colleague, replying to Mr, Edberg, the Swedish
representative, did develop this point. In that intervention he spoke at some
length about what was done immediately after the last world war. He gave us -
striking figures cf the dismantling of wmilitary machines in his own and other
countries. Thesec were very inmpressive but had not the faintest bearing on the
problen which confronts us. This was a red herring which matters not the least
in this argunent. It is not a matter of a unilateral decision to destroy things
in one's own country, under one's own control. This is a confidence-building
measure., This 1s a measure under which you will destroy beccausc you know others
are going to destroy too. This is a very different matter and means that you
have got to be satisfied ~-~ on both sides, becausc there can be no unfairness in
this =~ that this disarmament is being carried out. Boefore any major country is
golng to agree to get rid of its vast war potential it has to be sure that its
competitors are going to do the same thing. That is where the difficulty arises.
Therefore, this ansuer does not meet the case and we do requirc a more realistic
approach. I am sorry to emphasize this so mmuch, but I think it is basic to our

whole problen,
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I an not going to develop this morning the question of possible detection
rstems and zonal sampling techniques. I have already saild that I believe they
>1d out very considecrable promise., I only say to our Sovict colleagues once
>re that if they want to accomplish thess things in this very short period of time
10y have got to convince us that -- to use tho words which our Czechoslovak
»lleague used -~ it ig feasible and practicable. So far, I fear, they have not
one 8o, I want to make progress, but do let it be rcal and rcalistic, something
3 can all recommend to our governments as something we can stand by. At the
yment I feel it would be unwise to seek to travel in the first stage very much
irther than is alrcady provided for in the United States draft. But obviously I
>uld be happy to look at any particular categqries on which it was felt there
1ould be variations. I believe, by and large, that if we want to succsed, if we
aint the first stage to go well, we should not overload it. Do nct let us give
1¢ international disarmament commission an impossible task. If we do, we are only

urting failura,

Lirs ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (trenslation from Russian):

3 I do not want to prolong today's meeting beyond the scheduled time in view of the
speated criticism that has been exprossed on this subject, I shall confine myself

> a small group of questions connected with today's statements and shall postpone

1 answer to other questions until our next meeting.

I must admit that the statements which have been made today have dealt with
number of extremecly important questions. In my opinion, however, the most
aportant thing now is to focus our attontion on the group of questions relating to
1e first stage of disarmament. I shall thereforc confine ryrsclf largely to them
1d shall concentrate on ccrtain obscrvations nade by the United States representative,
7 the Canadian reprcsentative and also, though only to a limitcd degree, by
r. Godber,

Where the statement by the United States representative is concerned, I should
srely like to point out that when he spoke of a former control plan in the field of
somic energy and referred to this control plan as one of the important steps
roposed by the United States, I think the account he gave was too brief and failed
> indicate that this control plan in thc field of atomic energy which was proposed
7 the United States at the very beginning of the work of the United Nations was

ssentially o plan for preserving the United States monopoly in the field of atomic
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energy and for bringing the entire atomic industry of other countries, not under
international, but to all intents and purposes under United States control, This
plan, known as the "Baruch Plan", was not accepted by the Soviet Union because it
neant continuing and perpetuating the United Stetes monopoly in the field of
atomic industry without in any wey impeiring the atomic capecity already built up
in the United States while bringing the atomic industry of &1l the countries of thé
world under control. Of course, such control could not solve the problem of
sliminating the threat of an atomic war and was not therefore acceptable to the
Soviet Union, This was far from being & conccssion by the United States, as

Mr, Stelle has tried to depict it, but was an attempt to prescrve its atomic
ronopoly.

The second point that arises out of Mr., Stelle's statemcnt is that he has now .
in fact adnitted that the Soviet Union's plan docs provide for pre-lauhéh notification
of peaceful-purpose rockcts. But he also said that this is linked to the whole of
the first stage of the Soviet plan. This is, of course, trus. I confirm that this
is linked to the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vchicles and the dismantling
of bases during the first stage. This is absolutely correct.

But Mr, Stelle went on to say that the United States plan involves control over
lounchings of military rockets. He asscrted in this connexion.that it would be
nacessary from tine to time to verify whether military rockets Qere in operating
condition and that for the purpose of such verification international military
rocket launchings would have to be internationally controlled. This, however,
neans that we are concernsd, not with the use of outer space for peaceful purposes,
but with the control of military rocket launchings, which have no connexion with the
use of outer space for peaceful purposes. This control would be exercised at a
time when 70 per cent of these rockets would still be retained by the United States
and other countries. This would do little to promote the use of outer space for
peaceful purposes., I think it would do nothing. Thus, this observation reveals
the basic weakness of the United States position on the question of the use of outer
space for pcaceful purposes. ;

I should now like to say a few words about the statenont Ly the representative
of Canada. I will begin with a brief historical observation. Mr. Burns referred
to the Washington navel treaties but, so far as I remember, theée treaties did not
cnvisage any control measufes, although they provided for a reduction in capital

ships, for certain restrictions on the construction of such ships, ctc.
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I would add that to the best of my recollection, at that time in the League of
Nations;_Mr, Gibsén, a United States representative --who, although he was not that
country's official representative in the League, took part in the consideration of
a number of questions -~ adopted a'position of strong opposition to any control
noasures in matters of disarmament. Perhaps I am mistaken, in which case Mr, Stelle
will correct ne, but, if my memory serves ne right, this position was characteristic
of the-United'States at that time. |

I give this example simply to show that Mr., Burns' statement today that control
is essentiél in 2ll watters relating to disarmanent is not in accordance with the
historical facts or with the position which the lestern Powers have adopted on
disarmament questions in the past. On those very questions, on the questions of
naval disarmament to which Mr. Burns rcferred, the Western Powers took up no such
position, Thus, control is far from being axionatic, but is a debatable issue.

Furthermore, Mr. Burns essentially set out to prove that ouf proposal for
100 per cent climination of delivery vehicles is impracticablec and that gradualness
in the reduction of delivery vehicles and other types of armaments is'practicable.

I listened closely to Mr;fBurns' statement, but I did not find any substantive
argunents to prove that the Western proposals arc practicable,:while ours are
inpracticablé. bPéfhaps I an incapable of following your linc of reasoning, but
you did not ?ut forﬁard a éingle argunent to show that graduclness is practicable
whereas a radical solution of fhe problem of eliminating nuclear weapon vehicles is
impracticable. I did not find a single argument in this statoment.

You went on %o nake a particularlr'intoresting remark:

WIf the process of disarmament should stop short or be rcversed at any

point, all parties rmust be aséured that thevabuld.not be in a worse

position relative to each other than they are now. This, in turn,

requires a certait gradualness in the disarmament'process ool (supra, 9.19)
That is the argument which you put forward in suppoft of gradualness. What sort of
argunent is it to suggest that the process of disarmament way stop short? It means
that you are largely baging your case on a hegativc assunmption, on the assumption,
not that the disarmememy process will proceed, but that it will stop short, In the
firgt placse, why do you make this assumptibn? Why is your position based on this
negative assumption which is not made by all of us. We assumc that the disarmament
process will proceed without interruption if we sign a treaty, wheféas'you base your
position on its stopping short. | | '
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In other words, your whole idea of the need for gradualness largely hinges on
this negative assumption that the process of disarmament may stop short., This
premise is,however, completely unsatisfactory. We want to achieve a treaty which
will  ensure that the disarmament process does not stop short. Ve pointed out
yesterday and in previous statements that the United States plan in fact includes
features which show that the United States is counting on the possibility of the
process of disarmament stopping short. This is why it is introducing the veto for
the permanent members of the Control Council and in respect of dccisions on this
point in the Security Council. This is why the United States does not specify an
overall time-limit for the whole disarmament programme. 1We notc this fact.

If this is your basic assumption and if this is the only reason for your
assertion that gradualness is necessary, I can reply that we have no use for your
initial prenise nor for gradualness bocause we consider it necessary to draw up the
disarmament programne in such a way as to ensure that the programme will be carried
out from beginning to end, that it is governed by this.principle. But you
obviously start from a different premise, on which you base the¢ need for gradualness.
We have no use for such an approach, because it is harmful,

You went on to the question of 100 per cent elimination of delivery vehicles and
100 per cent verification of retained armaments. I asked you to advise ué all on
how this is to be carried out. The answer you gave today was:

"eoo 1t [Ehis probleg7 does not arise in this form from the Western

plan ..." (gsupra, p.22).

How can you say it does not arise, Mr., Burns? I shall take your plan and read out
paragraph 2.d, in section A, entitled "Armaments". You support this plan so it is
permissible to say that you write: |

"In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in a Treaty

annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organization would

verify the foregoing reduction end would provide assurance that retained

armaments did not cxceed agreed levels". (ENDC/30, p.6)

In other words, you must verify the retained armaments. You must verify 100 per

cent of the rotained armaments in order to guarantee that they do not exceed the

azreed levels, ,
Furthermore, the following statement is made in paragraph 3.c. of section B,

entitled "Armed Forcesg':
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"In accordance with arrangements that would be set forth in the annex

on verification, the International Disarmanent Organization would

verify the reduction.of force levels and prbvidé assurance that

retained forces did not exceed agreed levels®, (QEQQZBO, p.8)

But here again you must carry out 100 per cent verification of this reduction,
i.e. of the retained armed forces, too, in order to provide such an assurance.

Why then do you say that this question does not arise for you? It does arise for
you. But for some reason you do not want to reply to it. I put the question to
you because it comes up in your plan, but you say that it does not and that the
question does not arise in this form from the Western plan., Yes, it does arise.
But I will tell you why you are unwilling to ahswer this question. Because you
have no satisfactory answer -- that is the crux of the matter. The answers which
you tried to give today indicate that you have great difficulty in giving a
satisfactory answer to this question. This was also confirncd today by Mr, Godber,
the United Kingdom representative, who said quite frankly that considerable
difficulties would be involved in verifying the retainsd armanents.,

You gave an example of how vorification might be carried out and suggested that
the methods used for topographical surveys might serve as a basis. You mentioned
an area of 220,000 square kllometres, which represents 1 per cent of the terrltory
of the Soviet Unlon, In order to cover this territory for topographical survey
purposes in six months some 500 men plus 500 auxiliary staff would be needed, i.e.,
a total of 1,000, It would take six months to cover this territory., But we have
not only fixed armaments but mobile.armaments, You might survey an area on a
particular day, but the aircraft might have flown elsewhere and the tanks have been
transferred to other areas -- this is really not the same thing as a topographical
survey. After all, topography involves a survey of an area and an area remains
where it is; all you need to do is to cover it once and take photographs., But,
according to your own calculations, to cover the territory bf the Soviet Union eveh
for topographical survey purposes would necessitate the employment of 100,000
controllers for six months. Yet you say that thi$ could easily be done. That ig
your:reply. B

It is precisely because you realize the unsatisfactory nature of this reply that
you promptly teke the line that this question does not arise from your plan and say
that this is "your answer"., If you will pardon uy saying so, this question does
arige from the first stagc of your plan if your thesis that it is necessary to verify
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the retained arms is not put forward for the sake of argument, but is really meant

to be taken seriously. If you believe that this is really the action which has to
be taken, then tell us how you think it should be organized? - Along the lines of

a topographical survey? Moreover, you yourself gave a very telling illustration
based on your experience in the Middle East. You were unablc to enter two rooms
because they were locked, This made you suspicious. You wcrc unable to tell the
Government of Jordan definitely whether or not weapons werc therc. You declined

to do so,  Being an honest man, you found it impossible to zive an incorrect

answer. But how many such rooms would there be in a territory of 22 million square |
kilometres? How many houses? How many depots?

As you were unable to give an answer in the case of the two rooms which were
locked, do you really cxpect that the entire territory of any country -- the United
States or the Soviet Union -- will contain only open rooms?  Surely you do not
imagine that this will be so? This only shows how unrealistic your approach is and
how much it smacks of propaganda, since only for propaganda purposes is it poséible
to talk of 100 per cent verification of what remains and to claim that the Soviet
Union does not want this. I tell you that since we want 100 per cent elimination
of armaments, we also want 100 per cent verification in order to ensure that nothing
remains. You say that this is a change in our position. No. Our position has
always been that 100 per cent elimination should be accompanied by 100 per cent
verification, This is what we havc always said. You ask how the Soviet Union
thinks the detection of clandestine stockpiles should be underteken. My answer
is that we should discuss this togsther. How do you envisage the detection of
clandestine stockpiles? After all, a number of provisions in your plan also refer
to clandestine activity. It will get you nowhere to attempt to evade the issue by
arguing that the Soviet representative should give an answer, because an answer 1is
required from you no less than from us.

We arc realists and we therefore say that the verification of which you speak
is unnecessary. It is sufficient to verify what is reduced and for the destruction
to be verified visually by the controllers, This gives, if not a 100 per cent, then
at least a 98-99 per cent guarantee that the actual disarmament process is proceeding
correctly,

Since you want the situation to bs further clarified and arc critieizing us on
that score, you give us an answer and tell us how you envisage this, since you
yourselves raise this question in your own plan. You cannot evade an answer and the

answer you give is clearly unrealistic; it cannot satisfy reasonable people.
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This is why Mr. Godber said today that verification of retained armaments will
presént considerable difficulties. He is right. But we take the view that it is
altogéther pointless, since such an undertzking would entail verification of the
armaments of 211 States, to which no one will agree. And if there is to be
100 per cent destruction, any error that is made will be insignificant.

Mr. Godber asked a number of other questions today. ‘Vhat freedom of movement
would the controllers have? Would control be exercised throuzhout the country?

How many places would there be for the destruction of armements and where would they
be, etc.,? Theres are two replies I can give,

In the first place, these questions cannot ba answered until we all know what
we are to destroy and in what quantities and sequence. Such questions are otherwise
futile, Tell us if you agree to 100 per cent elimination of nuclear weapon
vehicles, If you do, lat us work out together where and how this destruction is to
be carried out. We are quite ready to do this, But it is difficult to say in
advance how many places there are to be, becausc I do not know what is to be destroyed.
You yourselves realize that this is an entirely unrealistic approach to the question.

In the second place, why do you put this question to me? 1Mr. Stelle said
quité clearly yesterday, in replying to the Swedish representative's questions, that
the United States is more or less in agreement with us on this mattery it agrees
that there will be depots in which the armaments to be destroyed will be
concentrated, that there will be ceortain places where the various types of armaments
will be destroyed and that the types of armaments which are not movable will be
destroyed on the spot. Our positions seem to coincide on these points. You should
put this question to Mr. Stelle, particularly as he is closer to you at the table and
is also closer to you in general, I think Mr., Stelle is in just as good a position
to give a reply as I an; 1in any event, you can discuss this question together and
submit proposals on it to us all. This is a gceneral question. Why should I reply
to it? The fact that Mr. Godber and Mr, Burns put such questions points to the
fact that they have no other arguments. They cannot give any substantive arguments
to back up their position. They arc looking for other arguments so that they can
find some way out of the situation and can say that the crux of the matter lies in
the Soviet Union's alleged unwillingness to statc how many posts there will be,
whether there will be posts throughout a country, whether there will be freedom of
movement, etc. These are all minor points, Mr. Godber. We can reach agreement on

all‘this; these are practical questions. But lct us agree on what you are
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prepared to accept in the matter of disarmament. This is what we have to decide.
The discussion of all other questions hinges on this. If you are not willing to
accept concrete measures of disarmement, there is no point in our discussing these
questions. VWhat purpose would this serve?

My last comment rclates to Mr. Godber's statement that we should not carry
out the first-stage measures too hurriedly, bccause the measurcs involved are too
vast in scepe, create 2 new situation and alter the military position, and because
it is necessery to preserve the stability of the world; That is the main idea put
forward by . Gédber today to justify the need to procced gradually with the
reduction of existing types of armements, and so forth. This was his main
argunent .,  But, Mr. Godber, is there really any stability in the situation today?
What kind of stability is there when you, the Western Powers, yourselves put forward
a proposal that we should specificclly discuss the question of the possibility of
war by accident? What kind of a stable situation is this? You yourselves admit
the possibility of the accidental outbreak of a large-scale war -- not of a minor
war, but of a large-scale war. Can the situation be described as stable when
only yesterday or the day before President Kennedy ordered the Marines to land in
an area closc tc Laos? What kind of a stable situation is this? The whole
trouble is that you wish to preserve this stability, or more accurately, this lack
of stability, until the third stage of disarmament. This is where the trouble is.
Ve, however, wish to climinate even the possibility of the outbreak of a large-scale
nuclear war as early as the first stage. What we wish is to eclinminate forthwith
the instability of the situation in this vitel matter. This is the basis of our
epproach.  You, on the other hand, with your gradual measures over a period of
ten years, will preserve this instability and the possibility of the outbreak of a
muclear war, This is the essential difference in our approaches,

Thesc are the remarks which I wished to nske today. I shall leave everything

else to be answered later in the course of our further discussion.

Mr, HASSANW (United Arsb Republic): In the thirty-sixth plenary neeting
of 14 May 1962 many delegations took up the discussion of the organization of our
future work. I should like in my turn now to pick up the same thread in rclation
to ona particular point not mentioned at that neeting., Members of the Committee
are no doubt aware that the last meeting of the Committee of the Whole took place on

27 April., During that meeting wc heard our co-Chairmen explain their reasons for
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asking that priority be given to the consgideration of cértain of their proposals,
Unfortunately, no progress has beén recorded since theﬁ, and our two co-Chairmen
have not agreed on thc next item on the Committes's agenda.

It had buen previously hoped that the discussion and the resolution of these
questions, which have now proved to bc bones of contention, would have helped to
eage international tension, strengthen confidence anong States, and contribute to
general and COmplete'disarmamenf. It is, howcver, a source of cncouragement that
some of the very same bones of contention should actually be under discussion outside
the sphere of this Conference; this fact alone, in my opinion, should have made
agreement on their discussion within this Confercnce casier to attain, and more
logical. » ' 4
I submit that, although mich valuable time has passed, and although our target:
date is imminently in sight, therc is still something that we can do: some
achievement, modest as it may seem, ought to be:recorded and reflected in our.
progress report. That report, in spite of the scarcity of time left, should at
least say that the Committee of the Whole hasg given full discussion to the item
ontitled "Cessation of War Propaganda' and that the Committoe has reveiwed all of
the six other items proposed by the nembers of the Committee., My humble submission.
is that it will not be particularly difficult to achieve that snd, given the
expected co-operation and ingénuity of all the members, espccially of our two
co-Chairmen, and their goodwill,

Might not a way out of this deadlock be achieved by arranging that our Committee
allocate twc successive meetings to the review of the remaining six messurss which
appear in the two columns in docunent ENDC/C.I/2? Might not our Committee ask each
of our co-Chairmen kindly to prescnt to the Committee and rcview before us three
measures of his choice? ,

Needlcss to say, a mere review of these measurcs naturally does not mean or
entail the Committeec's adoption of any or all of the said items. If it were
considered useful, = third meeting might be decvoted to discussion of the considerations
presented at the two meetings. But might not that procedure heclp break the log jam
and familiarize at least some of the new neubers of the Committoe -~ such as my
delegation, which cannot claim any dotailed knowledge of those items -- mors with
those subject, while at the same timc allowing us to record greater effects in the
consideration of possibilities of prosress on initial measures in the work of the
Comnitteo of the Whole? '
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Accordingly I would request that the co=~Chairmen give considcration to this
suggestion, and I am confident that their usual resourcefulness will overcome this
hurdle. I hope that their traditional goodwill and sincerity of purpose will

guide thcir steps in this matter.

Mro CAVALIETTI (Italy) (translation from French): I think that in spite
of the promises Mr. Zorin so kindly gave us, (ENDG/PV.36, p.37) he has not left

us much tine to reply. I can assurc hin that I shall study the statoment he made

today most carefully., I wish to meke only two very brief comments. The first
concerns control over the daestruction of delivery vehicles. At the meeting on
Monday I asked Mr. Zorin some precise questions about tle text proposed by the
Soviet delegation; in particular, I asked to what oxtent article 38 of the Soviet
draft treaty could be applied to the destruction of nuclear wcapon vehicles in
stage I (ibid., p.6=7)e Yosterday Mr. Zorin vsry kindly replicd to the statement
I made on Monday, but he made no reference whatever to this question of control or
- to that of the application of article 38, I hope that at the private meeting
tomorrow he will be able to give us a full and clear explanation on this point.
Next, I should like to add that for several neetings now the Soviet delegation
gseems to have been trying to insinuste that the Vestern delegations do not wish --
or might not wish ~- to implement the treaty in full, They say that the
application of the treaty would certainly be interrupted ... it would be suspended ...
As far as I am concerned, I do not believe this is truec. What we want is to
be sure that both parties carry out the provisions of the treaty honestly and
conpletely. Obviously, if one of thc parties did not implement the treaty exactly
according to its provisions the other party =-- and I think the Soviet delegation
will agree on this point -- could resumec its full freedon of action.
Those are the two brief corments I wished to make on Mr. Zorin's statement.
In conclusion, I would like to say that I greatly appreciatcd tho statement made by
the representative of the United Arab Republic concerning the work of the Committee
of the Whole, and I hope it will bc possiblc to discuss this quostion at tomorrow's
informal meeting, so that the Committee of the Whole can resunc its work as

offectively as possible.
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The Conference decided to issue the following communidque:

"The Conference of the Eighteoen Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its thirty-eighth plenary meeting in the Palais des
Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of Ir., Sahlou, the rcpresentative
of Ethiopia.

"The ropresentatives of Swedon, Poland, the United States, Canada,
Czechoslovakia, the United Kingdom, the Soviut Union, the Uaited Arab
Republic and Italy made statements,

"The next plenary meeting of the Conference will be held on
Friday, 18 May 1962, at 10 a.n."

The meeting rose at 1.25 p.m,






