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The CHAIRMAN (Brazil) (trenslation from French): I deolare open the

thirty~third meeting of the Eighteen~Netion Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. NASZKOWSKI (Poland) (translation from French): The Polish delegation

considers that the discussion on the provisions concerning the first stage of

disarmament is of fundamental importance for the whole work of the Conference.
Indeed, we start from the principle that the measures taken during that first
stage will govern the whole disarmament process: they will determine whether
favourable conditions for carrying out general and complete disarmament in the
shortest possible time are created at the outset; and they will determine whether
& propitious political atmosphere is established ~ an atmosphere that will reduce
tension, increase confidence between peoples, strengthen the feeling of security,
and thus facilitate the whole process of disarmament and appreciably simplify
solution of the control problem.,

I wish to speak about some problems arising out of & comparative examination
of the two documents we have before us.

In our opinion, the different approaches of the United States /ENDC/30 and
Gorr.l7 and Soviet ZENDCZ27 documents to disarmament measures in the first stage
reflect two different conecepts. The Soviet draft treaty on general and complete
disarmement provides, in the first stage, for measures of great military signifi-
cance‘wh{éhvwould lead not omly to quentitative but also to qualitative changes
in the mi}itaiy potential of States. The experience of the years of negotiations
on diéarmament that have taken place up to now shows that the measure which could
bring aboﬁt an immediate and radical change in the present world situation is the
elimination of delivery vehicles for nu.lear weapons.

The discussions at this Conference have strengthened our coénviction that the
disarmament process should begin with the means of delivering nuclear weapons.

It should be noted that the United States has also felt the need to take account
in its plan of this same principle thaet the disarmament process must begin with
reduction of the quantity of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons. In the
United States plan, however, the principle has been distorted; I would even say
that it has been deprived of its substance; for its whole meaning lies in the
100 per cent eliminetion of those vehicles. A 100 per cent elimination would
mean the simultaneous neutralization of nuclear weaﬁons, which would have the

effect of preventing any potential aggréssor from making a surprise nuclear
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attack. Now whereas the Soviet plan provides for the complete elimination of
delivery vehicles in the first’étage, the United States proposals provide only
for some reduction in their quantity. Furithermore, vhz American plan does not
provide for cessation of the production of nuclear weapons,; and does not bar the
way to their improvement. _ o ,‘.b ‘

Thus -~ and this must be clearly sald-- the Weohern Powers:qre not willing to
remove the donger of a surprise nuclear ottack, fc remove the Seéling of
insecurity, or 4o ereate conditions that would wave the way for other disarmement
measures. That is the fundementol differenze bevween the twe counceptis,

How do the Western Powers justify their onposition Yo the proposal for com-

plete eliminetion of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons during the first stage

Lla

of disarmament? They endeavour %o create the imprecsion that in acting in this
way they are guided by prudence, by a feeling for':ealism, and the like. For
instance, ot the meeting on 24 April WNr. 3ean, the representative of thg United
States, said: -
".eo it (the Soviet proposal) juss is not realistic. We all know thdt(
nuclear delivery vehicles cannot be eliminated all at orce."
(ENDC/PV .26, page 12)

In: his speech on 3 May ZENDC/PVGBC, page‘§7 Mr. Bﬁrns, ‘the Canadian

representative, also questioned the possibility of completé and rapid elimination
of delivery vechicles for nuclear weapons, basing his objections on two arguments:
firsgt, that such eliminaticn would require compiete cortwol over ‘the whole
territory concerned, to determine whether delivery vehiclcs had not been hidden
somewhere;  ‘secondly, that it was dirfficult to define such vehicles, and that if
the means of delivering nuclear weapong, in *he siriet sense of the term, werc
eliminated,; it would gbill be poscible e adapﬁ.o%her mecns o deliver such
Weapons. V ‘

In the opinion of +the Poiish delegotion; neivher of those two objechtions is
valid. Under the provisions of the Soviet draft treaty; States would be under an
obligation to submit to cormplete control all acts commected with the eliminatioh,
or the conversion to pecceful uses, of delivery wehicles for nuclear weaﬁons; ‘One
can hardly ask for a more preecise staterent om this point £hén that made by
Mr. Zorin, the Soviet representotive, a%yihe‘meetings on 3 aﬁék4 May. He said,
among other things, tha® a 100 per cent elimination of nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles would entail a 100 per cent cdntrol over such elimination throdghout'the

territory of the country concerned 1§NDG/?V.307 page 4§7.
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It should be added that thé Soviet proposal provides for the extension of
control to launching sites for rockets used for peaceful purposes. Hence the
question of the danger of such rockets being used for military purposes doeslnot
arise either.

As regards the second argument, vehicles for nuclear weapons are & class of
armaments which can be fully defined. They have been clearly defined in the -
Soviet proposals. Under article 2, paragraph 5 of the Soviet draft treaty, os soon
as disarmement begon, States would be under an obligation to furnish the
international disarmament organization with adequate information on the categories
of arms to be reduced and the amount of the reductions.

Lastly, what of the argument about the possibility of adapting other means
to delivering nuclear weapons? I do not think anyone in this room still believes
in the mythical danger of nuclear war-he@ds being carried in a suitcase, at one
time used to frighten eredulous people. In their statements the Western delega-
tions congtantly revert to the argument that total elimination of nuclear dellvery
vehicles in the first stage would cause a dlsequlllbrlum of forces. As in the
previous cases, the Western Powers present this aspect of the problem the wrong
way round.

The Soviet draft provides for a close relationship between the elimination
of nuclear weapon Vehieles‘during the first‘Stage'and the reduction of ormed
forces and conventional armaments. Parallel to the elimination of nuclear weapon
vehicles, the draft fixes & ceiling for the armed forces of “the Soviet Union and
the United States. Attention must also be drawn to the provision in artiele 11,
under which force levels for other States parties to the treaty are to be agreed
upon &8 appropriate. This shoﬁld be understood to mean that the levels will be
fixed to meet the security requirements of the States concerned, without disturb-
ing the balance of foreces, in'particular under the conditions obtaining when
delivery‘vehicles for nuclear weapons have been completely eliminated.

It must be concluded from this that the argument of o possible disequilibrium
of forces is intended to justify the desire of the Western Powers to retain their
nuclear weapon vehicles and thus to continue the dangerous policy of the so~
called balance of terror., Thus it is not a question of the balance of forces,
which the Soviet draft does not impair, but of the balance of terror, What does

such & balance lead to? There is no néed +0 go into that here.
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This is not the first time that our delegation has heard this kind of argument,
The Western Powers constantly exploit the argument of the so-called imbalance of
forces in connexion with the Polish plan for establishing a denuclearized zone
in Burcpe, although it is known that the second version of that plan provides
both for the withdrawal of nuclear weapons and for the reduction of conventional
armaments, precisely because this type of objection has been taken into account,
regardless of how far it is justified.

If we are to discuss the need to maintain the balance of forces we must also
raise, quite unequivocally, the question of the bases on the territory of foreign
States which closely encircle the socialist countries. The dismantling of bases
and the withdrawal of armed forces from foreign territory, and the destruction
of all delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, are two inseparable elements of
balanced disarmament during the first stage.

Speaking on the problem of bases on 3 May, Mr. Dean tried to convince us that
if the rockets, aireraft, submarines and ships capable of carrying nuclear weapons
were eliminated in the process of disarmament, the American bases would be ren-
dered useless and consequently should not cause the Soviet Union and the other
socialist States any anxiety.

But if that is the case, why do the Western Powers not agree to the dismantling
of these bases during the first stage of disarmament, as proposed in the Soviet
draft? It may be asgked what the American and British soldiers would do if depfived
of the weapons which are the whole reason for the existence of these bases.i Would
they play golf? They can do that at home, where they would certainly fiﬁd it more
agreeable.

The Western opposition to sueh a measure can be understood in only one way.
The Western States are unwilling to eliminate the delivery vehicles for nuclear
weapons, Hence they are not prepared to dismantle their bases on foreign terri-
tory ceither, for it is the launching sites for rockets carrying nuclear weapons that
are the essential feature of those bases,

I now turn to the next measure provided for in the first stage of disarmament:
reduction of the armed forces and conventional armaments of States.

In the statements they have made so far, the representatives of the United
States and the United Kingdom have tried to represent the Soviet proposals as
vague, obscure, and even as having little siggificance from the viewpoint of the
scope of disarmament. DMr. Dean has even tried to show that the Soviet draft would
enable armed forces to scrap obsolete types of weapon without thereby reducing

their fighting capacity.
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It must be strongly emphasized that under the Soviet. plan the reduction of
conventional armed forces is to be carrled out by eomplete - I repeat, complete
- disbandment of\military units, At +he samc time, all the conventlonal arms,
munitions and equipment, that is to say {he whole-- I say the whole~-- armament of
the disbanded units are to be destroyed or can::;tedto peaceful uses. An appro—
priate reducvion in the armaments indusiry of States would be carried out
primarily by the clicsing, abolition or conversion to peaceful uses of whole-—~1I
repeat whole~-~ undervakirgs now cugaged in armements productlon. . .

If we add to this that the Soviet drafd ulso §v0v1des, in the flrst stage,
for the destruction of armamenis for reserve torces and the reduction of bu&get
appropriations for military purposes, whel remains of the arguments we have heard
here about the alleged lack of conerete measures in the Sovied draf% and 1ts o
alleged lack of precision as regards the gnantities and categories vaarms io be
reduced? ' - :

:The ;United Stotes delegation mointains that its pr0posaié on armed f@:ces
and conventional armaments are more sonerete and mowe. effehtlve. But'whdé is
adduced in support.of that gssertion? The enumeration of .series of detalls con-
cerning weights and types of weap&na? % must be pomnte& out that 1nsistence on
minor details is not aiways synonymous with concreteness, and still less wlth
efficiency. The technical particulars listed in such det&il cannot conceél the
fact that, as we have already said, the reduction in. nuoléar weapon. vehicles is
partial.and therefore mnot effectlvs, ‘Furthernore, the United States plan refers
to only four types of weapon ito be reduced in auantlty, so that it is the Unlted
States plan, not the Soviet plon, which “ecoves a gap lnﬁthe elimination of con-
ventional weapons. ‘ o | ; V

Under the Soviet plan 21) the armb.of thé disbanded units would be‘destroyéd;
under the United. .States plan some of the conventlonul armaments would not be sab-
ject to reductiony even proportionately to tne h“ltS dlsbanded,

The reduction in armed forces provided Zor in the Uhlted States plan, as
other delegations have already- pointed. onb, is. 1ns¢gn1flcant. It is interesting
to recall here that Mr. Godber chose o very g»rangeMmethod of justifying so insig-
nificant a reduction of armed forces as ﬁhaﬁ‘provide& for in the United States
plan. * Is it because, as he said on 2 May, ~

"ess ir modern warfare it is,thg,g;maments that are,decisive rather

than the numbor of men ..." (ENDC/PV.29, page 9
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that Mr, Godber thinks it would be more reasonable to fix the”ceiling.for armed
fo:¢és at 2,100,000 instead of 1,700,000 men?  Incidentally, if the Western
PowersAhave arrived ot the conclusion that modern weapons of magg destruction are
more important than the number of men, they should reconsider the arguments they
have advanced up to the present concerning the numerical superiority of the armed
forces of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, which, they claim, prevents the West
from carrying out radical disarmement measures within the framework of generai
disarmament, or measures to reduce tension, such as the establishment of a
de-nuclearized zonerin Europe. The Mr. Godber of 4 May repudiates the Mr. Godber
of 2 May, for on 4 Moy the United Kingdom representative maintained that if the
Soviet proposals were accepted, the Soviet Union would have an overwhelming
superiorlty at the end of the first stage.

I should like to end my remarks with the followmng conclusion. Given thatg
as we have demonstrated in our argument, the first stage of disarmament determines
the fate of the whole disarmament process, it should comprise sufficiently impor-
- tant and radical disafmament measures; 'and, what is mofe, the first stage should
be carried out quickly, in a comparatively very short time. In that :eSpect we
fully agree with the repreSentatiVevof Indi& that the more radical and rapid the
process of disarmament, the less 1mportance w111 attach to what remalns of the
armaments of States during that process. ‘

, The nations are demanding an agreement on general and complete dlsarmament
with inereasing impatience. The Polish public, which is attentively following the
course of the Geneve talks, cannot réfrain from showing its increasihg concern at
the attitude adopted by the Western Powers at Geneva and at the new impetus given
to the arms race by the Western militarist forces, a recent example of which is
frovided by the NATO resolutions at Athens. The concern and wishes of the Polisgh
people in that regard were forcefully expressed by Mr., Viadislav Gomulka in his
speech at Warsaw on 1 May. Mr, Gomulka said, in particular: "We demand that the
disarmament negotiations at Geneva be devoted to constructive discussion on the
forms of disarmament under effective international control, and not to sterile
debates on the control of armaments. We demand general and complete disarmament",
That is what all the peoples demand. Implementation of the effective measures
provided for in the first stage of the Soviet plan would open up for mankind a

real road towards general and complete disarmament.
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Mr. CAVALLETTI (Ttaiy) (translatiohifrom French): I listened most

attentmvely to the statement by the PoTlsh r¥epresentotive comparing the Soviet

and the Unlted Sﬁa es &wsavmament proposgls in resgpect of the first stage ==
8 compa -ison which was naburally Yo the advantage of the Soviei dreft. I intend
to study it very thoroughly. ‘

This morning, however, I wish ‘o refer to %he wnrk of the Conference last
week, which gave rige to very comp“ehensgve discussions on several problems. I
should like this morning to consider three of the problems raised: +the atmosphere
of the Conferenne, our method of work, and ‘certsin aspects of the first stage of
disarmament directly connected with ou most éssenﬁial security requirements.

At last Friday's meeting ZENDC/?V 3'7 pu*tfcﬁlar reference was made, among
other thlngs, to the tone of our discussions and the atmosphere of this
Conference. The representat*ves of the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union end India
mentloned those matters in their statewents. I myself sincerely hope that the
relaxed and almost--~ sometimes even quite— friendly tone of our discussions will
never be lacklng durlng this Confercnce. That is a very important factor. We are
here to improve the international s_tuation and to reduce mutual dlstrust, noay
more, to formulate an agreement thet will restore confidence. We should always bear
“het in mln&, for me, it is a medter of fundamental concern. Nevertheless, I
“thlnk we must also ke frork and expioin curselves clearly., We sﬁould be feiling
>1n our duty to be honest with each other if we did not glve clear expre551on to
our thoughtsy even 1f they are negative in regara to some proposals.

" In regard to our nethod of woxk, which wos also discussed again last Friday,
I foar that it i not by marathon speeﬂhﬁs ab plenury meetings that we con make
casier and faster progress. In our opinion the rlght method, as we have already

said, is to set to work ectively or the simultaneous study of several problems, by
“éetting up sub-committees; ’

" Each sub-commitice should sﬁudy?cmzsﬁecific subject, and make progess with
the drafting of the treaty. At the same time, we should revert to what I consider
the very useful practice of holding informal or private meetings in order to avoid
polemics about the records, every word of which is open to different and sometimes
‘misleading interpretations. ' - ' ‘

I elso note with somé ‘concern +ha* the Committce of the Whole which was set
up ot the beginning of this Confevence is not progressing fast enough with its

wvork. In that'connéxiony certain comments made recen%ly by “he Soviet delegation
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might cause us some anxiety. I believe we set up the Committee of the Whole to
reach agreement:onlspecific measurés, a list of which was drawn up by both sides.
So far we have agfeed to diécuss only ~ne question in this Committee -~ the
question of war propagonda, which wes proposed by the Soviet delegation. It seems
to me that it is high time to consider at lenst one Western proposal, after which
I myself should be quite willing to have another measure proposed by the Soviet
delegation placed on the Committee's agenda. ‘

We still consider that, while continuing with the drafting of a treaty on
general and complete disarmament, which is undoubtedly the main object of our work,
we should not neglect any possibility of specific agreement on concrete disarma-
ment measures that could be put into effect immediately and could bring about an
immediate improvement in the international situation. Ve regard that as o matter
-of urgency and I hope that this view will be shared by other delegations.

I should now like to refer, in a geuneral and preliminary manner, to various
proposals put forward for carrying out the first stage of disormoment which do not
appear to us to conform to the principle of security and balance in disarmament
unanimously adopted as the basis for our work. I hope in so doing to give the
representative of Poland, who spoke just now; some food for thought.

k‘These problems are ail the more delicate in thet their solution, or r&fher
the rate of their solution, has o most direct and immediate bearing on the security
of the Western countries, as now organized on the basis of quite obvious geographi-
cal facts. In other words, the solution of these problems directly offects the
_collaboration between the Western allies, which, so long as disarmament has not
been carried out, is the praoctical foundation of the security of the countries
belonging to the Atlantic Alliance and, I would even say, of the security of the
world.

If we are to do constructive work here, we must not close our eyes to the fact
that unfortunatcly we arc still living in o world where there is mutual distrust.
That is why, in recent years, two military defence organizations have been set up
by the two sides. So long os disarmament has not been carried out, those
organizotions will remain based on strategic, geographic and demogrophic faets
which our disarmament proposals comnnot disregard. I would go further and say that,
if these facts were disregarded, one of two things would happen: cither we should
not succeed in concluding .an agreement, or the agreement would be contrary to the
fundamental prineciples of disarmament, and hence would not inerease our security

but would even endanger it.
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At o certain moment in our hlstory, after “the Second World War, some. countrles,
including Italy, felt themselves to be in danger. It was the tlme of the Stalin
policy. I say that, not in a controversial splrlt, but os an unquestlon&ble fact
known to everyone, We in Western Europe have free and democratic regimes, which
communism considers due for liquidation. These regiﬁes are rooted in our
civilization, to which we hold fast and which we wish to preserve. In preserving
and defending them we do not wish to injufe ony other regime of a different kind,
because we fully respect the independence and sovereignﬁy of all States and the
right of peoples freely to choose their institutions and their wﬁy of life.

In that connexion I should like to quote what Mr. Segni, our @inister for
Foreign Affairs, said here on 16 March: | S

"We wish to assure those peoples who differ from us in theii“concept.
of 1life that we, who belong to an_anciént and great civilizatiéﬁrthat finds
inspixatidn in the principles of freedom; harbour no plan, no desire to
interfere in any manner whatsoever with their peaceful defélopment and

progress," (ENDC PV .3, page 14)

Thusg faced with the dangers from the East, the weaker Europedn countries

joined together in an alliance‘with o more powerful and distant country which
follows the SameAprinciples of liberty as we do. That alliance built up &
nilitory organizafion which is purely defengive, both in its‘originﬂand in its
subsequent developmeni. This truth has been stated o hundred tlmes by all the
Western statesmen, and the events of the last fifteen years have Justlfled their
clalm.’ Thls military organlzatlon, under the proteetion of whlch oyr peace-lov1ng
peoples find securlty, was built up by integrating and co-ordlnatlng our efforts
and our potentlalltles 1n accordance with & geographical position famlllar 1o
everyone. A feature of that geographical posit1on is that the weaker countries of
Wéétern Europe are separated from their American ally by about 5,000 kilometres of
see. | L

Faclng us, facing our nilitary organlzatlon, there 15, as I have already said,
another military organlzatlon, that of the W&rsaw Treaty, which forms o united and
compact territorial bloc backed by the immense territory of another communist
country, By its statements and its acts, that cbuntry pursues o policy which does
not seem consistent with the statements we often hecr elsewhere,‘which are based on
the principles of peacefgl co-cxistence and in which we are willing to believe,

though we are waiting for them to be borne out by the facts.
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From the viewpoint of Wegtern Europe, these countries of the East form a
geographical whole of enormous avena with a demographic potentinl far greater than
curs. Noturally, this Eastern bloe has built its bases vhiech, although they can
be called national bases, are none the less dangerous. I aslk you Yo explain *o
rme what is the difference, as regards the military focbor and the degree of dangaw s
which is the factor we have to congider herc, beizen o base of the Western allies
established, say, in Turkey and o Warsaw Trealy base estabiished, say,; in the
Caucasus? If there ig any diffevence it can be reckcned cnly in terms of efficiensy
and military power, that is to sgay the faoctors which will gradually come within
the scope of disarmament.

How then can we be asked to digmonile all the bazes of nur allianco at tre
very beginning of disarmament because they are 2he regult of on integrotion of
joint efforts, whereas on the other uside all Dbases are to remain intact simply
because someone is pleased to c¢all them nuticrnal? IFow con we be asked to fouaon
the help of our major allies, when on thse obther clde the miiitery, political end
economic links would remain intect and coniinve to expond, in fact, to the farthest
limits of Asia? Thot would be equivalend to asking us 1o dissolve our alliance
practically from the beginning of disscymam:ns operations. vhile the other allians
-~ that of the Warsaw Treaty countrieg --would rerain in being, in full development,
linked through the siting of its frontiers wiibh ocnother communist country having a
human potential of over 800 miliions.

I do not think that such a proposal can be considered to be in conformity
with the agreed principles so often rozelled heve, acccrding o which disarmamertd
measures should be gradual and ro bulovced Shat no party gains & nilitery advan—
tage at any stvage. OCan we forgel the dubty of every govermment to ensure itbs
counrtry's security throughout the process of digermenent?

0f course, we are prepared ~-and these are nod empnty words, but the sincexe
expression ol oux wiIll--vc go ws Tex og possitle ond as quickly ag pocosible
towards general and comnlete disarmament in all sectors, el 1m;nat1ng all bages
v hiovh distinetion. For the Italian delegetion's wiew is tha’b, from the beginving
of disarmament, the gradval reductlion of all srmauents, insluding nuelear weapon
vehicles, through the cessation of production of nuslear weapons ond their pro-
gressive and rapid destruction, will reduce vhe militory strength of all +the bases
on both sides, and subsequently lead %o o tirme wren, as coniidenece grows in the
world, they will be completely eliminztocd, That iz gradunal and balanced

digormament .
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We are waiting in hope for the time when it will be possible, without prejud;ce
to the eséential requirements of our security, for full mutual trust to prevail‘in i
& peaceful world— a world in which all countries, irrespective of regime, will
leave their doors wide open, in which there will be free movement of men and ideas,
and the Unitéd Na£ions, duly strengihened, will guarantee the smaller and less ‘
powerful States against any atback or threat.

Unfortunately we have not reached that stage yet. To do so, we shall need to
make many‘further efforts here. What is needed is the gradual, concrete and
realistic execution of disarmement. To this end, it is necessary to"concehirate
oux Work on the sectors concerning which our views arc less divérgent’and not on
those concerning which we know our differences are too great to be resolved. It is
by gradually inerceasing the areas of agreement that we shall be able to reach com-
plete agreement more quickly, Any other approach amounts eitﬁer to not wanting an
agreement or, which is worse, to using disarmament as o dangerous and deceptive
propaganda weapon, o

What, then, are we asking for? We are asking that in the first stage of
disarmoment, and subsequently, gradﬁal and balanced measures should be put into
effect at an increasingly rapid rate, bearing in mind that, as Mr. Segni said here
on 28 March, the wall of misunderstanding which separates us must be gradually
broken down. In the process of disarmament it is\necessary to keep constantly in
mind the three pillars which are éssential for reaching agreement: disarmament,
sontrol and trust. These are the three factors to which the representative of
Nigeria referred in his statemehtllast Friday; it is their presence that will
guarantee our essential security while disarmament is being carried out.

Disarmament has been compared here to the dangerdus evolutions of a tight-rope
walker, The comparison is an apt one, for the acrobat must keep his balance all
the way ih order not to fall and if he is wise, though he advances boldly towards
the other end of the rope, hé will not neglect to have a good safety mnet placed
beneafh him. Qﬁthout it, he is obvioﬁsly exposing himself ‘o mortal danger. .

" The CHAIRMAN (Brazil) (franslation from French): I should like to inter-
vene in the discussion, spéaking in my capacity as representative of Braozil.

More than half the time allotted to us by the United Nations General Assembly

for the preliminary phase of our work at this Conference has now gone by. Although

certain delegates in this Committee and some experienced observers have said that
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in splte of everythlna the results obtained are an advance on those of previous
&1sarmament conferences, the truth is that they are still very meagre as regards
any real prcgress ‘that can be put before the United Nations in the report dué on
1 June. They are, in fact, limited to the preamble and the general part of the
treaty- mattors which by their nature give rise to less serious disagreement.
Thus we must honestly admit that as to all the rest, which represents the major
part of our work, the differences between the two great military bloes appear
irreconcilable, at least in the near future and so far can be forescen, as regords
both the discontinuancé gf nuclear tests for warlike purposes and the actual treaty
on general and complete‘disarmament. )

0f +this treaty on general and complete disarmoment I must say, to my great
regrét, that the Bfazilian delegation sees no further ground for 6ptimism in the
progress of our work since we reached the substantive articles of the two drafts.
The difficulties increase as the questions beéome more specific, or rather as they
lose that generality which facilitates agreement because it leaves more latitude
for interpretation. On behalf of my délegation, I shall venture to submit a few
modest comments on some of these important questions. I shall begin with those
which, in thevdpinion of my aelegation,’do not raise absoclutely ihsuperable
difficulties., " | |

We,hdve discussed the mandatory nature of the preamble and the general
artic1é§ of the'treaty, which are precisely ﬁhé(pafts of this instrument which can
be regarded os more or less adopted. Some mointain thot these articles are
1mmed1ately blndlng, others reJect thls v1ew, relylnd on the argument that
governments mlght be prematurely bound by undertakings the full extent of which they
would only learn 1ater. In the oplnlon of my delegatlon, our dlfxarences could be
settled if we sought a solutlon based on legal technlque. ’ o

Wlth your perm1531on I should like to subnit at this p01nt a few thoughts
about whot seems to me to be a shortcomlng in the general negotlatlons on
disarmoment: the absence of legal method. Slnce I am o lawyer by prof9831on, it
may perhaps be suspected that my approach to this question is determlned by ny own
professional training or=— should I say-u-prof9551onal‘b1as. But I can .assure you
that thet suspicion would be unfounded.‘ Low, in the last analysis, is also -- and
perhaps even mainly —- & technique. TYes, & technique of coneiliation which is
constantly evelving as change proceeds in the histor;célAand soci&l‘material'it

absorbs. When world politics are going through & crisis, as unforfunately they
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are now —- and there is no need to give examples -~ it is absurd to speak of a
crisis of law. But we cen certainly speak of a law of crisis, that is to say of
the need for an evolution of legal formulas that will make it possible to use thenm
as a technique or an instrument for reconeiling the facts which caused the crisis.
Consequently, I must say that I have been extremely surprised at the faet that in
drafting a treaty as important as the one we are called upon to draw up, so little
recourse has been had to juridical solutions, as if they did not exist or had
nothing to contribute.

Reverting to the mandatory nature of the generai part of the treaty; the
Brazilian delegation wishes to stresgs that it should be examined in the light of
the legal principle which distinguishes between the normative articles of a 1uwv
or a treaty which, because they merely lay down general rules, are never self-
executory, and the operative articles of the same instruments, which are always
self-executory, Thus the problem that arises is not whether the provisions are
mandatory, but whether they are self-executory. We often find in instruﬁents of
municipal public law, particularly in the constitutions of States, many principles
which are not self-executory -- that is, which can only be implemented by special
complementary laws. I think that is exactly the case of the draft treaties we are
exemining. There is a general part which, although mandatory; cannot be imple; |
mented by itself; it depends on the provisions that are to be negotiafed later.
Whot seems to us legally inadmissible is to make part of a treaty non-mandatory.

Another subject of disagreement which might perhaps be settled within the
framework of normal legal technique, is the time-limit for implementation of.the
different chapters of the future treaty. We have heardiconflicting views on this
subject maintained here by sound arguments. In this connexion it must be Pointed
out that considerable progress has been made in the stuly of whot has been called
intertemporal law, or the study of the criteria sccording to which‘the entry into
force of legal rules can be established or interpfeted chronologicaliy. French,

" Italian and even Brazilian lawyers have done brilliant work on this question,
which is even the subject of many special lectures. It is possible that the
existing doubts on the implementation of the treaty by stages would be removed by
adequate legal studies which would provide a satisfactory technical basis‘for
overcoming the political difficulties. One solution might be to include in the
treaty, at the end of each stage;, a few rules of the kind which lawyers call

transitional provisions, regulating the problem of the entry into force of the
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different chapters. Such a solution would moke it possable to avoid delaying
negotiation of the prOV151ons proper, and would give & certain flexibility to the
chropologlcal application of the treaty, while malntalhing the reciprocal
obiigations. ‘ | o

There are other questions, however, which are rather more serious and more
dlfflcult, and I do not see how we can aehleve any results beforo submitting the
preliminary report due in June. At the meeting on 3 May Mr, Burns, the Canadian
representative, ecxpressed the view that the most serious disagreement between the
delegations of the Unlted States and the Soviet Union was on the problem of
eliminating dellvery vehicles for nuelear weapons ZFNDC/?V 30, page 27. I agree
with General Burns on that point, but T think it could be put more precisely by
saying that the main disagreement is on control of the destruction of‘£hese
vehicles, The question of control is, moreover, a capital one for the whole
system of d1sarmanent not merely for nuclear weapon vehicles; it is, so to spealk,
the backbone of disarmament. -

Generally speaking, both sides agree that there can be no disarmament without
control. Many statements have been made to this effect. The difficulties begih
when it comes to deciding on systems of control. Following the logic of its own
system, the United States, which proposes reductions reckoned per cent, must ask
for complete control of the class of armament to be reduced; foi otherwise, how
could the percentage be verificd? In this connexion,-Mr, Cavaletti's comments at
the meeting of 2 llay seem pertinent:

"For it is @erfectly obvious that, in order to determine whether a

.certaln percentage of armoments hos been destroyed, the quantity remaining

must also be verified" . (ENDC/PV.29, page 21)

The Soviet Union cannot accept that argument. It regards control of the
armamehis remaining after partial disarmamént as nothing but espionage. It is
not for me to say whether this assumption is justified —- wholly or even in part --
as Mr. Godﬁer, the United Kingdom‘representative, seemed to admit on 2 May, when
he said: | |

"Therefore some way must be found to provide adequate assurance for

both sides, while at the same £ime trying to take accéunt of the

fears —- exagéerated fears in‘my view, but nevertheless fears —-

which the Soviet Unlon has expressed in regard to esplonage"

{ibid., page 14)
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In any case, the Brazilian delegation notes that, for the country adopiing
this view, the logic of the'system leads to advocating the total destruction of
weapohs of certein kinds rather than percentage reductions, and that is the con-
clusion reached by the Soviet Union. But total dec.truction, if it is to be
acceptable even according to the Soviet reasoning, must be accompanied by total
verification, That is exactly what lir, Godber said in another passage of the
statement quoted above, which I will read to you:

"There there was to be a 10C per cent reduction of a particular category

of armaments there would, I assume, under the Soviet plan be a corresponding

degree of verification ..." (ibid., page 13)

At the same meeting lir. Cavalletti expressed similar ideas when he said:
"For disarmament measures in class (1), that is to say total measures,
the Votal elimination of armaments ... would have to be verified by

appropriate operstions" (ibid., pages 20-21),

lir, Dean, the United States representative, said in his statement of 3 M@y:
"By the standards that we have set up in the Joint Statement of Agrced
Principles ZENDC/§7 100 per cent reduction of nuclear delivery vehicles

in stege I, before we had gone on to anything else, would require

100 »er cent essurance that that particular measure had been carried

out. There is just no other way of destroying 100 per cent of all

nuclear delivery vehicles without making 100 per cent inspection in

stage I." (ENDC/PV.30, page 45)

To +these successive claims iir. Zorin replied the same day, and the repre-

sentative of Poland referred to that reply in his . jatement this morning:
",.. i you agree to 100 per cent elimination of nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles, we will agree to 100 per cent control over this"
(ibid., page 48) | |

On +he next day, that is to say 4 lay, lMr. Zorin reiterated this stcvement:

"I answered you yesterday and I answer you today: as regards verification

of'the 100 per cent reduction or elimination of the means of delivery, we
agree 46 such verification threughout the territory of the Soviet Union.™
(ZIDC/PV.31, page 50)

Thus, in giving an official renly to the questions put by the representdtives

of the United States, the United Kingdom and Italy, and to vhe Canedian

representative, who had expressed similar doubis, the representative of the Soviet
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Union raised the question of the destruetion of delivery vehicles for nuclear
weapons —- which Mr. Burns considers to be the most serious point of disagreement
between the two blogcs -~ in terms whieh must certainly be explored to the farthest
limit for any possibility of agreement, to use the very apt words of Mr. San
Thiago Dantas, the Erazilian Foreign Minister, at the beginning of the Conference.
I shall take the liberty of quoting these words, according to which, if we wani
peace, the method "consists in exploring the limits of compromise consistent with
maintenance of the present levels of security end negotiating up to those limits"

ZENDC/PV. 3, page §7e

In this connexion the Brazilian delegation considers that the zonal inspection

system provided for in the United States draft should be taken as a basis for
serious studies., Explaining the aims of this text, Ambassador Dean‘said, at the
meeting on 2 May:
"If a system of progressive zonal inspection similar to that which the
United States has suggested as an illustration was adopted, then some
time during the first year. perhaps at the same time as the first reduction
in armaments was being made, the internavional diswrmament organization
would actually be inspecting for armements, not in all of the territory
of the parties to the treatly, but in only a relatively small portion of
the territory, consisting of oae or more of a selected number of zones.
The results of this inspection would then be compared with the declara-
tions made by the parties themselves, rot only as to their total
armaments facilities, but alsc as to the amounts of armaments located
in the various zones, If the résults of the declaration coineided with
the results of -the inspection, vhere would naturally be an increase in

confidence in the declarations on the other zones." (ENDC/PV.29, pagé 27)

Starting from the principle of prior declarations of armaments made on the
responsibility of each govermment signing.the treaty -— and this principle of
prior declaration wasy I believe, suggested here in Geneva during the 1932
Disarmament Conference —— it would be possibie to devise a system of wverification
that would be both partial and total. It would be partial because it would be
applied to only a small part of the territory of the country subjected to it, and
total because it could provide a sample of the good faith of the govermment of

that country in regard to its prior total declaration,
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In this connexion I should like to remind you of the statement made by the
representative of Nigeria at the meeting on 4 May:

"The real point I am getting at is that we must give further close study

to the proposal for zonal inspection, or sir.lar proposals which would

enable us to carry out verification of armaments at 2 significant level.

In the opinion of my delegation there is a need to study further the pro-

posal for zonal inspection in relation to the organization, composition

and functions of the international disarmament organizetion. The more

it is & game of chance, the more confidence it will generate."

(ENDC /PV,31, paged )

The delegation of Brazil considers that, as there is general aecceptance of

total verification 6f the elimination of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons,
the system of division into zones proposed by the United States may be considered
to fulfil this aim and at the same time to allay the fears expressed concerning
espionage., It should also be observed that, in the statement already quoted,
Mr. Deon added the following words:
"The United States does not insist on this method and is prepared

to digcuss any other, provided it lives up to the criterion that the

extent of the inspection during any stage or step would be related to

the amount of disarmament being undertaken and to the degree of risk to.

the parties to the treaty of possible violation." (ENDC/PV.29, page 28)

We know how very difficult it is to devise adequate verifieation and control

procedure on which the two groups could agree, but thet procedure is essential if
we are to draft a treaty on general and complete disarmement. It secems to us,
therefore, that United States Zonal plan for the prohibition of nuclear weapon
delivery vehicles could provide a basis for study by the Soviet Union delegation,
which has already said that it will agree to 100 per cent control over the complete
elimination of these vehicles. If the procedure were found inacceptable, it would
then be for the party unable to agree to make alternative suggestions, which would
be studied in their turn.

In conelusion I should also like, with your permission, to make a few comments
on the problem of bagses., The Soviet Union delegation has made various statements
showing that it considers the question of United States bases in Europe to be
indissolubly linked with that of the eliminotion of nuclear weapon vehicles, 'In

the opinion of the Brazilian delegation there is a certain difference between
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"foreigh' bases! and "bases on foreign terrltory".‘ “Forelgn bases", 1n the ‘res~
tricted sense of the term, would be bases maintained under ol& 1nternat10nal |
agreements; which are no; longer in keeping with the intentions of the present
governments of theﬁcoun@xies in:wh§gh-the‘bdses are situated. Unfortun&tely,
bases of this kind 'still exist today. "Bases on forelgn terrltory", on the other
hand, are bases which have been established w1th the agreement of the countries on
whose territory they are sibuated, by virtue of the legitimate exercise of their
constitutional powers in full freedom. ‘

That is how the Brazilian delegotion would interpret the legal difference
between the different kinds of base.v Mr. Zorin seems to recognize the existence
of this legal difference, as can be seen from the following passage in hisi“
statement of 2 May:

"The measures I have described cover to the fullest extent military

bases used by foreign troops, even though in law these bases are at

the disposal of{the,State,in.whése ﬁgrritory they are located. VWhy do

we consider this necessary? Because as o maiter of fgct and by reason‘

of their practical consequences, such bases'do not differ in any wey from

foreign military bases situated in allen territory which are under the.

complete control of the State which has secuxed them.” (ENDC /PV.29, page 43)

I deduce from the Soviet representative's statement that there is a legal

difference although there is military parity. Bases on forelgn terrltory are the
natural consequence of military alllances for the Wéstcrn countries, whose
strongest ally is thousonds of mlles away, but that is not the case of the Warsaw
Treaty countries, which have no need of such bases bncause thelr territories
form :one continuous Wholea - As the representatlve of a country Whlch is not a
member of any military alliance, 1t is not for me to go more deeply 1nto the
question, for that would. lead my delegation znto controverSLGS whlch 1& is in
dudy bound to avoid. . o 1
-But it seems Yo us -- and thls is the point 1n whlch the Brazlllan delegatlon
is specially interested —~- that in view of the &pparently 1nsuperable dlfflcultles
in the-way of an. 1mmed1ate settlement of thls twofold questlon - I refer to the
prohibition of nuclear weapon vehicles and .the ellmlnatlon of bases on fcrelgn

territory -~ it seems to us, I say; that it would be better to transfer these

measures to the second stage of the treaty. This zs preclsely the p01nt
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which interests our delegation because, from the discussion of arrangements for
drawing up the treaty, I note that the different delegations are prepared to agree
to a change in the order of fhe chapters., | A

I will not give & direct opinion, for as representative of Brazil, I have
nothing to say about the problem of bases itself, It obhcerns us as a country
interested in securily and peace, but it does not concern us directly, because
we are not parties to any collective’treaty of & military nature.,  But as the
representativé of & State concerned, above all, to find a way of speeding up the
work of drafting o more acceptable treaty on general and complete disarmament,
which is a subjeet we are here to discuss today, I should like to point out fhgt
my delegation believes that such o compromise might perhaps be possible,

If the problem is insoluble now, and if no compromise can be rcached in the
near future, then that is the proposal we feel entitled to submit. I repeat, it
seems to us that it would be preferable to defer the matter tq_the second stage of
the treaty. We should then adopt as the first stage the prohibition of nuclear
weapons, on which it seems easier to secure unanimous agreemeﬁt; It is clear
that this question of prohibiting weapons under a treaty whose implementation
would be effeetively controlled, which has alreudy been given general approval
by the United Nations and forms one of the main points in “the Joint Statement,
would be settled with all the precautlons I referrea to at the beglnnlng of my
statement regarding the legal study of the forms of 1ntertempora1 law,

The Brazilian delegation hes not forgotten that, desplte their deep-rooted
differences, the representatives of iﬁe great Powers have never failed to show
their goodwill in endeavouring always to puisue negotiations for disarmaement and
peace« It is in the hope that positive results can be recorded in the prelxminary

report in June that we have submltted these fow comments.

Mr. BURNS (Conada): The Canadian delegation has listened with great
interest to the statements made by the representative of Poland, the representa-
tive ovatu1y=and the Chairman, in his capacity as representative of Brazil, The
latter statement contained, if I may say so, very many interesting ideas as to
how we might carry on the discussions of the Conference in our attempt to arrive

at o draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.
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It‘ismmainly in conﬁexion with method that I wish to speak today, although
I shall revert later to some of'the'Ques%ions‘to*which-fhe Chairman and othérs'
have referred, that is, the elimination of the méans of delivery of nuclear
weapons and how that is to be controlled. At the moment I should like to draw
the attention of the Conference to the revised outline coﬁparison zﬁﬁDC/3§7
between the United States and the ‘Soviet Union disarmament proposals.

The Cenadian delegation has prepared this revision of itsvprevioué comparison
/ENDC/19 Rev. 1/ to take into account and fully to reflect the "Outline of besic
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peacefﬁl world"
which was submitted by the United States delegation on 18 April 1962
z@ﬁDC/?O/borr;z7. We now have before us, as members know, two comprehensive plans
of disarmament -- the Soviet Union draft trenty LENDC[27 and the United States
outline of a treaty. These two plans contain detailed propbsals regarding
disarmament, verifiocation and the maintenance of international peace and SeCﬁrity'
in a disarmed world. As we are all acutely aware, these proposals are extremely
complex and must be seen in their'proper'relation to our common objeotive of
general and complete disarmament. 'The Canadian delegatlon hopes that bhis com-A
parison which it has prepared will serveto help us all to a better understanding
of the concepts which have inspired the two plans and of their rolative vglue in
bringing about general and compléte disarmoment in a truly peacefﬁl world;

In preparing this table the Canadian delégation had another purpose, We
suggest that the process of comparison -~ which is basiecally what we are engaged in
-~ is the very essence of our negotiations. Our immediate object is to elucidate
and define the main points of difference between the various proposals before us
and, concurrently, to identify the areas where‘agréement seems to be closer, as
other ‘speakers today have mentioned, This iSfindispensable if we are to bridgé‘
the gap between us through the formulation of reaiiétio and mutually acceptable
compromises. We should not forget that the treaty which we shall eventually be
able to agree upon will be nelther the Soviet draft treaty nor the Unlted States.
outllne of a treaty, it w111 be a comp031te text whlch may . not qulte resemble _
either. T would recall that the representatlve of the United, Kingdom, Mr. Godber, -
said thls in hlS 1ntervention at the twenty—nlnth meetlng on 2 May.

What we w111 yroduce . what we all hope to produce -- will be a draft treaty
of this Conference, and it can be arrived at only by carefully and patiently com-

paring, discussing and assessing the provisions which are contained in the Soviet
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Union and Uhi{ed States plans, and.by!grédually reducing and finally eliminating
through the process of negotiation and compromise every one of the differenées |
between them,

It will thefefore be seen that 4o us the comparative table which we have
placed before the Conference is something more than just & technigue of presen-
tation to assist us in assimilating & diffiocult and complex problem; rather it
reflects the very spirit in which we should like the highly important and arduous
issues before us to be approached.

As ‘we have state before, the Canadlan delegation gupports the United States
programme of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world on which the
draft treaty is based; bubt if the authors a-d supporters of ecach of the two plans,
the Soviet plan and the United States‘plan, should merely continue to claim all
virtues for their own plan and refuse to recognize any value in the othér; we

should have to resign ourselves to a dialégue de sgourds, and sooner or later to

an impasse in our discussions. It is encumbent upon all of us to see that this
danger is averted. ﬁ '

In this connexion I would remind the Commit*~e of the attltude of the
delegation of the United States in this respect as stated by the Secrotary of
Stote, Mr. Dean Rusk, in his remarks at our second meeting. He said: '

"Iﬁ" ~~ he meant the United States programme for general and complete

| disarmament in a peaceful world ZENDC/E}% on which the present United
States draft outline of o treaty is based -~ "is not immutaeble, however, -

It is designed to serve as a basis for negotiation," (ENDC/PV.2, page 20)

At our twenty-third meeting; the representative of the United States,

Mr. Dean, in introducing the United States draft outline of a treaty, said:
"The United States wants this documenx, together with documents presented
by other members of our Conference, to be considered by the Conference ‘
in its efforts to produce agreement on general and complete disarmament."
(ENDC /PV.23, page 6)
The United States does not eclaim exclusive virtue and sole validity for its

‘proposals; but I do not recall having heard so far any similar e#pressions of a
enecessary give-and-take in negotiations from +the representatives 6% the Soviet
Union. |

To revert to the comperative table we have submitted, it will be noted that
our previous comparison lﬁﬁDC/19/Revﬂ£7 briefly described how each of the |
measures proposed by the Soviet Union and the United States is to be apportioned
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and carried out in each of three stages. Thus the table showed, in relation for
example to nuclear weapon vehicles or to conventional armaments or to forces, how
these are to be eliminated from 100 per cent at the beginning to zero per cent at
the end of the disarmament process., The form in which that document wos organized
could be called the vertical approach to our work. : In the loter document which we
have just submitted we have ~- because this scems to reflect the Committee's
preference -- identified and listed the various measures geriatim under each of
three stages, which might be called the horizontal approach,

We think that both these ways of looking at the different measures from

beginning to end of the disarmament process, and of apportioning them in stages,

. -will be necessary in our work. The vertical approach has the merit, I think, of

showing that both the Soviet Union and the United Stoates are in fact pursuing the
same ultimate objective of completely eliminating each category and type of
weapon by the end of disarmament process, and that the main differences between
them are essentially differences in timing and phasing., The merit of what I have
called the horizontal approach is that it brings out in better articulation the
relationship between the various neasures proposed by the Soviet Union and by the
United States for each of the three stagesy and the way in which the military
balance should be meaintained throughout the disarmamernt process. .

We therefore think, as I have said, that both ways of looking at the measures
will be necessary in our negotiations. -What matters is that we should keep in
mind -that both plans stert from the same point and the same premise -~ that is,
the Agreed Principles ZENDCZ§7?—— and strive to achieve the same ultimate objective
of general and complete disarmdment. This is a fact which some of us tend to for-
get too easily and which our Nigerian colleague brought out very well -and aptly
in his thoughtful interveéntionilast Friday. He then said that the differences in
timing and staging accentuated the differences in substance,; which were not perhaps
so significant as otherwise appeared. He drew the eenclusion that what mattered
was not so much the length of the disarmament process but the will .and the determi-
nation of the parties to the treaty to see it through from beginning to end.

We entirely agree with him in this regard. We should like to add that what
matters is not so much the positions we start from but the determination of all
the members of this Conference to see through to the end the process of elaborat-
ing the draft of the treaty on general and complete disarmament.
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. Sir Michoel WRIGHT (Unlted Kingdcm) I hove listened with great
1nterest to the statements made this morning by the representatives of Iﬁuly and

Brozil, They contoined a number of suggestions and a great deal of materisl on.
which my delegation will want to ponder carefully, and which I think may be of
odvantage in the progress of our work; we shall want to revert to these sugges-
tions ot later meetings. ‘ '

I should also like to take this opporiunity of expressing the great aepprecia~
tion of my delegotion for the effort which the representative of Canade has‘put
into the preparstion of the ccmpdrati#e table which he has piaced before the
Conference and which will be of great and coantinuing value to us all in pursuing
our work.

Meanwhile, I should like to make one ox 4two remarks on behalf of the United
Kingdom arising out of our dlscu551on° ot cvr - thirty-first meevirg. To begin
with, I should like to pay a further tr;oute 40 the thoughtful and valuoble stotoe-
ment made by the representatiVe of Nigeria~ There was o great deal in hig inter-
vention on which we will all want ‘o ponder ~- & great deal perhaps on which we
can build. In particular I shouid like to note again his stotement that, to him,
verification, disarmament and confidence afe one and the same thing. I could notb
agree more fully, Indeed, I thonght the ehphasis‘he placed on confidence was(
especially apt and just, énd went tovthe heaxt of our problems here. The unfor-
tunote faet is that the whole international scene is domincted by the lack of
confidence. It is tragic that we are foced with a situation in which, in the words
of the representative of the Soviet Union, "Wo are not prepared to taie anyone
at their word .... we ourselves do not ozk that we should be taken at our woxrd,"
(ENDC/PV.21, poge 27) S

But we must be wealicts and muétiqccgpﬁ that that is the gituction., At the

some time, we can and should regard it as & chollenge end do ocur utmost to reach
on agreement which will help to build up a larger moasure of confidense and trust.
Pondering on this, I found one of Mr, Zorir's statements ot our thirty-first
moeting encouraging. He said:
"The Soviet Union wonts on honoct cgrecment withoutd qﬁy
ulterior motives and without any evil intentions ‘under the Jacketf "
(ENDC/PV.31, poge 29)

There, in that statement, is perheaps a piece of common ground on which we can build.

For the Western countries want the same thinz. We also want o true and sincere
agreement without anv wlterior modives ond without any ovil imtorsiiens "under ths

inckat?.
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In vhe present stote of lack of confidehce ﬁhé problem is how ﬁll parties to
o discrmement treaty con be sufficiently assured‘that there ore in foet no evil
intentions "under the jacket'", How canAthis assurance be supplied? A4nd I accépt
Mr, Zorin's statement *hot the Soviet Union wants it to be cupplied. The “%rouble
is that the Soviet proposals, as at present drofied, would not give this
assurance,

"Let me take the quéstion of force levels and the reduction of convenvional
armaments, Article 11 of the Soviet draft trealy provides for the reduction in .
stage I of the armed forces of the Soviet Union ond of the United States %o o
level of 1,7 million, There would also be agreed ceilings‘for the armed forces
of ©ll othexr States., Poragraph 3 of the same article provides for the reduetion
of convenbional armements in parsllel, Wr, Zorin said at our thirty-fiisﬁ meeting:

", .. under the Soviet draft treaty States will be left with only the
armements which are ﬁecessary Yo equip the agreed force levels and no

more." (ibid., page 31)

“These reductions, both of men and of weopons, would be treoty obligobions.
They would be obligotions binding upon the signetories. If the obligations were
not honoured, if the levels were not observed, it would be a case of evil inten-~
tions "undexr the jocket" - preciscly the dangoer which Mr, Zorin says we must
gvoid., 4And on that I agree with him., But how can there be gssurance thet these
obligations are being honoured? Vell, I would suggest that the point is dealt
with in the Joint Statemeni of Agreed)?rinciples. The first sentence of +he
sixth of these principles states: ‘

411 disermoment measures should be implemented from beginning <o '
end under such strict and effective international control as would
provide firm assuronce that all parties are honouring their obligations."
(ENDC/5, poge 2)

I repeat, "are honouring their obligations." It follows, in my view, that

unless there is to be a devarturc from the Agreed Principles, control must be

such as %o verify that there are no evil intentions "under the jocket": no
exceeding of the agreed level, no failure to honour the oblizotions assumed. Yet
it is exactly that which the Soviet Union has sveadily refused so far Vo admit ond
for which the Soviet treaty proposals do not nrovide. In terms of weopons they
provide for verification of bonfires of arms, yes; but for safeguards ogoinst

the hiding of arms, no. Iir, Zorin has told us this again and ogoin. He has now,
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if I understood him: rlghtly, even said to us that if we were to accept the Sov1et
plan in toto his Government stlll would not accept what he calls control over
armaments. In other words, the 1nternat10n¢l disarmament organlzatlon would even
then not.be. permltted to Verlfy the presence or absence of war power remalnlng
after destruction or of evil 1ntent10ns "under the Jacket" .

The question of evil intentions "under the gacket" arlses, of oourse, also in
the context of the ellmlnatlon of nuclear dellvery vehicles. Indeed, as the
repregentative of ngeria pointed out in his intervention at our thlrtyhflrst
meeting, as soon as we begin to destroy 8 gignificant percentage of weapons what
remains becomes very importent. In fact, the higher the percentage des?;oyed, the
more important' the reméinﬁers become, until ot the point of lODlper oenﬁmélimina-
tion the possession of even o few weapons "under the gaoxet" could glve a declslve
advantage 4o the country retalnlng them. The Soviet representatlve told us ot our
thlrtyaflrst meetlng thet if thex e were 100 per cent ellmlnatlon of nuclear delxvery
vehloles the Soviet Union would agree to i00 per cent verlflcation, and, he added,f.
100 per cent verlfication of the whole terrltory of the Sov1et Union. But this
statement, as I understood 1t, w&s governed by his earlier statement — I hope it
wes not, bubt that was how I understood it -~ that: ’ -

" ... these must be’ measures of cont rol over disermament and not '

controliover armaments.” (EgQQZE V.31, page Q- _

The questlon, therefore, is whether the 100 per cent inspectlon spoken of by
Mr. Zorln would include verlfmcatlon that there are no weapons hldden "under the
jocket", If it does include thls,‘an important avenms of progress is opened up.. -
If it‘doés not'inolude this, the problem remains with us both over conventlonal
férces and’arms levels and over nuclear delivery vehicles. Tt is, in faect, a
thread running- through our dlscu381ons from beginning to end. | 7 ‘ L

How is it to be solved, as solved it must: be if we are to get a treaty? The
logical way, surely, is to admmt that the Agreed Prlnc¢ples do, in fact, provide
for verification to cover it and o apply this ve*mflcatnon across the board. But.
if the Soviet Union is adomant in refus;ng this, then there is befoge us the |
United States comproﬁiSe propos@l for zonal inspection. I wés 51@& to ﬁédr the . -«
representative of” ngeria say at our thlrtV-flrst meebing: |

"The real point I am ‘getting at is that we must give further
close study to the proposal for zonal 1nspect10n, or similar proposals

which would enable us to carry out verification of armaments at a
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significant level. In the opinion of my delegation there is a need-

to study further the proposal for zonal inspection in relation to the
organization, composition and functions of the international disarmament
organization, The more it is o game of chance the more confidence it
will generate." (ENDC/V.31, page 9 )

I am fully in agreement with that statement, and I was also interested and

glad to hear the representative of Brazil, in his eloquent intervention this
morning, speak on very much the same lines. If, however, the Soviet Union should
really turn down this proposal also, then; as Mr., Godber has said, we are justi-
fied in asking the Sovie® Union to put forwaord other sugpestions for solving the
problem of evil intentions "under the jacket", -

Now I have one or two comments to offer on the imbalance of defence security’
which, in our view, would be created by the Soviet proposals for stage I of

disarmament, I will not today go over again the ground already covered by others

on this matter, although I reserve the right of my delegation to revert at a later:

meeting to the issues involved. What I want to do this morning is to give one or
two further clarifications of the United Kingdom attitude.

Under the Soviet proposals the Soviet Union would retain at the end of the
first stage 1.7 million men armed with conventional weapons. The Soviet Union
would also retain nuclear weapons, although nuclear delivery wvehicles would have
been scrapped. The United Kingdom egually would retain conventional foreces and
arncments up to a certain ceiling, and nuclear weapons, but no means of delivery.

But. the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries are land Powers. They can

use roads, they can walk and ride and drive to help each other, or for any military

purpose. The United Kingdom is en isloand. Our friends can come to our help and
we can go to theirs only by using sea and air communications, and it is on ships
and aircraft, rother than on land forces, that we rely for our defence and our
communications. But.- under the Soviet provosals our neval ships and military air-
craft capable of being nuclear weapons carriers -- and that means all of them, or
virtually all of them -~ would have been scrapped by the end of the first stage.
The Warsaw Poet countries would be left with their traditional means of defence.
Our traditional means of defence would almost wholly have disappcared. For the
United Kingdom, therefore, the Soviet proposals for stage I would represent an

imbalance in terms of our security.
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There is a second point., There are & number of countries, some of them small
in size and weak in power compared with the Soviet Union, whose territory is’
situated not for from that of the Soviet Union., I have referred earlier today to
the regrettable faot, which we must none the less face as & reality at present of
the international scene, of acute mistrust ond lack of confidence. A number of
these countries do not have confidence in the intentions towards them of the Soviet
Union. They have seen things happen to the freedom and independence of other
countries which they do not want to heppen to themselves. They want to maintain
their freedom and independence. I am not saying whether or not their lack of con-
fidence is justified. I am not seeking to be controversial: +that is not my point
at all, I am merely stating the fact that these countries themselves say they feel
o lack of confidence. For this reason they have exercised the right of collective
self-defence recognized by the Charter of the United Nations and have made defen-
sive arrangements with countries in which they do have confidence. We here all
look forward to the time when general and eomplete disarmament will have been
accomplished and when these countries can really base their seourity upon
strengtﬁened -~ yes strengthened -- ponce-keeping machinery in a disermed world,
But until that time comes they have to rely on their friends and allies. The
Sovict Union has itself entered into military alliances and does not practice
neutrality. There is nothing wrong in that.

What would be the effect on the security of such countries of the Soviet
proposals for gtage I? In the case of those who rely, at least partly, for their
security on the certainty of ropid aid from the United Kingdom and the United
States, the situation would be that such aid could no longer reach them in tire
to be effective, and this for at least two reasons. First, there would not be any,
or sufficient, naval vessels left to carry, convoy or proteet the arrival of such
nid. Second, there would be no military aireraft, or none of any consequence, to
bring aid. All, or the major part, of such vessels and aircraft would have been
serapped as possible nuclear delivery vehieles. And added to all this is the fact
that in most cases the territories of the countries in which they have a confidence
are much further away than the territories of the countries in whose intentions --
I repeat, I do not say whether rightly or wrongly ~- they do not have confidence.
For these countries; therefore;'aéffor the United Kingdom, the Soviet first-stage

proposals would represent an imbalonce of security.
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Mr, DEAN (Uhited States of America): I have listened to the various
statements made this morning, and L must’say that I have been much impressédvby the
very real contribution that they have all made to the carrylng out of our task of
drafting a treaty on general and complete disarmement., I thlnk all of them have
been exceptionally well presented; +they are careful and thoughtful statements;
and I am sure that a2 study of them will help our work to advance further. I ,
thought the statements of the,representafives of Iﬁaly and the United Kiﬁgdcm}were
exceptionally interesting. _ . | f

I again want to thank Mr, Burns of Canada for the very able work done by the
Canadian delegation in documentyENDQ/ﬁé, and for hlgrcomments, which as usual are
very helpful. ‘ | |

If I may say so, Mr. Chairman, I was partlcularly impressed with your very
careful and interesting formulation of the problems involved. Although I know
thet at a conference of this kind it is,gogewhat,discour&ging not to be able to
point to some specifie agreements, thé fact is that at this Conference we are all
agreed on our overall objective: that is, that we must work out a treaty on )
general and complete disermament. We have some differences of opinion as to the B
road or roads we should take to arrive at our goal. Those of us who are studylng
this problem went to be sure that We are going to arrive at our goal, and that wer
are not going to fall over preclplces on the way, have hridges give woy un&er usy
or run into winter weather or starvatlon, We want to be sure that the rpad we
travel will toke us,successfglly to our goal of general and complete disarmament.

The two co-Chairmen have been meeting almost every afternoon., Ve met fof'
several hours yesterday afternoon; we are meeting again this afternoon. While
we are making progress slowly, I,>for ong, feel thét ﬁe are making progress.

. T would like this morning to continue to discuss armed force ievels. ~Although
I fully realize that these stateménts‘oﬁ mine outlining our,pxppésed'tredty sbund
morerlikg_a continuation of Sunday-school lessons, I hope I willvbe,pdrdoned if i
go on attempting to present our congqpp,Aat least, of the United Sfates araft,‘ o
treaty. .Again, although.I am con?%nuing to try to .put before the Conference our
own views with respect to.the United States draft treaty, I would like to repeat‘,
the words of Secretary of State Rusk -— which Mr. Burns quoted this,mérning ——
that we have an open mind as to. how we ore to arrive at our goal., .

Members are all aware that the Unlted States proposes that force levels of the
United States, the Soviet Union and other specified parties be reduced to levels

not exceeding 2.1 million men each in stage I. The representative of the Soviet
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Union expressed considerable surprise last week that the United States had not
suggested a lower level than this. I am sure he will rec&ll'that before 1960 the
United States had proposed o level of 2.5 million men for the United Stotes and
the Soviet Union in gtage I. Then at the 1960 Ten Nation Committee on
Disarmament the United States reduced this figure to 2.1 million men on the under-
standing that all "militarily significant States" would accede to the treaty in
the first stage zﬁkCD/W; page|£7. A similar proposcl was made by President
Kennedy on 25 Sepfember lagt year, as members dré 51l aware. \

The present proposal of the United States represents a further movement in
the direction of agreement, since we are now prepafe&Ato agree to 2.1 million force
levels for both the United States and the Soviet Union without the accession of all
militarily significant States during stage I. Although the Soviet Union proposes
o lower level of armed forees, the objectives of the two countries are clearly the
same., Both agree, in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, to the "disbanding
of armed forees" to the point where States would have only those forces "necessary
to maintain internal ordér and proteet the personal security of citizens" and, in
addition, to "provide agreed manpower for & United Nations peace force'".

Moreover, the propogalg of the two countfies for force levelstfor militarily
signifieant States at the end of stage II are almost identieal: 1,05 millioh in
the United States outline and 1 million in the Soviet draft treaty. Under these
circumstances we do not believe that mueh ean be made of the differenée between
the two eountries! proposals for stage I. '

T fully subseribe to the stotement of the representative of the United
Kingdom, Mr, Godber, that although in modern warfare it often is the armamenté that»
are deelsive rother than the number of men, nevertheless one must still have men.
He sadid:

".ss men who have been disbanded san always be called up agein

whereas armamentg that have been aotually destroyed cannot so

eaglly be yeplaced," {ENDG@V,Z‘;, page 9')' _

Now I suspect that men ¢an be gven more englly shifted from eivilian to militory
employment in the Soviet Union than they ean in the United States or in any other? -
non~totalitartan gountry. In my country the Govermment has for greater difficultyyw
in agsigning individual eitizens to speeific jobs at short notice than is the case
in o country where greater cmphasis is placed on the needs of the State than on

the needs or wishes of the individual., For these reasons it seems to me cleara

that o reduction of ormed forces is more difficult to reverse in a short time in the
United States than in the Soviet Union.
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- By my agreement with Mr. Godber's statement on ‘bhe importance of armaments
I do not wish to suggest that armed force levels are unimportant -- and I do not
believe that Mr. Godber did either. We have seen that -armed manpower can be very
important in modern warfare in many parts of the world. Moreover, my country
would not wish to be without sufficiently trained men to protect its security
during the disarmament process, because this would mean placing*féo much embhhsis
on nuclear weapons, with the resultant danger of escalation of & limited conflict
into & nuclear holocaust. )

- In this comnexion I find it interesting that, while the Soviet Union prbboses
e greater stage I cut in manpower than does the United States, the Soviet Union
does not propose any reduction in nuclear weapons themselves, or the materials for
their manufacture, in stage I, The far-reaching United States proposals applicable
to nuclear weapons and the production of fissionable miterial in stoge I were
desceribed in my speech of 4 MayxlﬁﬁDC/?VaBl?a%

It is also interesting in this connexion thatin its draft outline the Sévietn
Union has no specific proposal for the reduction of:conventional armaments in '
stage I. The Soviet draft treaty suggests-that the armaments "released" by the
disbanding of particular military units would beidestroyed. But I point out that
there is nothing in the Soviet draft which requiveés that troops now possessing
modern conventional weapons of great fire-power should be disbanded in the first
stage, Perhaps the stage I reduction would be largely of civilian employees and
foot troops, with small -~ or at least less effective. -~ arms; perhaps the
reduction would apply to unarmed labourers, or to scieftists who- in our country may
be on the rolls of the armed services but. who may bé on the rolls of natibral’
science institutes in the Soviet Union or in some other countries. So it muist be
determined where these men are listed and on what' budgét they are:shown.w Parti-
cular numbers in and of themselves, without comparisony may not be -¥ery impressive.

Neither does the Soviet draft prohibit an,incrense in the humbe¥ of modérn
weapons in the hands of troops which are not to be disbanded in stage I.’ Thus it
would be possible, at least, to tronsfer weapons from forces which were to be dig~ ~
banded to forces which were not, before the disbanding took place.’ S

I want to be clear: I do not suggest that this is the Soviet Union's
intention. It is, however, permissible under the Soviet draft dutline, In

the United States outline such a transfer would. be without purpose,” Because

T 00
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specific reductions of specified types within categories of conventional armaments
would be required in stage I, regardless of which armed force units were usiﬁg
theiz, This is 'a very important distinction.

I point out these facts in my discussion of armed force levels because I
think we all agree with Mr. Godber's comment thet men who have been disbanded can
olways be called up agein, whereas armaments that have been destroyed cannot so
easily be replaced. We must therefore look at armaments while we sonsider armed
forces, and we must apply specific measures to both; otherwise major cuts in
armed forces might become essentially mesningless.

We have all agreed, I think, that disarmament must be baolanced so that it
does not providé any country with o military advontage in any stage. It is a
fact of military logistics that reductions in total force levels bring more than
proportional reductions in forces available for actual combat, particularly for
the nation with the longest lines of supply from the place whexre they are produced
to the place where they are to be used. As everyone knows, the United States has
obligations to come to the aid of its allies in Europe, Asia and elsewhere if they
are attacked. These obligations can be expected to continue until general and
complete disarmement in a peaceful world has besn achieved. The Soviet Union has
gome similar obligations =- whicﬁ we understand --, but they are applicable to
countries which are geographicelly close t6 the Soviet Union, as indeed the
ropresentative of Italy and the repregentative of the United Kingdom have pointed
-out this morning. In the circumstances, a cut to. 1.7 million men, for instance,
would have o for greater impact on the abiliity of the United States to defend
itself and its allies than on the ability of the Soviet Union to defend itself and
its allies. ’

- An additional reason why o reduetion to less than 2,1 million on each side
is, in our judgement, not feasible in stage I relates to the problem of verifying
the retained lovels. The Soviet dreft treaty outline provides for control only
"at the places where troops are disbended ..."s Thig is clesrly insufficient, for
we would have no idea of what the retained level was. The United States outline,
on the other hand, would provide some assurance that the retained level was not
more than 2,1 million, by the use of a technique such as progressive zonal
inspection, to which reference has been made by the Chairman this morning and by
the representative of Nigeria on 4 May. However, we do not propose that anything

like the entire Soviet Union -~ or indeed even os much as half of the Soviet
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Union -- sghould be opened up to inspection during sbage I. Thus our propesals for
verification of retained levels are related to our proposals for reduction in
ermed forces. It follows from this that a greater cut would require greater
inspection.

I have discussed the reasons for the differences in stage I force levels in
the United States ocutline and the Soviet draft treaty. I now wish to describe
some of the other differences.

Despite the diffevences in the names which the two States have given to their
programmes, we find in fact that the United States outline is considerably more
detailed than the so~called Soviet draft treaty. The United States outline not
only establighes levels for the United States and the Soviet Union but provides a
general rule for other States. Thus our draft outline nrovides that -

"All other Parties to the Treaty would, with agreed exceptions,

. reduce their force levels to 100,000 or one per cent of their
population, whichever were higher, provided that in no case would
the force levels of such other Parties to the Treaty exceed levels

in exigtence upon the entry into foree of the Treaty." (ENDC/30, page 7)

~ This provides an equitable rule based essentially on population with a
100,000 minimum force level., I would suggest that each of the representatives
here compute the resulting level for his own country and determine whether the
rule would be fair. Then we can discuss it. I would point out that there is no
comparable provision in the Soviet draft treaty; but I am not aware that Mr. Zorin
digagrees with thié proposal,

The United States outline alsc makes an attempt at defining what is meant
by ermed forces; +the Soviet go-called draft treaty says very little on this
subject. I would call attention to the faet that we would include 2ll full-time
uniformed personnel maintained by governments in the following cafegories:

) "a, Carcer personnel of active armed forces and other
perscnnel serving in the active armed forces on fixed engagements
or contracts,
"b. Conscripts performing their required period of full-time
agtive duty as fixed by national law.
"e, Personuel of militarily organized security forces and
of other forces or organizations equipped and organized to perform

a military mission." fibid.)
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Each country s armed forces are of ‘course organlzed somewhat differently.
VThls deflnlnlon may not therefore, e eqpltable for all, although we hagve tried
our best to make 1t so.v Agaln may I suggest that each representative here should
attempt to appiy the 1anguage ‘of the Unlted States outline to the armed forces of
;hls own counbry to see whether it is falr to all? ‘Then let cach one of us raise
~ the D&rtlcular prob]ems of deflnltxoh which we find in our own country, so that
the deflnltlon can be rev1sed, if npcessary,‘ln ‘order to make surc that it is
falr, ox, if no change is requlfed, let us discuss it so that we can all under-
stand its appl:.ea‘blone , S

As an example of the problems 1nvolved, let me point out that in the United
Sﬁategiwe;have -~ and many of the representatlves here could make similar specific
vreferehce bo thelr own countrles -—a clvlllan pubilc health service. The
employees of this 01v111an publlc health service ‘wear military-appearing uniforms
and have mllltarlly equlvalent rank, but they are all civilians' and. they have no
connexlon w;th our arme& forces. Therefore our definition would not include the
,publlc health service as an armed force, desplte these seemingly military.
. Attributes. I 901nt thzs out in order ‘o provoke discussion,
1 w1sh now to dlscuss how the Unlted ‘States envisages that the armed force
rechtlon would take placen As we see 1t, at an agreed date those parties
required bo reduce thelr force leVels in stage I would submit & declaration with
the necessary lnformatmon regardlng their forces on that date which came within
the definition, - L. ST e :

~There have been some ccmments at this Conferenoo that such a declarstion
;would somehow éonstltute esplonage or be oo’ onerous. "We really do not think that
these contentlons should stop us in our work. The United States itself would have
no partlcular problems w1th such a declaration. And the Soviet Union has made
. proposals for 81m11ar declaratlons. On 10 May 1955 the Soviet Union proposed that
States - . ’ o

"shall furnish ﬁhe Di sarmament Commission, within one month after. the .

en‘bz;'y into force of +the con#en‘bion, with complete official. figures: .

of the armed forces conventiohal armements, and expenditures for .

mllltary requlrements." (pc/sc. 1/@6/Rev. 2) .

.- Similar declaratlons were called for in the Soviet proposals of 27 Mareh 1956
5 [D’c/sc 1/41 and Corr. i/ and of 19 Sep'bemher 1959° /A/4219/. T recognize that the
Soviet draft treaty that is now before us is not explicit on this point, but I
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hope that the Soviet Union is not backtracking on these earlier Soviet proposals,
I submit that it is essenbial +that the agreed text of the tieaty -~ which, as

Mr, Burns and otbershave pointed out, is going to be a Conference draft treaty and
not a United States or a Soviet draft treaty -- should be clear on this point,

After the declarations had been submitted, force level reductions would be
accomplished in thvee steps, each having o duration of one yeex. During the first
year, force levels would be reduced by one-~third of the difference between the
declared level and the levels to be reached by the end of stage I. The declaration
would thus be essential to the application of +the measure. During the next year a
second one-~third reduction would teke place, and during the third year the
stage I reduetion would be completed.

During each year the reductions themselves would be verified by the inter-~
national disarmoment organization.where they took rlace, In addition, a technique
such as progressive zonal ihspection ~— or something else, if it were better -~
would be used to provide assurance that the retained level was not larger thaﬁ
the declared level less the required reductions. Thus, the declaration itself
would not be verified, and inspection wculd nct precede disarmament. On fhe other
hand, some assurance would be provided that the original declaration was accurate,
through checks of both the reduction and the retoined level., At the same time,
assurance would also be provided that forces disbanded were not later reconsti-
tuted clandestinely. Consistent with the remark of lir. Zorin which has been
referred to before, no State would have to take any other State at its word.

I have already described the armed foree level which the United States pro-
poses for stage II and for completion of disarmament. In general, the method of
reduction and éf verification would continue in stages II and III as in stage I,
with the amount of territory of sach party to the treaty open to verificatioh for
retained levels increasing as the'reduction in forece levels becomes larger.

I submit that the United Statcs outline presents the best method of achieving
the goal set forth in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles without danger to
the security of any State. But let me also say thot we have an open mind on this
matter, Moreover, the United States believes that the 2.1 million level for
itself and the Soviet Union at the end of stage I is wholly reasonable, in view of
the armements which would be retained at the end of stage I under either plan, in
view of the United States defence sommitments to allics across the Atlantic and

Pacific Oceans, in view of our willingness to proceed through stage I without the
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adherence -~ I repeat, without the adherence —- of'gil‘milifdiily significant
States, and in view of our major concession withirespect to verification of
retained force levels in the early years of the disarmament process.

I wish now to turn. brlefly to the remorks made on ver1f10a$1on by Mr Zorln
at our meetlng last Friday. I say with great respect that hls remarks appear
to put him in a dilemmé. On the one hand, he stotes that no céﬁntry should be
expected to take another country at its wbrd in matters relating to the implemen-—
‘taiion of agreed disarmament measures. On the‘other hand, he scems to be saying
th&f, even under the Soviet Union stage I proposal to eliminate all means of
dellver1ng nuelear delivery vehicles, other countries would have to toke the
Soviet Union's word that it hed not put some of its nucleor delivery vehicles
aside and prevented then from belng destroyed.

: mebers Wlll recall the three questlons whlch the representative of Canada,
Mr. Burns, asked concernlng the 1nterpretut10n to be given to Premier Khrushchev'!s
offer to accept our proposals for controls if we accepted the Sovlet proposul for
general anndomplete disqrmament. Mr. Zorin told us at last Friddy?s meeting that
this remark would be interpreted as follows:

"e.. if the Western Powers dccept the Soviet plan for disarmament
with all its wide and thbroughugéing neasures, with all their

consequences, we will give carte blanche to the Western Powers to

work out measures of control over each of these dlsarmament measures.“

(ENDC /BV .31, page 40)
Thus we are required to accept general and cor nleuedisa.rmameut precisely

ond exactly on Soviet terms, which, as has been indicoted here earlmer, are
clearly and solely to the mllltary a&vantage of the SUVlet Unlon. Thls Sov1et
Union plan for general and complete disarmament was clearly desmgned in that WaY .

Moreover, nocte Mr., Zorin's quallficatlon,'a qualification which, I submlt, is so

substantial as to make ths‘cartevblanche to which he referred meaningless.
Mr, Zorin said: ‘ o
- "It is self—ev1dent that these must be measgures of control over
disarmament and not control over armaments.“ (1b1& )
I ask, as our United Kingdom colleague &sked earller today. what does this
mean? It seems to be a case of, "Now you see 1t, ond now you do not see it". It
seems that Mr. Zorin has cast himself in the role of the magician with the three

balls, I refer members to the o0ld rhyme with which they are all familiar:
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"Mother dear, may I go for a swim?
Yes, my darling daughter; _

Hang your ciothes on a’hickory limb,
But don'!t go near the water."

As members all know by now, "eontrol over disarmament" means something quite
different to the Soviet Union from what it means to most of the rest of us here.
This difference between "control over disarmament" and "econtrol over armaments"
is & Soviet eliché which we must explore. It seems to say something, but then
immeijately retracts it, Last summer Mr, MeCloy and I were engaged in discussions
with Mr. Zorin on the Joint Statement of égreed Principles, The MeCloy~Zorin
correspondence relating to the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, as well. as
subsequent Soviet statements, show very clearly that "control over disarmament"
does mot include, as far as the Soviet Union is concerned, verification that
"retaized armed forces and armaments4do not exceed agreed levels at any stage".
1 péfér members Yo the MeCloy-Zorin correspondence if they wish to see how
exﬁlicit the Soviet Union was on that point,.

One need only apply Mr. Zorin's interpretation of Premier Khrushchev's offer ——
referred to this morning by the representative of Canada, Mr, Burns -- 1o a
particular Soviet proposal. to see how absurd the results would be, As members
are aware, the Soviet drafi treaty proposes a 100 per cent elimination of all
nuclear delivery vehicles in stage I. Mr. Zorin's interpretation appears to mean
that the international disarmament organization could watech the destruetion of
each delivery vehicle that the Soviet Union was prepared to offer for destruetion,
but that it could not -~ I repeat, could not —- verify that all vehicles had in
fact been offered. Apparently we would have to take the Soviet Union's word for
the fact that it had in fact offered all its nuclear delivery vehicles for des-
truction@ Yet this is precisely what Mr. Zorin said he could not expect us to do.

After Mr. Zerin's first intervention at last Friday's meeting, this dilemma
came through clearly. HMorcover, in Mr. Zorin's second intervention, he spoke of
"verification of the 100 per cent reduction, or elimination, of the means of

delivery". (ENDC/PV.31, page 50). This is clearly corsistont with the neening of his

first statement, namely that the international disarmament organization could
verify the destruction of each wvehiele but that it could not verify -- I repeat,
could not verify ~— whether vehicles had been held back and hidden to prevent

destruetion.
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Mr. Zorin then said that he agreed to "100 per cent verification on the
whole territory of the Soviet Union" (ig;g,). To avoid inconcsistency with his
earlier remarks, I take this to mean that the verification would take place
wherever the delivery vchicles were destroyed at any point in the Soviet Union,
If this is what Mr. Zorin meant, then, I submit, his dilemma remains, On the one
hand he is proposing verification measures which preclude checking whether a
country has held delivery vehicles back from destruction. On the other hand, he
is insisting that no country should have to take the word of another countfy on
an important point like this,

Thus two things are quite apparent: first, the Soviet Union proposes a
measure which, by virtue of its unbalancing effect, is not in accord with the
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles and therefore is unacceptable; an& secondly,
‘it'wiSBes us to accept not only that measure but also such controls over it as
would offer no guarantee —- I repeat, no guarantee ~~ that it had in fact been
implemented by all parties.

If I have misconstrued Mr. Zorin's language, I wish that hLe would promptly
set the record straight.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, may I say that I listened with the greatest
intefest to your suggestions this morning for possible changes between stage I
and stage II? I wish to assure you that my Govermment will give them the,mostv

careful and sincere study.

Mr, ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): Today we have heard many substantive statcments coveriﬁg a considerable
range of questions., We shall; of course, have to study attentively all the argu-
ments put forward by the various delegations; and give appropriate answers in due
course, especinlly in regard to the part concerning the position of the Se#iét
Union and the proposals put forward by the Soviet Government for discussiéﬁ in
this Committee. In view of the shortage of time at present and thé need fox a
closer study of the verbatim records, I do not intend to say‘anything about the
statements dealing with thege questions., I should merely like to aveil myself of
the remaining time in order ‘o note two points which seem to me to bé of some
importance for our future discussions,

Today the representative of Italy, speaking about the atmosphere and the
tone of our discussions, seemed to me to completely contradict what he hdd said

at the beginning of his statement. He tried to describe the situation which hes
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come aboﬁt, as he put it, in the two bloos, and gavé an dccbunt offthé'éysteﬁs
existing in Western Eur0pe and other countries, end of the alleged ihteﬁiiohs'éf'
the commﬁnists to destroy these systems, and so forth,

I think fhat if he goes on talking in such a tone, in such a way, we shall,
of course, nqt let this go without an answer; and I think that then the question
of +the tpne'and the hature of our statements will lie eﬁtirely on the conscience
of the répresentative of Italy. In any case we are not children, and we all
understand perfectly well, I think, that the systems established in Western
Europe -~ in particular such systems as that of Franco or of Salazar, who are
allies of Italy ond of a number of other countries -~ cannot, of cdurse, be
regarded by any of us as free gystems, as systems which can be deseribed as model
démocraqies, I do not wish to pursue this path. I only wish to say that in my '
view if‘is hot‘worth while taking this path, because if we were to take this path,
1 do not think that our Western colléagues would have any convineing srguments
with which to defend such systems.

In the same connexion I think that the arguments put forward by the
representative of Italy concerning the Warsaw Pact bases in the Caucasus are also
utterly amazing. They were put forward merely for the purpose of justifying in
some way the existence ofkforeign bases in alien ferritoiies, in particular in
the territory of Turkey, which was mentioned, and in the térritory of Italy itself.
This is the only possible explanation for what I would call the absurd supposition
that there are Versaw Pact bases in the territory of the Caucasus. In any case, I
can stﬁte»§fficiaily’that no Warsaw Pact bases exist in the territory of the
Caucasus; they exist only in the imagination of the‘representativevof»Italf? ‘

That is one of the remarks I wanted. to make.‘ I think that we’shail not take
this path and that we shall avoid any kind of qualification of various eéuntries,
because if we were to take this path, the qualifieation which would be given by us
and which would correspond to the actual étate of affairs would not be likely to
create a cheerful frame of miné’in our Western colledgues.

The other remark which I wished to make concerns our future work., In this
connexion views have already been expressed concerning the need for dn'informal
exchange of opinions on a number of questions which have now emerged aﬁd inlregard
to which certain efforts are required in ofder to try to:find common ground‘for

further fruitful consideration and mutually-acceptable decisions.
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When this questlon was ralsed I made o statement, as you know, and I said
that the Sov1et delegatlon d1d not exclude the poss1b111ty of such an 1nformal
exchange of V1ews.“ I now want to deal w1th the practmcal Slde of thls questlon.
As co-Chalrman I recelved an 1nforma1 proposal of the representatlve of Indla, who
also approached, so I understand, the United States representatlve as the other
co-Chalrman with a proposal ‘that there 'should be an informal dlscu531on of the
questiong before the Committee. 7. -7 L

~I'fully sccept this pfopdsdla I.hbpé théﬁ,ﬁy colleague, the United States

co-Chairmen, will also accept it. I suggest thé‘bv_ we backle this question in a
practical woy and arrange for an informal meeting of the Committee at 3 p.m.
tomorrow in order to consider the questioms of gemeral and complete disarmement
as they have emerged up tO'the‘presentriﬁ’connexion‘with consideration of the
questlons of & ﬁreaty on general and complete disarmament, in particular, the
}questlon of “the flrst stage which is now under dlscu391on. I think this will be
uaeful. We could exchange views inform&lly on thls questlon and try to £ind" safe
ground ‘for further dlscu881on of this questlon, or at least to ascertain the
positions on whlch we ‘are coming closer together and those on whlch we dlverge in-
order to see the future p0331b112tles of 6ur work. '

1 _propose that this should be done tomorrow afternoon, because tomorrow
mornlng 8 meetlng ‘will be devoted to disoussion of the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon*tests, anwe.haVe agreed. I presume that ‘we shall thus be able tc;glvgﬁcur
attention at 3 p.m. to the question which we have discussed todsy, especially as
& number’ of whot I consider importent views have been expressed today on the whole
of this problem and on our future work in thls ‘direction. I think it would be
useful “for us to discuss this.: ' o . :

As regnards further informal meetings, I think this can be decided after
tomorrow's meeting."lt hay be asked, of courSe,xwhy I propose having two meetings
on ‘the same day. ‘I think that tomorrow we shall be able.to finish the discussion
of thé'duestibn of‘thé~discontinuan¢e,of,tests béfore;twovoﬂglock,rperhaps even
shortly before one o'clock, and it seems to me that it will be possible to discuss
1nforma11y ‘the questlon of general and complete dlsarmament.ij

I ﬁhlnk thet” we s1mply have to speed up our work, bec&use the representatlve
of Br@211 was rlght when he sald today that, although we have spent more than half
the txme allotted to us before submitting the fl*st report 40 the United Nations

Dlsarmament Comn1s31on, we have unfortunately made very lxttle progress on some of

,; R
R i
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the substanﬁive questions involved in’ our main task;‘ I think we ought to speed
up our work, 1n partlcular by holding 1nforma1 meetzngs. 'In view of the fact that
for informal meetlngs we do not have to prepare any texts of our statements, I
think we could hold an informal meetlng at 3 p.m. tomorrow, “If this is agreeable"

to my co-Chalrman, I think we can usefully avoil ourselves of this opportunlty.

The CHAIRMAN (Brezil) (translation from French) The representative of

the Soviet Union has agreed to the Indian representative's proposal that informal
meetings be held to ‘discuss the problem of the treaty on general and complete
digarmament in a freer atmosphere. T will now ask dMr, Dean, the United States
representative, whether he agrees to the first of thesec meetings being held
tomorrow et 3'pgm., as proposed by‘the.representative of the Soviet Union.

R

; Mr. DBAN (Unlted Stotes of Amerloa) The suggeétlon of the representatlve

of India that we meet 1n£ormally is qnite acceptable to ny delegat1on' 1n fact, 1
think it is .o very useful suggestlon. As members know, in paragraph 3 of our ‘,:
memorandum w1th respect to the 9rocedure of work we agreed that: o

"Informal meetings should, normally, be held on days on wh;ch no

plenary meeting is scheduled." (ENDC/12) - ,
A meeting of the Sub—Committee on nuclear testlng had boen scheduled for Wednesday
afternoon. . The two co-Chairmon also hold meetings. 1In addltlon, we must prepare
for the plenary meetings.v‘All‘of this ianlves o .great deal of work. If it were
agreeable to my co-Chairmen, I would suggestAthat‘we hold the inférmal meeting on
Thursday morning instead of a plenary.meétiﬁg, iather‘thdn holding two meetings
tomorrow. That would be, I think, more in accordanﬁe with the spirit of our
agreement., | |

I would suggest to my co~Chairmen that we hold the flrst 1nforma1 meetlng :
Thursday morning instead of a plenary meetlng,, Tomorrow morning's plenary meeting
is to be devoted to the subject of nuclear testing., I ﬁould hope fhat would be

agreeable 1o everyone.

Mr, ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tranglation from

Ru831an) I have listened to what the representatlve of the Unlted States has
just said, Our delegation would prefer to speed up our work, But if the Unlted
States delegatlon belleves that it would be too much of a burden to have two

meetxngs tomerrow, we, ‘of course, shall not ob3ect to holding On Thursday a first
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informal meeting devoted to questions of general and complete disarmament,
although we believe that it will not be possible for us to avoid having a period
of work when we shall have to hold meetings twice a day -~ that is, one offiecial
meeting and one informal meeting on the same day. But since at this present
stage we are perhaps not prepared for this, I have no objection to arranging e
first informel meeting for Thursday morning, that is to say instead of the
plenary meeting.

The CHAIRMAN (Brazil) (translation from French): If the members of the
Committee agree, the first informel meeting will teke place Thursday morning.

It was so decided.

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): I should like to say

first that I shall naturally make a most careful examination of the Soviet

ropresentativet!s statement concerning what I said this morning. I think my words
were very carefully weighed and could neither alter nor distort the tone of our
discussions. That, at least, was my intention when I took the floor.

As regards the question of private meetings, I myself raised that point
again this morning. So I should like to thank the {two co~Chairmen for accepting
the Indian representative's proposal, with which I am happy to associate myself,

I would like to add, however, that it would be wise to adhere striectly to
the rules of procedure we adopted at the beginning of our Conference, The reason
why we adopted them was, in fact, that we knew it was necessary to proceed quickly,
but at the same time with & balanced progress that would give us time for
reflexion and allow us to form our opinions conscientiously and in full knowledge
of the faets. That is why I fully support the principle that there should be only
one meeting a day. I hope that our progress will always be sufficiently satise
factory for us not to need two meetings a day, which for several delegations

would, I think, cause too great an inercase in the work.
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. The Conference decided to issue the following communiqge:

- "The.Conferénce of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Digarmament
today held its thirtyuthirdlmeetihg at the Palais des Nations,
Geneva, under the chairmanship bf‘M;{ de Mello-Franco, the rep:esehtative
of Brazil. - | B
"Stetements were made by the representatives of Poland, Italy,
Brazil, Cenada, the United Kingdom, the United States and the Soviet
Union. : : N - ,
"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Wednesday,
9 Mey 1962, at 10 a.m." I

The meeting rose at 1.10 pamy





