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The CHAIRMAN (India): I declare open the thirty-ninth meeting of the

Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Mr, TARABANOV (Bulgeria) {(translation from French): Many statements

have been made recently by certain destern delegations on the question of
controlling various disarmament measures and, more particularly, on the possibility
of exercising effective coutrcl over the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles during the first staze of disarmament.

In some of these statements, control and verification have been referred to
as central questions, vital for dissrmament. At the thirty-eighth meeting of the
Committee, Mr. Burns, the Canadian representati#e, speaking of certain disarmament
measures proposed by the Soviet Union for stage I and, in particular, of the
elimination of rockets and other delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, saids

"The position of the Western Powers is that we must consider the verification

of the measure before we know if it is acceptable, incnnformity with the sixth

Agreed Principle which I have quoted previously: '4l1]1 disarmament measures

should be ;nplementea from beginnin; to end under such strict end effective

international control as would provide firm assurance that all parties are

honouring their obligations!'" (ENDu[PV 38, page 22

Mr. Burns continued:

"If ony measure is proposed which is incapable of being so verified, then

it is not in accordance with the Agreed Principles and should not have a place
in the eventually agreed treaty." (1b1d )

That stotement is fraught with consequences for the whole of our work of
drawing up e treaty on genecral and compléte disarmament. The way the Cenadian
representative has put the matter leaves some doubt about the nossibility 6f reaching
agreement at oresent on any disarmament measure whatever and, in general, of reaching
agreement on general and complete disarmament, How are we to reconcile such a
position with the attempts of the Western representatives to show us that they are
resolved to achieve general end complete disarmament and will spare no effort to
do so? The statements of the Canedian representative which I have just referred
to are a further proof that we were right in the comments we made on 11 May on the
actual conception of the Western plan, and in particular, in saying that not only
is this United States plan wrongly conceived, but all the measurcs it provides for:

are so framed as to make genersl and complete disarmement impossible.
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In the sceries of statements he has made recently with the evident intention
of showing that the measures proposed by the Soviet Union for the first stage = in
particular, the measures for total elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles -
were not practicoble, the Cenadian representative has rather given the impression
that these messures arc unacceptable not because of the inadequacy of control,
but simply because the Western delegations do not like them. For instance, on
11 May Mr. Burns tried to show that the statement made by the Soviet Union
representative to the effcct that climinstion of the means of delivery nuclear
weapons would remove practically all Goanper of a nucleer attack might seem to be
logical, but that, as he himself believed, we should take account of the psycho-
logical as well as the logical factor in the disarmanment process. He added:

"It is an obvious conclusion that if there were no vehicles there could be no

surprise sttack, but the problem really is to be sure that in fact no

vehicles wemain."  (ZNDC/PV.35, nage 41)

The last part of this sentence is surorising, to say the least, in view of the
statenents made by the other Vestern representatives, in particular those of the
United States end the United Xingdom, and of the opinion of all the delegations
on this Committec. It has, indeed, been stated several times that control and
verification cennot be considered to provide a 100 per cent guarantee, and that
disarmament obviously entails certain responsibilities and uncertainties which
States are willing to accept. But the representative of Canada is pressing for
the certainty that in fact no vehicles remain, that is to say, for a 100 per cent
guaranteec. '

Immediately after meaking this astonishing statement, the Cenadion representative
continueds

"L,et us consider in realistic terms whet prevents any kind of niclear attack

in the world today. 14 is the knowledge of each side that if it unleashed

o nuelcer war it would bring upon itself a terrible retalietion by the nuclear

armaments of the other side." (ibid.)

A little later in his statement the Cansdian representative developed the theory that
the threat of o nuclear abteck is not proportional to the absolute level of nuclear
weapon vehicles, but would Increase when their number rcached a low level. He

concluded:
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"That is to say, if the nuclear weapons and vehicles of both sides are in
balence, as by and large they arc today, they know that ﬁeither one can under-
take such an attack without suffering an unsustaineble counter-blow. The
denger would arise if one side could acquire sufficient superiority over the

other to justify e surprise attack ..." (ibid.., page 42)

According to the representative of Canada, this would be the case if we were
tempted to adopt measures such os those proposed by the Soviet Union for the rapid
and total elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.

This thesis was certeinly not invented yesterday. It was the basis of the
famous belance of terror; it was also the basis of the theory of the alleged
necessity of maintaining in rendiness the famous deterrent force which still
conditions the thinking of certain strategists in the West. What surprises us is
that this thesis should have been advanced in a Committee that is discussing
disarmament, not the balance of armaments, and, among others, by someonevaé well
versed in the subject as the representetive of Canada.

We are surprised to note that in trying to show that the measures prbpqséd by
the Soviet Union for implementing an agreement on general and complete disdrmament
and, in particular, for the ropid climination of certain weapons whose disappearance
could practically preclude all possibility of a nuclear war by the end of_{he first
stage of general and complete disarmement = that in trying to sow that thesé‘
measures are not feasible, General Burns borrowed the proofs and arguments adduced
by one of the best known {esbtern exponents, not of general disarmament, but of
armaments control, the stabilization of the arms race and the balance of terror:
Dr. Kissinger. |

To quotc only one example, in his article "irms Control, Inspection and
Surprise aAttack" published in Foreign 4ffairs for July 1960 (vol. 38, no. 4),

Dr. Kissinger speesks of the need.for."stabilizing the arms race", not the need for
carrying out disarmament, still less general and complete disarmament, In order
to justify o precarious balance, which they call‘"étability“ - the term is uSed
very often - certain.deiegations usc the argumenﬁs of Df._Kissinger, who says in
the same article:

"If the number of permissible long-range missiles is set at zero = if, in

other words, both sides agreed tc destroy all ICBMi's and nuclear weapons = even

a small evasion, say ten hidden missiles, will confer a decisiwe advantage.
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And such an evasion is almost impossible to discover. If the number is set

very low, soy at ten, an additional fifteen may make a sursprise attack

possible ... On the other hond, if the number is sctv relatively high, say

at 500, oven a fairly substential violation would not confer a decisive

advantage. in that case, Tifty additional long-range missiles would not

cneble the violater to launch o surprise attack."

The recsoning used herce by certoin delegations is strangely like Dr, Kissinger'!s:
the aim is nod to achicve rcneral and complete disarmament, but to secure control
over existing armements, the stabilization of the arms race, and, hence, its
continuation. This kind of reasoning by certain Western delegations is, in my
opinion, a further ﬁroof thav they lack the will and the desire to reach an agreement
to carry out generzl end complete disarmement. Moreover, all their statements on
control revesel, I say again, thc erroneous basic concept underlying the United
States plan.

In our opinion, however, the question is not whether we could control the
disarmament mcosures pronosced in the Soviet draft = I shall revert to that point
later = but wicther we agree to adopt the disormament measures proposed by the
Soviet Union in its draft treoty, which are real disarmament measures. Vith regard
to control, =s the Soviet representative has pointed out, once we agree on the
disarmement measures to be adopted, it will always be possible o agree upon the
corresponding verification measures.

In his statement on 16 lisy, the Bovict Union representative emphasized that
the difficultics and obstacles are in no way duce to the alleged unwillingness of
the Scviet Union to say how mony control posts and inspectors there should be on
its territory, but to the reluctance of the Western Powers to recch an agrecment on
general and comnlete disarmciient. He then said:

"Theso sve all minor -cints." (he was referring to the information requested
by certain Western delegaticns on the nuaber of control pésts and the freecdom of
nmovement of inspectors in Soviet territory) "We can reach agrecment on all this;
these are practical questions., But let us agree on what you are prepared to accept

in the matter of disarmament."  (ENDC/PV.38, pages 48-49)

The Soviet reoresentativels conclusion that there are differences on disarmament
measures is, morecover, confirmed by many statements mede by the Western delegations.

-

In his stotement on 11 Loy, wr. Burns, the representative of Canada, said:
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"But as’ all delegations here have by now come to know very well, the West

does not.agree with. the way in which the Soviet Union proposes to carry out

disarmement for several other reasons besides those that we have given in

criticism of its inadequate provisions for control."
- (ENDC/PV,35, page 38)

As we can sce, it is not e matter of the corresponding control measures
required to verify the disarmament measures proposed by the Soviet Union; it is
those disarmement measures themselves that are not to the liking of the Western
Powers.

Nevertheless, the representatives of the Western Powers continue, in their
statements, to make the organization of disermoment control omne of the major
obstacles - the stumbling block - to all our efforts to reach an agreecment on general
- and completc disarmament. They continue to discuss the alleged inadequacy of
control and verification measures to be applied to disarmemeat measures which they
are, & priori, unwilling to accept. This only leads to the prolongation
ad infinitum of our discussion on the control of measures:which appeer unacceptable
to the West for reasons other than those the Western delegations advance in this
Committee.

Thus we go on endlessly discussing control in the abstract, with the result .
thet we are not getting down to the work of formulating a disormament programme
and reaching asgreement on it.

#e consider that all discussion on control should be closely linked with the
implementation of concrete disarmement measures. But the Western delegations are
trying to draw us into a fruitless discussion on methods of control and hypo-
thetical disarmament measures which they reject as such g _priori. Some of them
have even attemzted to justify this procedure.

In his stotement of 16 lisy, Mr. Godber, the United Kingdom representative,
resorted to formulae and even to mathematical languageé which, according to him,
demonstraoted “he need to discuss control first., He e¢xpressed himself as follows:

MThat we have got to try to do-is reach o solution by e series of
successive approximations, if I can use a mathematical term here, in which
politicel and technical views are,iooked at alternately until some kind. of

solution satisfying everybody is hemmered out. I think wo have got to

think of the practicalities of this."  (ENDC/PV.38, page 39)
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It is hardly necessary to point out that we could go on talking for ever on
those lines, i.c. by a series of successive approximations, for the series of
successive aporoximations sre themselves infinite if we start from an unstable
basis and attempts are constantly being made to change the initial data of the
problem to be solved - and the initiel date are, of course, the disarmesment
measurecs., How we are convinced that in order to be able to reach a solution of
our problem it is necessary, as in solving any problem, to have initisl date on
which we can go to work - even, if you like, using the method of successive
approximations.

The delegation of the Pconle's Ecepublic of Bulgaria thereforc believes that we
should sto» these interminablc discussions on hypothetical nroblems and apply
ourselves to defining the initial dato of the problem we have to solve, to defining
the disermament ncasures which would be scceptable to both parties, and to working
out concomitani control mcasures. It wos with this end in view that at yesterday's
informal meeting of the Committee we put the following question to certain Western
delegations: How can we define the functions and objectives, the nature and .
extent of control, without having some idea of the nature and extent of the . . . .
disarmament measures?

Yesterdoy our question was not answered by the Western delcegations. Perhaps
that was becouse there was not cnough tine. In any event, it is clear that
without precisc knowledge of the nature and extent of the disarmament measures, it
is not only cxtremely difficult, but even impossible to define the objectives,
nature and scope of the corresponding control and verification measures.

To sum up», it is becoming more and more obvious that we cannot go on endlessly
discussing control without fixing the initial data we need for solving the problems
of disarmament, that is to say, without defining the measures which both sides
are willing to accept in the first ond subsequent stages of general and complete
disarmament,

In this connexion, and with a view to facilitating the work of this Conference,
the delegation of the Pecple's Republic of Bulgaria considers it necessary to
define the disarmament measures thot are accentable to the parties both in the
first and in the subsequent stages of disarmament, and only afterwards to. discuss
contrcl measures to ensure their application: We therefore jpropese, first, that
the co=Chairmen be requested tc explore the possibility of agreeing on a joind

plan for the first stage of general and complete disarmament and, in perticular,
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the possibility of setting time=limits for that stage which would be acceptable to
the partles’ “secondly, that in future, our discussion should be directed first
towards def1n11' theﬁalsarnament measures which the parties are willing to accept
for the stage of disarmament in question, and then towards defining all the

necessary meesures for carrying out that stage.

(Brazil) (translation from French): Last week's

debates and those of the week now ending have seen importent progress in our work.
First, therc was the statement by Mr. Zorin, the Soviet representetive, that his
delegation was in favour of continuing the Conference even after submission of

the preliminary report to the Uisarmament Comm1551on, so that certain difficulties
could be overcome,

Mr. Dean, the other co—Chairmdn, seems to ‘be in full agreement with this
suggestion. Ferhaps this judicious decision ‘will make it possible to submit
another revort before the next session of the United Nations General issembly
recording the promising'results of the Conference, not only for the informatioﬁ‘
of the General Assembly, but also in order to calm public opinion all over the
world. _

In order 1o attain these objectives, howe#er; certain fundementel difficulties
must be overcome} and if they are to be overcome, they must be tackled with
decision and impartiality. In the opinion of the Brazilian .delegation,. the most
genuine contribution that the eight countries which are not members of military
alliances can make to the work of the Conference is, precisely, to underteke an
objective and impartial analysis of the existing political difficulties and to
submit di sinterested suggestions for & solution to the great Powers and their
nllies,

I only wish to point to a difference in attitude which results, to be frank,
from the differcnce between our responsibilities and those borne by the nations
of the militery groups. For my delegation considers that the responsibility of
the eight countries is, first of all, to try to reduce the reciprocnl resistances
in order to facilitete and accelerate disarmement, whereas the great nuclear Powers
and their allies also have another urgent and dangerous responsibility: that of
ensuring thet disarmement is carried out with the least possible risk for the
countries undertaking it. I believe this difference in responsibilities explains
the caution with which the nuclear Powers and their allies are acting, obliged, aos
they are, to take the fullest possible account of the interests they have to

protect.
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I should like to single out from the vast and complex picture of general and
complete disarmament certoin aspects which seem to us to be the most significant,
and the immedicte interest of which hes been shown by the authoritative
references made to them al recent mectings. I do this in order to show our interest
end perhaps tc submit a few suggestions, clways in the same impertial and
disinterested spirit,

First of all, I should like to deal with the questions of control and
confidence, which seem to us to be closely connected. Many references have been
mede to a possage in the stotement by the representative of Nigeria (ENDC/PV.31,
page 6), who seid that the three factors, disermament, verification and confidence,
are so interdenendent that they form an indissoluble whole. I think that is true.
4n exemination of the two draft treaties (ENDC/2, ENDC/30 and Corr.l) beforec us

shows that as regards their modus operandi they are both divided into several

stages, that is to say, into successive and periodic series of concrete measurcs
to be put into cifect. Thus both drafts have the same objective: peneral and
complete disarmament. But we must note that this disarmament, although general
and completc, can only be carried out materially and logically in a progressive
and partial manner, that is to say by stages. Consequently, general disarmeoment
is only a progsressive and constant limitation of armaments until they are reduced
to zero. '

Circumstences dictate thet armed States can only rid themselves of the burden
of their armaments by difficult and time=consuming measures, because of imperative
security reasons, technical possibilities of execution and even weighty economic
considerations. If this is so and cannot be otherwise, it follows that in view
of the special =and, to some extent, novel aspects of nuclear weapons, the dangers
which disarmenient secks to remove will not decrease in the first steages of
di sarmement. On the conrery, they may even increase. This means that if
negotiating o disarmament treaty is delicate and difficult, the implementation of
the treaty will be even morc so = which is certainly not without precedent in
diplomatic history. The risks inherent in carrying out disarmament are beyond
any physical form of control, as was very aptly pointed out by the Swedish
representative, when he said on 11 g

“This, however, cannot be achieved without taking some risks. One hundred

per cent security is hardly sttainable."  (ENDC/PV.35, page 29)
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Referring to that passage in the statement by our Swedish colleague,

Mr. Zorin said, at the same mceting on 11 May:
"Yes, there is a certain risk. I full agree with what the representative
of Sweden has said today to the effect that disarmament cannot be achieved

without talting some risks."  (ibid., page 61)

Mr. Dean, also speaking at the thirty-fifth meeting, expressed a similar
idea when he seid:
"Assurance to us means reasonable or adequate assurance, not foolproof

assurance, which is never attainable anyway." (ibid., page 15)

If we look at things in this way, it scems difficult to deny that one of the

most immediate problems of the disarmament process = I would even say onc of the

most concrete problems - is that of cenfidence. Scime may think it paradoxical
to class confidence as a concrete factor. Since is is a psychological attitude

determined by such subjective, vague and unstable factors, how can it, in fact,

be approached at the level of practical soluticns? In reality, however, a closer
study of the situation shows that this classification is not contrary either to
logic or to common sense. Confidence is certainly a subjective attitude very

like faith; Dbut whereas faith is based on a certain tendency of the mind to accept
unproven truths, confidence on the contrary, is based on experience, that is to
say, on real and objective data. There is no doubt an inductive clement in
confidence, but the deductive element is just as stronpg and cannot be denied. We
can have faith in something we do not know, but we have confidence only in what

we know at least in part - but a substantial part.

For this reason, end with all due respect to those who hold this opinion, it
may be considered that there is no good reason to believe that the question of
disarmament should be sedarctied from that of creating an atmosphere of increasing
confidence between States and, especislly, between the great Powers. In our Yiew,
moreover, this opinion is not in accordonce with the basic princinles adopted for
our work in the Joint Statement of 20 September 1961, or even with the allocation
of the work of this Conference. For the fourth paragraph of the preamble to the
Joint Statement reads as follows:

"affirming that to facilitate the attainment of general and complete disarmament

in a peaceful world it is impcortont that all States abide by existing inter=—

nationsl agreements, refrain from any actions which might aggravate inter-
nationsl tensions, and thot they seek settlement of all disputes by peaceful

means, e.." (ENDC/5, nage 1)
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As to the allocation of our work, it should be remembered that the task of
the Committee of the Whole is to work along the lines recommended in the passage
I have just quoted from the Joint Statement, Moreover, in socizl life and cven
in the life of individuals, we constantly see that confidence goes hend-in-hend
with the success of the most }ractical solutions. I do not think there is any
need to dwell any further on this point, which is o nmatter of everyday life.

To revertto‘the quesfions under consideration, my delepation takes the view
that it would be an unrealistic approach to our task to suppose that o disarmamenf
treaty could be negotiated and implemented without creating e healthy atmosphere
of firm trust between the sreat waers, not before or after, but during the
period of negotiations and implementation,

Ais I hove said, confidence seems to us to be based mainly on the objective
deta of experience. A& striking and ﬁot 100 remote example of this is provided
by the atmosphere that prevailed between the Western Powers and the socialist
countries wﬁen they were fighting together to defend the world apainst Nazi tyranny.
The former ideological antcogsonism was deep-rooted and the circumstances in which
the first phoasc of the wor hed taken place had done nothing to conceal it - rather
the contrary. Neverthéless, it was encugh for the United Kingdom, the United
States and the Soviet Union tc realize the interest that bound them together in
defence of the same cause, for o degree of trust to be ¢stablished between themn,
despite their negative expericences, that was sufficient to bring success in the
tremendous task of crushing national socialism, Then Prime Minister Churchill,
in one of his famous perlismentery speéches, informed the world of the alliance
between the United Kingdom and Soviet Union, everyone understood at once thot a
new experiment was beginning and confidence was born,

The problem today is to make peodlc really aware that joint acticn by the
great States is absolutely essentinl, in spite of all their idealogical differéﬁces
and the negotive experiences of their recent relations, in order to win the new
war, the greatest of all wars in hisiory, the wai against war, which can only be
won by laying down all arms through general and complete disarmament. My delega-
tion ventures to ask whether o common war against an aggressive nower is not

&)
really less imnortant than victory over all possibility of aggression. It also
asks this: if it was possible to create awareness of a common task for the sake
of war, why should not alsc be possible to create such awareness for the sake of
peace. Confidence results from the creation of this awareness and it depends only

on the powerful States, which can decide for peace or war. In the last analysis
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political power = from the historical viewnoint, of course - means nothing but a
group of men whose co-ordincted will determines the course followed by peoples and
States. Confidence depends today, as it did in the past, on the conscience and
will of such groups of men in a small number of 3tates. The representatives of
the unarmed countries cannot creete this confidence, but they know that the
governments of the great Powers con do so. They know the responsibilities these
men have to bear before history. It would he a grave mistake to regard confidence
as a purely subjcctive, or sheall we say abstract, factor. Far from it; it is a
strictly concrete and objective thing, and without its material preservation, so
to spenk, we shall never be able to comnlete our task,

In this connexion I should like to quote a passage from the statement made by
Mr. Zorin on 14 ligy, concerning this question of confidence. In his observation
concerning

"the sourcc of the changes for the better in relations among States that

will be brought about by general and complete disarmement" (ENDC/PV,36 —acc 36)

our Soviet colleague, if he will allow me to say so with a2ll due respect, presented
the problem in a way that seems to us tc be incomplete. It is in all sincerity
that we urge the importance of creating confidence as an essential factor, not
only for implementing the treaty, but also for drafting it. This scems to me
irrefutable, especially in viow of the opinion generally held among the representa-
tives of the two great nuclear Powers, towhich I have already referred, that there
will be an inevitable risk for both parties in the implementation of the treaty.
Now, if both parties agree in recognizing that there must inevitably be some
degree of risk, how can we howe thet they will solemnly underteaie to accept this
risk by an international trenty, unless the provisions of that treaty are backed
by a sufficient measure of confidence to vermit its execution? It is not, as some
of our colleazucs seen 10 think, s metter of securing o generel easing of certain
international tensions which have no direct connexion, or even no connexion at all,
with the problem of disarmamont. To speak plainly, it is not a matter of resolving
conflicts, open or latent, such as thosc which exist today in South-East Asia, on
the Southern shores of the Mediterrancan and in the Caribbean sea. It.is not e
matter of devising an effective application, political or theoretical, of what is
called the docirime of neanceful cocxistence of the two concepts of the State: that
of the socialist world ond thot of the democratic world, It is o matter of being

gble to achieve here, in our work, in this treaty, something which was possible
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during the last war; that is to say, unity to defend the world, without which, I
regret to say, it will not be —ossible to conclude the treaty successfully, as is
desired by the United Nations and honed by all the peoples of the world, These
are the considerations my delegation wished to put forward on & subject that many
people may consider excessively jencral or even unrealistic - an opinion with
which we takc leave to disagrec entirely.

4As I have already said, the question of control is closely linked with the

problem of confidence, It i

w

the key to the whole system of disarmament; in
every field, from every aspect and in every attempt, this is the obstacle. It is
when control comes up that we hear these¢ condemnaticns which, like & guillotine,
decapitate the solutions pronosed. It was this same puillotine which decapitoted
the eight-nation memorandum on the discontinuance of nuclear tests, and it is
still working cifficiently in the necotiations on the treaty itself.

4t our lest informsl meetving but one, I had occasion to asitk the indulgence of
the countries which have for years been at the centre of the nerotiations on
disarmament, in regard to the statements of representatives of countries newly
adhitted to the Conference, who are naturally less familiar with the subject.
At the plenary meeting of 11 lay (ENDC/PV.35) our Swedish colleague, kr. Bdberg,
also stresscd the lack of %nowledze we are bound to show on certein technicel
metters. It is with the encouragement of such warnings, that I venture to toke
up the commlicated problem of control.

First of 211, I must say thet Srazil favours & really effective system of
control for the whole process of disarmament., Cur Hinister for Foreign Affairs
made that clcar in this wery room, in the opening stetement he made for our
delegation at the Conference (ENDC/PV.3). Later, in my contacts with my sovernment,
I have several times received confirmation of this support for a system of
effective control that will create confidence and facilitate the drafting and
subsequent implementation of a treaty. Speaking with the franiness demanded of
all of us by our duties here, I must say that in the opinion of my deleration the
problem of control has not been given the persistent and patient attention it
descrves, True, it is treated os a guestion of the greatest imzortance in both
drafts; butv in reality, in the deadlock caused by the conflicting oroposals,
very little has been done in the way of real nerotiation or an effort to brezk

the deadloclz, Let us consider for exemnle, the zonal inspection nlen proposed
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by the United States. At least three of the eight delegations from non-aligned
countries heve recommended that this plan be studied more thorouzshly to see whether
it could serve as a basis for fruitful negotistions. The delegations of Nigeria,
Sweden and Brazil made statements te that effect.

Mr., Edberg, in his interesting statement on 11 Iay, put three questicons on
this capital wnroblem; it is highly significant that the answers given by the
representatives of the Soviet Union and the United States on 14 liay and 15 May
respectively (ZHDC/PV.36, ANDC/PV.37), did not in fact quite correspond tc the
questions asked, Ambassador Zorin confined himself to repeating thet his delepa—
tion could not accept the proposal, referring in o general way to the ressons given
earlier, but without stating then. Now it so happens that the Swedish delegation's
questions were directed precisely towards the possibility of making certain changes
in the propossl, which might render it acceptable == or rather, they were intended
to suggest negotiation. kr. Stelle, in turn, replied to one of the questions
put by the Swedish representative, the fourth, by repeating the terms of the
United States proposal. &8 to the other two questions, which also concerned the
system of the zones, he preferred merely to refer to the Soviet refusal. Dealing
with the same subject on 16 iiay (ENDC/PV.38), Mr. Godber dwelt mainly on the
difficultics of the nroblen, These answers show that the time to negotiate on
control does not yet seem to have come.

Then agein, the positions do not seem to us to be clear, and it appears that
we could extract nuances and variations from these debates which, if carefully
explored, might yield resulis. For instance, the apparent incompetibility of
the concepts of verification of disarmament and verification of armaments, which
is always Drescented as the main point of disagreement, is perhaps not always so
radical, if I understand the sense of the discussions aright.

Let us see what Mr. Zorin said on 11 liay, referred to a question raised
by Mr. Burns:

"Today lix. Burns reveated the same question: do you include verification

that therce are no hidden weapons? ‘ Very well, if we include it, then what

follows from this? Now I aks you: how do you envisage verifying the

presence of these hidden weapons? «s. What do you have in mind when you
speakk of verifying the »resence of hidden weapons in the territory of =

country of 22 million sqguare kilometres?" (ENDC/PV. 35, naze 56).
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Before zoing into the question of how verification could be carried out, it
will be well to look a little more closely at the position of the socialist
countries on the substance of the matter, taking the statements mzde by their
authorized rejresentatives as a bosis. It is possible to drew o distinction
vetween the inszection of concealed armements and the inspection of retained
armaments. Both would rcmain after the destruction of armamenis provided for
in the tresty, but the retention of concealed armaments would he a violation of
the treaty, whoreas the retention of other existing weapons would be in keepiné
with its implemontation. .

On the basis of this difference, it could be argued that inspection of -
clandestine srmaments is one thing, oand inspection of retained srmaments another;
that one can be accepted without precluding rejection of the other. sccording to
the texts I wish to refer to, if I have interpreted then correctly, I think the
rcpresentatives of the socialist countries speak of the right to 100 per cent
inspection only with regard to the search for clandestine armaments, without that
entailing eny obligation to accept a 1GO per cent inspection of armements retained
under the treaty provisicns, Indeed,-Mr..Zorin, feplying to Mr. Burns on 11 Hay,
saids

"What do you have in mind when you spesk of verifying the resence of hidden

weapons" == I stress the word hidden =-— "in the territory of a country of 22

million square kilometres?  How will you verify the presence of hidden

weapons?  Explain this Iir, Buras. You arc a military man. Explain how
you envisszpge searching for these hidden weapons?" (ibid.)
And on 16 liay Mr., Neszkowski, our Polish collearue, said:

", .. that it is matericlly impossible to apply, especially over vast terri-

tories, the princionle of tetal control over wegpons alleged to be concealed ==

in other words, that it is impossible to control =211 the armaments of the

other party in the abséECQ of complete disermament." (ENDC/PV.38, Dejes 10=-11)

That is to say that if the two pDossibilities == verificetion of retained
armaments =nd verification of clandestine armaments —— are assimilated, the Polish
representative, if I have understood hin correctly, says this control is imjossible,
Why? Because it would be control of all armements, not only of clandestine
armements. 3ut by negavicn, which is a figure in logic, if he considers it
possible to control clandestine armaments 100 per cent, he puts himself in the

position of accepting that contrel, i do not think that the Polish delegation
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finds my conclusion very welcome, obut it secems to me to be logical. Agreement
must be reached on it, and it is orecisely on this point +that I wish to meke the
following comménts.

To revert to %hevsystem of questions, which has produced such good results
since the representative of Sweden initiated it, I'too should like to ask the
representatvives of the Soviet Union and Polénd whether our interpretation is
correct and, if so,>whether they think it possible to establish a system for
verifying vhe existence of clandestine armaments, which is separate from the
system for verifying retained armaments? I mean, c¢f course, 1CC per cent
verification in both cases.

4mid 211 these uacertainties, only two things seem sure: +the United States
has proposed a system of totel verification by zones, which the Soviet Union
refuses; and the Soviet Union has proposed & sys¥em of tolal verification of
equipmenﬁ deStfoyed, which the United States rcfuses.

Both the systems prbposed are ot the same time particl and total., The
United Stotes inspéction is total in respect of armaments end partisl in respeect
of the territory on which it would be carried out. The Soviet inépection is
tctal in respect of armements destroyed and partial in respect of those reteined.’

L

The two systems are incompatible, however, and feced with this incompatibility

p'y

treaty have reached a

there is no denying that negotiations for a disarmement
deadlock., Now it is not merely o treaty on disarmament th:t the United llotions
has askxcd us to draw up, but, os is perfectly clear from the Joint Statement of
20 Scpiember 1961, o treoty prbvided with a system of strict ond effective
international sontrol. Consequently, refusal +o accept such o control system
would mean that the treasty woﬁld not be vieble and +thaot our work at Geneves had
failed.

e mey therefore conclude that it is absolutely essential and urgenv to
negotiote with pavience, even with obstinacy, in order to find an acceptaﬁle
solution of the pfoblem df cdntrol. Considered rationally, this prbblem is
difficult to solve because of nn initial controdiction which is inhereant in it
and connot be concecled. This contradiction cen be stated as follows: control
cannot be based on cbnfidence, for if there was total confidence control would
not bemecessary. Bub conversely, control cannot be carried out without
cohfidcnce, for if thers was no confidence at all control would be impossible.,
In order to soive this riddle we must negotiate on the basis of a system which

can be »ub into effect ond which o% the same time will promote confidence.



ANDC/PV. 39
20

(bir, de liello-Franco, Brazil)

In this connexion, I should like to recall an importent piece of informgtion

which wos given to us by Mr. Godber, the United Xingdom representative, ot the
meeting on 16 Hay. JSpeaking on the problem of control, uir. Godber sgid:
"le, for our part, in the United Kingdom heve made o fairly exhoustive
study of the problems of verification and we shgll be ready to discuss
with our collezsgues in considerable detail what can be done and whotd

cannot be done." (ENDC/PV.33, ».39)

tnd later, he soid:

"I myself have in the past proposed thot it would be useful in cexrdeain

o0
circumstances to think in verms of sub-committees; this might be one
" of the avenues where that thought could be Hllowed.” (ibid.,)

A% the same meeting on 16 Liny, Lir. Zorin, replying to the commentvs of our
Conadian colleague, lir. Burns, repeotved his sppeal for really convincing doto on
the possibilities of carrying ouv control by direct inspection. So for, nowever,
no such data have been submitted to us. The Brozilion delegation does nov wish
to deny their existence., It is merely obliged to note that so far, no reclly
convincing proposal has been submitted to the Conference on the applicciion of
control by direct inspection in face of the material, and cven logical, »roblems
and difficulties which would arise, according to the repecied statements of the
Soviet delegation.

Consequently, I caonnot very well see why we should svruggle with -he
political difficulties of the problem here, while one of the best qunlified
delegovions of this Conference —-- I refer to thot of the United dingdom -~ examines
the technical aspects in o small committee. e consider tzat such svudies should
not be confined to one country, because their subsequent reconsideration by the
Conference would causc waste of time. Horeover, the unilsierzl origian of wvhe
conclusions would make it impossible to avoid certain polivical difficulvies.

“Te 4hink it would be advisable, therefore, to set up, under the ocussices
of the Conforence, o spmecianlized vechnical body vo study control problems and to
submit suggestions on the subject in due course. This solution seems w0 us to be
preferchle to that of entrusting these studies to & small group of delegovions,
since tac results of the work, when submitted to the Conference, mighv need more

time for due consideration, not to mention the fazet that their unilstercl origin

L

might ccuse the other porty to moke reservatvions. Ve urge thot there is no
reason o exclude the vechnicel problems from o joint stucdy, seeing thov tie

politicol problems, which are obviously of ecpitel importonce, are peiny Jointly

e B
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”ﬂilroalize, moreover, that little inclination has been shown in the United
Naticns 1o consider the problem of disarmament from the technical poini of view.
I believe iir. Macmillen, the United Kingdom Prime lMinister, made a proposal to
this offect ot the fiftecenth session of the General Assembly, and thot »roposal
was not sdonted. The eight—naﬁion memorandum, which also »ut the technical

side firsv, has bcen shelved. <The same applies to a similor proposal ucde here
by oux distinguished collesgue, uxr. Cavelletti. So as I hove few illusions about:
the existing willingness to undericke o technicnl study of the various 3roblems

I sholl make no formel proposal; I merely mele this suggestion, which camnot

commitv anyone, even if it is accented.

iir, NASZXOUSKI (Poland) (translation from French): In the stobements

“mede at the thirty-eighth meeting by the represcntatives of the Western Powers
there orc certain points on which the Polish delegation wishes to state its
opinion. ;

In the first place, our aitontion was cloimed by the eossertion made by
Wr, Godber, the United Xingdom representative, that the Soviet proposal for the
complote elimination of nucleor weapon delivery vcehicles in the first stege of

nroposed

discrmement is an attrective messure, but, allegedly, an unrealistic oaec
for »ropogenda purposes. k
iir. Godber will bear with me if I suggest that this is strange reasoning
indeed. The mere fact that this »vroposal to eliminate nuclear wespon delivery
vehicles is put forward by a.State heavily crmed with missiles, whiech cre its
main defence, proves thatlthe pronosal can only be based on o sinceré desire to
carry out effective disarmament which will guorantee all States the scme
conditions of security. Can we conceive thot o State would declare ivself.
willing to scrap its most powerful weepon for propeganda nurposes? If that is
pronagonda, we must cxpress the hope that there will be as much of it as possible
and thot the Western Powers will not refrain Irom it either,

Iv is only thc complete elimination of cll neans of delivering puclear
weapons, at the very beginning of digormament, that can form the foundation for
a concent of disarmament based on o rational evpluation of the naturc of modern
weapons. The idea of graduslly meliing particl reductiops in the armamonts;of
Stotes while keeping their present military organizatioh unchanged, ccnnot ensure

quick climination of the denger of nuclear wer, While such o programmc wos
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elng corried out, cond un%il the very end of the disarmement process, Svotes would
ive in +the shadow of the nuclear bomb andevery decision before the 1ext reduction
ould be taken in the knowledge vhot nuclear Hombs and their delivéry veinicles
emeined in the arsencls of other countries. Cocn we, in these circumstonces,
peaxn of vhe comtinuity and effectiveness of discrmoment? 4nd cen we sgrec with
r. Godber when he asserts thot the exiguity of the discrmoment measurcs provided
or in stoge I of the United States plan give it advantages over the Soviet plan?
in their stetements, the Testern represenvatives often try to focus the
ommiioee's attention on problems what arce only of secondary importance in our
egotictions. The impression is created thet we are delibersting herce not in
rder to formulate disarmament measures qulc ly ond reoclisvically, buv in order
o discover and catalogue &l the ubeoretlcul nossibilivies of violating o trecty.
:uch is made of the fears felt for the fave of the vrecoily, by speaiiing of

after

he concenlment of o certain quontity of nuclecr wespon delivery vehiclcs
he Soviet proposals for stoge I have been corried out. It scems th, wWe were
rong in soying, in o nrevious svatement, thet no one in vais room coula still

<

elieve in the suitcase theory,.;Althougthethas said that he is not concoerned
bout +the theory of nuclear bomas being carried in suitcases, ix, Godber ropeated
he sveotvements about the possibility of civilicn mecns of tronsport ond cquipment
eing used to deliver nuclcar bombs. ‘

In our opinion, these stotemonvs do not stond up to criticism. Thove is no
oubt that the adapiation of o sufficient number of civilicn vehicles 1o carry
uclear weopons, in order to strilte & blow ov o enemy, would require e:riensive
onversions and technical opercvions that could not escape the notice of vhe

nspecvors on the sites for the Jestruction of nuclear wenpon delivery vehicles,

n industriel undertclrings and oa the launching sites for nuclear missiles. It
ould also be necessary to build leounching pads, lounching sites or porvs, which
ould certainly not be like the nroverbial needle in a hoysiock, and such a
onceatrobion of new nuclear weapon vehicles should be easy to detoect.

Yhile spenking of the question of control, I should clsc like to reply to
r, ilello-Franco, the Brazilian representative, who was ool enough Vo cuote from
he statement I made o few days ago. It is true that we have o differeav approach
0 thc »roblem of controlling concecled armaments end retcined armamenss. e
re in fovour of 100 per cent control of armeoments to be destroyed anl, consequently,
f control of possible concealed ermcments; buv that does not mean Lhet control

hould be extended to reteined crmorsnts.
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On Tednesdey we listened with interest to the statement made by the Cansdien rep=-
resentative_‘ENDC/PV.BS). However, lir. Burms also placed the main emphasis on
possibilities of o disarmament treatvy being violeted by the perties, as his United Kingdom
colleague had done. With all due respect to his wide experience in international affeirs,
particularly in the field of arbitration in the United Nations, I should like to point
out o few coniradictions in his comments.

There is no doubt that Mr, Burns is right in saying that general and complete
disarmament is something entirely new and unprecedented in the history of mankind. But
the conclusion drawn from this thesis is that we should be gll the ‘more suspicious of our
treaty portners, and safeguard ourselves in every minute detail against aony possible
violation of iits obligations by the other party. 'Je are given o number of cxcmples from
the past showing how often international agreementis have becn violated, ond hiw, through
lack of goodwill, States have refused to open those doors of which Mr, Burns told us, in
order to nllow verificotion of the implementation of agreements. We arce firmly convinced
thet execmmles from history connot be nroperly applied to an agreement on general and
complete discrmament, because, as lir. Burns hinself said, it will be an entirely new and
unprecedenved event in the history of mankind.

This event will create preciscly that atmosphere of confidence, the importance of
which wos described just now by the representative of Brazil. Of course, coafidence will
be built up graduslly during the successive stages of disarmament; but the more rapid
and effective the disarmament measures are, the morc solid will be the foundotion of this
confidence, “/hat must be stressed, above nll, is that the signature of o treaty on general
and complete disarmament will introduce a new rule of internctioncl 1life, to which there
is nothing ecquivalent in ony previous treaty. In o world without arms or ormies, other
laws will prevail than in a world armed to the teeth. Why should we assume 2o priori
that the Stotes which take such a fundamental decision and lay down new rules for
internationsl relations are bound to violate the treaty?

There is yet another element: the well-understood intercst of each parvy. For
whet is prompting us to draw up a treaty on general and complete disarmement is,.v
precisely, the fact that we are awarc of the instability of the present bolance and of
all the dongers that follow from it. It is, precisely, the well understood interest of
every Stote and every people that execution of the general disarmament programme will

serve —— their interest in securing forever that state of pesce and security brought

(5]

n

about by roneral disarmament, which will be the best guarantee of the genuineness of the
treaty.

In soying this we are not, of course, trying t0 deny the importancc of an cffective
system of international control, or of‘possible scnctions by the Securivy Council against
any Stete violating the treaty. But I repeat vhet bthe principel guarantce is the interest

of the peoples, who once they have set out on a road that is without fear ond without war,
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Russien): Mr. Chairman, before I pass on to what the Soviet delegation considers
it necessary to say at what I would describe as almost the closing stage of the |
discussion on the first stage of disarmament, I shduld like to point out to the
Brazilian representative in connexion with his interesting statement, which will
be studied by the Soviet delegation, that he expressed an idea in this statement
which causes us serious misgivings, Mr. Mellc-Franco said rather graphically
that "the ... guillotine ... has beheaded the eight-nation memorandum" and went
on to say that the same guillotine of control may behead the disarmament process
itself. That is how I noted down his remark according to the interpretation.
This figure of speech cen be understood in the light of the subsequent
explanation given by the representative of Brazil that the whole point of the
matter was that the technical aspects of control had not been worked out.

In this connexion I zm bound to say that the actual example adduced by the
Brazilian representative in regard tc the eight-nation newmorandum seems to me to
refute this point of view. Why, incdeed, was tihe eight-nation memorancum
beheaded? 'Have there not been all sorts of technicel studies hitherto? There
has been any amount of them. Hove we not discussed a great variety of
alternatives of control and so forth? And when the eight-nation nmemorandum was
subnitted, as was explained by the representative of Sweden and the representatives
of the other countries which participated in drawing up this memorandun, they
proposed, as it were, 2 scientific and technical approach to the solution of this
question. |

The Soviet Union accepted this new approaci. Why, then, did the Vestern
Powers not accept it? Not because the technical aspects or something elsc had
not been studied. 411 this had been studied and re-studied o score of times.
They had no political wish to adopt a new position and to give up their old
position, They had nc political wish to adopt & decision on the discontinuance
of tests. That is the gist of the motter. That is why it has not becn
possible to adopt this menorandum as a basis, although one of the sides has
adopted it as o basis from the very beginning. Disputes and tolks are still
going on round and about this memorandum and attempts are being made to involve
us in variocus discussions on points of detail, whereas the besic principles of
this memorancdum are not accepted. They are not accepted, not because there has

been no technical stuly of the control system, but because there is no Dolitical
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wish to adopt a new position, give up the old one and really put a stop to
testing, That is the heart of the matter.

Therefore, when the repreéentative of Brazil says that the guillotine of
contrpl may behead disarmament itself, I can agree with him in the sense that
when questions of control are pushed to the forefront, this may have the effect
of beheading disarmament. That is quite 6orrect. When there is no wish to
reach agreement on disarmament measures, the best way to evade it is to push the
control system to the forefront and say: "We are not in azreenment on questions of
control”, whereas in foct there is no agreement on the basic disarmament measures.
The representative of Brazil, sc far as I remember, at the very beginning of our
work reminded us of the bitter experience of the League of Nations and told us
that the League of Netions became bogged down in endless technical discussions of
various categories of armaments and so on and so forth. |

But it is just the same here. Discussion of technical questions of control
will not solve anything, if we have not solved the main questions of Gisarmament
itself ~ the disarmament measures themselves. It will not soclve anything, and
it will be a sheer waste of time. It will merely divert us from settling the
nain differences confronting us. That is the comment which I wanted to make
inmediately, although I am bound to say that a whole number of important
considerations regarding the question of control and the question of confidence
certainly descrve attention, and they will be carefully studied by the Soviet
delegation. Now I should like to pass on to the main subject of my.statement
today. |

A broad discussion has taken place'in the Committee on stage I of general
and complete disarmament. We have had an opportunity'to discuss thoroughly and
compare the existing nroposals concerning stage I. We have iistened to
explanations in regard to the whole range of mecsures contemplated in these
proposals. Questions of a general nature werc raised, as well as questiocns in
respect of details. Ls a result'there_is every justification for saying that the
Cormittee now has beiore it a fairly definite picture of what is proposed by the
sides and what the diffcrence between them arc. It will hexdly be of any use to
go further into deteoils af the present stage, since this will yield little in the
way of elueidating the moin questions. Moreover, there wmoy even be a negative

effect in the sense that there is o less of perspective when Cifferences on minor
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questions of a secondory nature prevent us from seeing the basic differences,
which have to be settled if we are t¢ move forword,

It should be stressed that o number of delegetions have already recognized
the need to complete the discussion of stage I and tu pass on to consideration of
the measures for the subsequent stzges. This is evident, in particular, from
the statements made by tae representatives of Czechoslovakio and the United
NDC/PV.35).

Kingdom at the meeting of the Committee on 16 liny (E
Discussion of the Gcviet Union and United States proposcals for the first

-

stage of disarmement hos shown that there are differences. These became
particularly evident ot the informel meeting of 17 kay. Tne Soviet Union

desires, and I think it is also tihe desire of the other members of the Committee,

to achieve agreement and to eliminote differences, However, in crder to enable

us to find ways and means to eliminate differences, we must be quite clear in our uwn
ninds as to what the substance of these differences is and which of the differences
are the most important.

The most serious cdifferences arose in regard to the nature and scope of the
disarmament measures in the first stzge. It 1s now obvious that the differences
on questions cof contrbl and some otaer metters are of secondary importance. * We
would be lacking in sincerity if we failed to recognize that questions of centrol,
as has become evident in the coursc of the discussion, are secondary matters and
the differences in regord to them arise to a large extent from the differences in
connexion with the crucial questions concerning disarmanent measures, Lfter the
discussion we have hed, it is hardly possible fer anyone to Ceny that the nature
and scope of control are directly desendent on vhe nature and scope of the
disarmament measures.

All members of the Committee aczree on the need for control over the imple-
rentation of disarmament, But so far we have no agreement os to what kind of
disarmament we deem necessary in the first stoge. Anparently there are
differences on the question of what kind of control should be established, But
even to specify these differences - to say nothing of their elimination -~ will
only be possible after we have determined what kind of disarmament we shall have,
Thus, the very logic of agreement on gzeneral and complete disarmament and, I would
say, the very logic of life itself, prompts us to devote our attention first and
forenost to eliminating the differences in re

gard to the first stage of

o
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disarmament, Once these differences are settled, it will not be particularly
difficult to find o common platform for solving all cther questions,

In order that our efforts to achieve agreement on stage I ¢f disarmament
may be fruitful, it is necessary in the first place to elucicote what the
substance of the differences consists in. In order to uncerstand the besis of
these differences, we must answer the question of what we wisa to secure from
stage I of disarmament. Do we cr ¢o we not wish to remove the greatest Conger
of our time - the threotv of a nuclear war brecZzing out? Do e intend to pive a
powerful start to the implementation of disarmancent, or are we thinking of
limiting ourselves to tinid steps, half-measures, which are incapable of creating

o
i

that impetus to the imolementation of disarmament, the ncecessity of which was so
eloquently stressed by the representative of India, Mr. Lall?

I believe that the reply of all the members of the Cormittee will be: yes,
we wish to establish & sclid foundation for general and complete disarmament and
we wish to rid our States and our pecples of the threat of a nuclear disaster.
How can this wish be translated into reality?

There are two possible ways to avert the threat of a nuclear war and @o_
clear the highway leacding to genercl and complete disarmament and the establish~
ment of relations of confidence anc friendshin among peoples, These two ways
are: either to eliminate nuclear weopons in the first stage or to render their
use impossible. There is no third way, and noc one has sc for named it. This is
the real state of affairs, and we must look reality squarely in the face if we
desire to bring about peneral and ccmplete discrmeoment and tc create a world
without wars and withcut crmaments.

I have repestelly nointed out at previous ieetings why we cannot follow the
path of eliminating nuclear weapons in stage I. This path is barred by the
position of the Western Powers, who are not oHrejpared - and I shall say nothing
as to whether their notives have any grounds - to agree te the elimination of
nuclear weapons at tae beginning of the disarmament process, namely, in stage I.
In the circumstances crcoted as a result of this, only cne possible way is open,
that is the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Government has pronosed this way in its droft treaty. We ncte
that it has certain advantages since - as is recognized by everyone, including
the Western Powers - it is much easicr to verify measures relating to the

technically complex and often unwieldy installations required for delivering
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nuclear weapons to their targets than to verify measures relating to the
elimination of the nuclear weapons themselves. |

I repeat that the moin task confronting us is to eliminate as quicily as
pcssible the threat of o nuclear war, Not a single responsible statesnon and
politician will dare deny the reclity and urgency cof this task. We connot avoid
fulfilling this task first and foremost.

The appeals, which we have heard from the Western redresentatives, not to
hurry, not to lay down +toc great tasks -~ as Mr. Godber said, not to "overload the
first stage" - are tonvomount to telling the peoples of the world to agree to go
on living under the threat of a nuclear war in order to soare us, the statesﬁen,
the need to exert greater efforts. That is vprecisely the situation. At stake,
on the ome hand, is the qﬁestion of the peoples' lives and, on the other hand,
the question‘of whether or not to exert greater efforts, to summon up the will
and the courage. This is the dilerma you have to escape from.

We have before us two proposals on general end cormplete disarmament, and to
assess to what extent they correspond to the tasks brought to the fore by life
itself, we must deternmine, first of oll, whether they lead tc the elimination of
the threat of a nuclear war‘in stage I.

If we apply the yardstick suggested by life itself, does the Sovict nroposal
for the complete elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vchicles in stage I
fulfil the task of eliminating the threat of a nuclear war? Anyvunbiased person
will reply that it docs. When there are no means of delivering nucle@rvweapdﬁs
to their targets, the weapons cannot be used agcinst States, towns, settiements
or industrial targets. This is on undoubted ond indisputeble fact,‘and it
cannot be shaken by arguncents intenced for simpletons that nuclear weapons for
serious military cpervations can be delivered in o fishing bcat, sportsvaircraft
and so forth,

Let us now put the question whether this tosk is fulfilled by the United
States proposal for a 3C per cent reduction of nueclear weapon delivery vehicles
in stage I, not to mention the transfer of 50 tons of fissionable materials for
peaceful purpbses, when 70 per cent of the nuclear weapun vehicles and imzxeasce stocke—
piles of menuifasctured nuclenr weaponsvwill renein?  Everyonce wire has not Iost the
ability to think sanely will say that it does not. It is an obvious truth that
as long as States retain at their disposal the means of delivery of nuclear

weapons and the nuclear weapons themsclves, the possibility of a nuclear conflict
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is bound to remain. Cne can easily understand the embarrassment of the United
States delegation and its inability to explain how its proposal would ensure the
pre%ention of a nuclear conflict in stege I and in all the subsequent stages of
disarmament. The United States delegation is unable to give @& satisfactory
answer while it adhercs to.the position of its npresent proposal. - _

That is the essence of the main differcnce between the proposals of the
Soviet Union and the United States. I put the cuestion to the members of the
Committee: in what direction should we eliminote this difference? In the
direction of saving thc peoples from the threat of a nuclear war at the very
beginning of disarnmament or in the direction of maintaining this threat
indefinitely? I think that hardly anyone would choose the latter direction.

All who are really. interested in securing a lasting peace will choose the former.

Attention has 2lso been drawn in the Committee to the major peaceful and
military problems confronting mankind as a result of the development of science
and technoclogy. We all realize that the technical achievements in creating
powerful rockets, artificial earth-satellites and space vehicles are fraught with
the possibility of their being used to the detriment of the interests of peace.
Already now we are pondering on whet must be done to avert the appearance of a
new threat to mankind, How can we ensure wide co-operation in the peaceful
exploration of outer space and guard sgainst the possibility of outer space being
used for military nurnoses? This in its turn lecads us to the question: is it
possible to have the assurance that outer space will serve only the peaceful
needs of mankind, when nilitary rockets remain ot the disposcl of States and work
is being carried cut on the further improvement of these rockets?

The answer is self-evident. ¥No one can zive such an assurance.
Consequently, if we wisk to lay down a reliable foundation for the peaceful
exploratiun of outer space, we must put a stop tv the military trend in the use
of cuter space. This can be reliably achieved only througi the complete
elimination of the means of delivery of nucleaer weapons, including military
rockets, With 8 percentage reduction of delivery vehicles it is impossible to
have the assurance that only peaceful scientific apparatus and space vehicles
will be launched into cuter space. It is impossible to have the assurance that
new and still more powerful military rockets will not be constructed. Further-
more, a percentage reduction, as was clearly shown in the statement of the United

States representative on 16 May (ENDC/PV.38), implies the military use of outer



ENDC/PV. 39
30 (Mr. Zorin, USSR)

space, if only in the form of testing the operatihg condition of militery
rockets.

In what direction sihould we scek to elinminotce this differcnce? In +the
direction of the projoscls, which provide for the destruction of all military
rocket equipment, or in the direction of the proposals which would keep military
rockets at the disposal of States and, furthermore, allow the further testing of
military rockets and, consequently, their improvement? I think that there can
be no two answers to this question. A soluticn to the problem must be sought
Ithrough the complete climination of all neans of delivery of nuclear weapons,
including all military rocket equipnient, and the establishment of control and
cc—-operation in the use of space rockets for peaceful purposes.

Discussion of the proposals of the two sicdes for stage I of disarmenent has
revealed differences alsc in regard tc the amount ¢f the reduction of armed
forces and conventional armaments. These differences must be overcome if
agreement is to bc reached.  But how are these differences to be overcome?

To find a corrcct soluticn to tiis question, we must come to a conclusion as
to whether or not we wish toc alleviete substantially the buvrcen of armenents now
on the shoulders of tixe peoples, Do we or do we not wish to diminish to the

»

utmost the possibility of military conflicts, including sc-colled minor wars?

I believe that, ii not all the members of tae Committec, at least the
majority will answer these questicns in the affirmative, And this is quite
natural, since a substontial alleviation of the armaments burden and the greatest
possible reduction of the risk of military conflicts are in the nationcal interests
of the majority ofbstates.> In this case vast opportunitices would be odened up
for achieving a rapid development of national economies, for increasing the well-
being of the peoples and for rendering even more extensive economic and technical
assistance to other States. It follows from all this that it is essential to
provide for a drastic reduction of armed forces ond conventional armaments in
stdge I.

This conclusion suggests to us in what direction we should seek to eliminate
the differences on the question of the reduction of armed forces and armaments.
The Soviet Union's proposal for stage I of disarmament providing for the
reduction of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United States to the

level of 1,700,000 men and for the redud¢tion of conventicnal armaments to the
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amount strictly necessary for equipping these levels, is undoubtedly better
calculated to remove thc burden of armaments end diminish the possibility of a
military conflict than the United States' proposal, which provides for
considerably higher levels of armed forces and conventicnal armaments, The
Soviet Union's proposal on this question is all the more calculated to answer
the purpose of cvercoming the differences, in that it helps to remove the
apprehensions repeatedly expressed by the Western Powers about the Soviet Union
having an alleged advantage in these types of armaments. Therefore, there is
every reason to say that we have token steps to meet the Western Powers in this
respect,

During the discussion of the proposals relating to stage I of disarmament,
differences appeared on the subject of the elimination of foreign military bases
in alien territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops from:such territories.
The Scviet delegation ond o nuwber of other delegations consider it necessary to
eliminate the means of delivery of nuclear wezdons at the same time as foreign

4
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nilitery bases in alien territories ond to withdraw foreign trcops from such
.

territories. In their »roposals the Vestern Povers not only nut off the
elimination of foreizn wmilitary boses tc the latver stages of disarmament, but

do not wish at all to¢ ley down any clear obligations in regard to the elimination
of foreign military boscs.

In what direction, then, should we moke efforts to resclve the differences
on this question? In order to choose the right dirxection, it is necessary to
understand what purposce foreign military bases ore intended to serve and what the
real consequences of their establishment are, None o¢f the representatives, who
defended the retention of foreign military bases, was able to refute the fact that
foreign nilitary bases in alien territories locatcd a thousand miles from the
country to which these bases belong, are by their nature strong-points for attack
and aggressiocn.

Equally uwnquestionable is the conclusion that the presence of forcign
military bases in alicn territories increases suspicion and distrust in relations
between States, It is alsc known that as a result of estoblishing foreign
military bases there is o risk of aggravating and extending a military conflict.
Blows can be delivered not only from bases but will inevitably be directed ageinst
the bases themselves. This causes legitimate fear and concern among the peoples

of the States in whose territories there are foreign military bases. If one is
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to be candid, it must be reccgnized that such bases are one of the serious factors
undernining confidence between States.

Can we agree to 2 treaty, which would leave intact the hotbeds of potential
agzression and the scurces spreading the poison of mistrust? This suggests to
us the directicn in wiich we should meke our efforts, namely towards reaching
agreement on the elimination cof foreign nmilitary bases in alien territorics and
on the withdrawal of foreign troops from these territories,

Can such an agreenent be reached? Ve are convinced that it can, if we are
guided by zoodwill anc the desire to abide by the principles agreed upon between
us concerning the equal pesition of States in the course of disarmament.,

The Soviet Union proposes that féreign military bases should be eliminated at
the same time as nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. With the simultaneous
implementation of these measures, the renunciation by the Soviet Unicn cf the
most perfected means of delivery of nuclear weapons - rockets, which are the main
basis of its defence -~ is compensated by the eliminaticon of fcreign military
bases directed against the Soviet Union and its gllies, On the other hand, the
elimination of foreign military bases, on which the United States relies, is
compensated by the ce¢limination of the most powerful means of delivering a nuclear
blow -~ rockets, in whicih field the Soviet Unicn has achieveld successes that are
universally known. icrecver, the substantial reduction of armed forces and the
limitation of conventional armaments to the anount strictly necessary for
equipping these forces without retaining any reserves, gives an additionel
guarantee to the Western Powers that in the process of imslenenting stage 1 they
will not suffer any detriment from the point of view of ensuring their sccurity.

In contrast to the propesal of the Soviet Unicn, the Droposal of (the United
States does not ensurc the equal positicn of States in tae course of the
irplementation of disarmernent, In proposing o 30 per cent rcduction of the means
of delivery in staze I, the United States provides for neither the elimination
nor the reducticn of foreipgn militaery bases in alien territcries. The
disturbance of the balance of the sides which obviocusly flows from this is made
all the greater by the fact that the United States at the same time puts forward
demands for such control as would enable it to find out all about the defence
system of the Soviet Union and other countries., The retention of the zreater part
of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and the nuclear weapons themselves

increases the danger of a surprise ottack being carried out, after those who
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contemplate such an attack have obtained precise information regarding the
location of the means of Gefence of the other side,.

The discussion of the proposals of the sides concerning stage I of
disarmament has shown that there are differences in regard to the time limits for
the implementation of this stage and for the programme of general and‘complete
disarmament as a whole. 0f course, these differences will alsc have to be
overcome in the course of further negotiations,

In what directicn should we seek to settle the differences on the Question
of time-limits?  Should it be in the direction of a rapid implementation of
general and complete disermament or in the direction of & slow movement at o
snail's pace? Ve have heard the advice of tic United Kingdom representative
that we should nct be in & hurry, shculd not show any haste. However, if we put
this question to the peoples of the world, there can be no doubt about the answer
we would get. The feclings and desires of the pecples in this regard, wherever
they may be, in the United Kingdom or in India, in the Soviet Union or the United
States, or in any other country, are widely knowm. They axcently desire to
have an end put as quickly as possible to the arms race and the creation of means
of mass destruction. They ardently long for the day to come as quickly as
possible when the horizon will no longer be darkened by war clouds. Have we the

right to ignore this desire cf the Deoples and to advocate the need to move

slowly at a minimum pace towards disarmament? Of ccurse not. It is precisely
the will of the peoples which has brought us here tc Geneve. Therefore, it is
our direct duty towards the peoples to reach agreement on the speediest possible
implementation of disarianent. Yerhaps someone will have to toil and sweat in
bringing about disarmonent, but does this bear any compariscon with the danger
hanging over the peoples or with the sweat which is being squeezed ocut of them by
the arms race?

If one takes as o starting point the general interests of peace and the
interests of the peonles, it will become clear that these interests arc best
served by the proposal of the Scviet Union pr:viéiﬁg for tae irmplementation of the
first stage within o short but realistic time limit. e have even less right to
delay the implementation of disarnament since we have alreaCy had practical

experience in cutting cown armed forces and the wor industry after the Sccond

World VWar,
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It has been asscerted here that the unileteral reduction of armed forces and
the destructicn of arceients after the war arc something altogether different
from the reduction of armed forces and the destruction of armaments under an
international agreenent. However, no one can answer the question why more time
should be needed for the demcbilization cof soldiers under an international
agreement or why it should take longer to scrap o canncn under an intermational
agreement. The delay in the implementation of disarmament, in particular, in
stage I, was linked witlh the establishment of a disarmament crganization and the
adoption of measures for the maintenance of peace,

But those whu scy this do not see the serious contradiction into which they
fall. Can such measurcs be called nmeasures for the maintenance of peacc, if
they are put forwarl as o reason for delaying the implemeniation of measures
which are precisely calculated to dc away with the possibility of war breaking
out, nanely measures of general and complete disarmanent? is for the reference
to the necessity of sl:wing down the implementation of disarmoment in view of the
need tc establish contrsl, do the spcakers really think thet it would be necessary
to establish a contr:1 organization equal or almost equal in its unwicldiness to
the existing armed forces of the largzest States? moreover, tie setting up of
the control apparatus and the recruitment of staff can and nust be carried out
even before the beginning of the disarmament process itself, after the signipg
of the treaty, and cannct prolong the period of implementation of the measures of
specific disarmament stoges.

The examinaticn of the proposals of the sides in regard tc stage I of
disarmament has revealed differences as to whether the treaty should contain firm
and definite obligations ¢r only gencral provisions not binding the States and
not laying them under any specific obligations. The Soviet Union is in favour of
laying down the specific obligations of States for stage I of disarmament, as
well as for the whole prograrme, and definite tine-limits for their implementation.
The proposal of the United States contains reservations, which whittle away the
obligations cf States and give them the naturce of zeneral wishes.

In order not to mckce an unsubstantiated statcment, I would remind you that
the discussion at the last meeting clearly showec that although the United States
talks of eliwinating nuclear weapons, its proposals do not cnsure this
elimination unconditionally and do not ensure the prohibition of nucleaf weapons.

On the contrary, we aave even heardé the United States representative speak about
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the possibility of equipping the armed forces of the United Nationskwith nuclear
weapons. It is difficult to imagine how one can speak of a peéceful world -
this is a Phrase the United Stafes is fond of using -~ and at the same tiﬁe provide
for the retention of weapons of mass destruction, |

- In what direction should we séek the solutiocn? I am convinced that there
jcdh be no two opinicns on this score. It is obvious that if we‘reduce the
matter to general provisions not binding anyone to anything,’then there can be no
treaty on disarmament. An international treaty implies the 1éying down of
sjecific and clearly defined obligatioﬁs both in respect of the scope of the
measures and in respect of the time~limits for their implementation. For this
reason it is impossible to agree with the conditions governing transition from
one Stage to another contained in the United States proposal, which create a real
danger that disarmament might be stopped at the end of stage I. Any permanent
member of the control council or the Security Council’may, at his own discretion
and even without beings; accountable to anyone, cdelay the implementation of stage I
and, moreover, prevent transition to stage II of disarmament. ‘In“fact, this
means that the duration of stage I becomes incdefinite, and at the same time the
obligations of States also become indefinite. In other words, the United States
wishes to give States the freedom to violate the disarmament treaty. Under the
United States plan, a State frustrating the implenentation of disarmament ﬁbuld
bear no responsibility, not even o moral one; it wohld be mrotected azainst this
by the provisions of the treaty. ‘ _

What I have said refers to the main differences which have emerged in the
discussion of the proposals on disarmament measures. .There dre, of course,
differences on the question of control.  But these differences, if we view them
in‘the fight perspective, are of & subordinate nature, |

How can the differences on the queétion of control be overcome? Is it
possible to do this seporately from real disarm@ment measures or not? I am
convinced that no one will dispute the conclusion thﬁt in solving the question of
control it is‘necessaryzﬁo Stand on the grounc of reél facts and take into account
all aspects of the secﬁfity bf States. ‘Indeed,‘can one expect States to give
their consent to the establishment of a bohtrol which wouldvcréate a threat to

their secufity?
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The solution of the problem of contrcl is not souzht by those who, while
stressing in every way the importance of contrcl, do not at the same tinme cnsure
a realistic basis for its solution and for feasible measurcs of control, but by
those who propcse such control and disarmanment measures as focilitate vhe
establishizent of effcctive internatiocnal ccntrol without Jotriment to the national
security of States.

Let us imagine #or o noment whether a State which, owing t¢ a number of
circumstances is comuelled 1o rely on rockets as its basic mecns of defence, can
allow control cver and insjpection of its rocket installations, rockets ond
bo.sters, if the threav of o nuclear attack by vhe other side is not remocved? 1
shall not give the enswer in deteil, It is obvious. 0f course it connct.

There is no neced to prove that a reduction of the means of delivery of
nuclear weapons by any percentage or proportion not only does not remcve the
possibility of the cutbreak of a nuclear war but cannct even limit the scale of
a nuclear war, in the event of such a war breasking out, since with the cxisting
development of nuclear weapons and the use of powerful megaton bombs tremendous
Camage can be inflicted on any State. {n the other hand, the complete
¢limination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, bogether with the
simultanecus dismantling ¢f foreipn military bases in alien territories,
remcves the danger of o nuclear ottack from any quarter. Such a solution of
the problem facilitotves the achievement of agreement on the 10C per cent
verification of the 100 ver cent climination of the means of Celivery and militaery
bases.’ It thereby —»rovides a real basis for o genuine scluticn of the quostion
of effective control over disarmanent and not over armaments.

When contrul questions were being discussed, the questisn of verification of
the remaining armamcuts was also roised. Mev is the result of this discussion?
The most important result is that it has showm the complete lack of grounds for
raising the question of verification of the remnining armonents., In- their
statements, the renrcsentatives of the United Stotes, the United Kingdom and
other Western Powers were forced to recognize the nractical impossibility of
carrying out verificotion of the remaining armemcnts and that, in fact, it was
not necessary for the purvose of ensuring the compliance of States with their
disarmament obligations., The earlier demand for complete verification without
exception of all armancnts and armed forces hes now been withdrawn by the authors

themselves who realized that it was unfounded. That is why they are now mutting
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forward the so-called sarpling or zonal method of inspection, However, this
inspection likewise does not remove the danger of its being used to the detriment
of the interests of States, since here again we have the basically wrong apprcach
of control over armaments and not over disarmament, In carrying out zonal
inspection, there may alsc take place an ascerteinment of military information
which is of decisive importance for ensuring security in conditions where the
possibility of carrying out a nuclear attack with the remaining means of cdelivery
of nuclear weapons is retained.

On the other hand, the complete elimination of the means of delivery of
nuclear weapons and foreign bases in stage I removes the donger of a nuclear
attack and facilitates the task of control and verification of the fulfilment of
the disarmament obli;ations agreed upon for this stage.

In the course of the discussion in the Comnittee the question of the need
for confidence was raisecd. The representative of Brazil spolze about this today
in some detail and, in my view, very convincingly, On this question therc seem
tc be no differences. 411 members of the Cormittee recognize the need for
strengthening confidence, Although there is o consensus of opinion in this
regard, there are cortain differences as to huw confidence should be built up.
Consequently in this regard also some work remains tc be done. Once agoin I
repeat the question - in what direction should our thoughts be turned in this
connexion?

We believe that the implementation of disarmoment and the strengthening of
confidence between States should gc hand in hand. If we desire that the treaty
should strengthen confidence, we shoull ensure that it mects certain requirements
so that it would contribute to the growth of confidence between Stotes; the
treaty itself must inspire confidence. It is obvicus that cne cannct expect
confidence in cbligations which we are not sure will be complied with, in
cbligations which amount to no more than genercl pious wishes. One connot have
confidence in a treaty with vague and nebulous cbligations. This brings us
back again to the question whether the treaty should contain cefinite cbligotions
both in respect of disarmement measures and time-linmits or whether it shuulﬂ be
a collection of provisions which are not binding.

This is one asnect of the matter. A no less importont aspect is how we
are to start building up confidence. In this connexion, the question arises

whether we can expect 1o restore confidence betwcen States in a situation where
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the threat of nuclear wer still exists and when the whole nolicy of the Vestern
Powers is based on dhe so-called thcory of Jdeterrents, Ccnsequently, in order to
solve the problem of restoring confidence on o sound basis, it is necessary from
the very start of Jiscrmament to put an end to the threat of the possibility <f a
nuclear war brecaking out, In the sresent circumstances the surest way to achieve

this is by eliminating the means of deliveriny nuclear weapons and dismantling
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foreign bases in alien territorics, Those who really desire the strengthening
confidence between States cannot but recognize this obvious truth.

4s T have alreody wointed out, the discussion which we have had has revealed
the existence of consicereble differcnces between the sides on questions comnected
with the first stage of disarmament. The Soviet delegation believes that it is
essential to redoublc sur efforts in order to find a way i overcome thc
differences which have emerged, I have expressed the vicws of the Soviet
delegation regarding the Cirection in which we should try to overcome tae
differences,

In defining this Cirection, the Soviet celegation was not guided by the
interests of polemics but by a scber assessment of the requircuents of the present
time, It is our duty to find a sclution tu tho Cifferences which have arisen,
Can we find o way ocut of the situstion if we limit our discussion to sicze I only,
and we delay the discussion of the two remaining stages °f disarmement? of
course not. In this comnexion, I should like to remind you of the
cunsiderations concerning the possibility of itrensferring rcasures from cnc stage
to another, which have boen expresscd by several celegations. What follcows from
this? It follows thot between the stages there cre deep inner links and
therefore, in order tc clucidate the possibilities:of covercoming the differcnces
which have arisen, wec must take a lock at staze ITI and then stage III of
disarmament. This is yet another consideration in support of the view that we
should pass on to a ciscussion of the proposals put ferward by the sides
concerning stage II of disarmament.

The Soviet delegoticn consicers that at thce present stage of the werk of the
Committee it would be useful to ask the cc-Chairmen, os was suggested by the
representative of Bulporia, to try, with due repgard to thoe exchange of views which
has taken place in the Committee, to bring eloser the positions on the questions
relating to stage I of lJisarmament. The Soviet delegation is preparcd to enter

into such negotiations with the United States delegaticon.
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Meanwhile, at the plenary meetings of the Committee, we should stert
discussion of the articles of the Soviet drafi treaty relating to stage II of
disarmament and then those relating to stage III and the corresponding provisions
of the United States document. Such a discussicn would facilitate further
clarification of the positions of the sides; which would undcubtedly be of
considerable importance in ocur efforts to work out ap agrecement on general and

corplete disarmament.

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): Iqbave listened with care to the speeches
made this morning, which heve covered a variety of topics.

I would like first tc make one immediate comment on the proposal made by our
Soviet colleague at the cnd of his speech, thet we should proceed forthwith to
discuss stages II and III. He referred to this also in his opening remarks and
did me the honour cf bringing nmy neme in as being in support of this observation.
I am always happy tov be found to be in league with Mr. Zorin, but on this
occasion I think perhons I ought tc clarify the degree of association that we have
on this. It was iy stotement on 16 May to which he was weferring, when I said:

"I should like to zive some more thought {2 the questioh of how 2uch

longer it would be fruivful for us to discuss the first stage in this

present phase of our discussions. But I quite aygree that we shall

have to look at the further stazes in duc course and perhaps go

through then all befoere we shall be able to arrive at firnm decisions.”

(ENDC/PV, 38, vaze 31)

I +think that, with the greatest latitude in the world, one could not say that
was a firm endorsement of what our Soviet colleame was just proposing. As I
indicated then, I am quite willing that we should go forwerd but I would have
thought that at the moment it was o trifle premature. fowever, I hope our
co-Chairmen can discuss this; T think this is the best way. At the moment I
myself am not quite happy about the icea that we should immediately move on to a
discussion of the next stage.

I would touch also on the point that dMr. Zorin made at the beginning of his
remarks when he was cormenting on onc aspect of the very clear and penctrating
statement that we had from our Brezilian: cclleaguc this morning. L hope to
come back to that statcment in duc courses ir. Zorin Qié say at one stage that

%

he bad serious doubts about this whole guestion of the tecihnical aspects of
q
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rontrol, In relation to the nuclear test ban treaty he said that we hnd as nany
;echnical studies as we could wish for. It is true, we had. We had the 1958
?

xperts' report (£ & Z/1TUC/28), but I an afraic that was later repudinted by the
ioviet Uniun. In reletion to the cight-naticn memorandum he said that the Western
‘owers had no wish t5 »roceed with it and that we had made efforts to drag the
joviet Union into detailed discussion. I shall be quitc happy if my colleagues
‘ound the table will rcad the verbotim records and judge for themselves who is
seeking to make progress con that document, I do not think it is appropriate to
levelop this matter now; I merely mcke clear that I cannct accent cur Soviet
:0lleague's interpretation of the position.

But I was sorry thet Mr. Zorin scemed to reject cut of hand our Brazilian
rolleague's suggestion that we should refer some of the problems of cuntrol o
that 1 think he callec o competent technical body, not a sub-committec. de was
rommenting there on ny orevious suggestion, andé I certainly would not quorrcl wita
1is amendment. Probably a cumpetent technical body would be preferable, It
rould certainly be srefercble in relation to the argument that our Soviet

tolleague adduced, beccuse he said he feared thnt this would merely divert us

rom our main task. I would not have thougnt that if we hod o technicel body
vorking separately this would divert us in any sense. In 211 seriousness I

vould say that he should give this further thousat. Certainly my initinl

reaction was thet it scemed a most interesting and helpful su;zesticn.

>

I have one other »oint in immediate reply to kr. Zorin. He referrcd to the

ieed, as he saw it anc os he has expressed it 42 us on mony occesicns, oo
:liminate altogether in the first stage nuclear Celivery vehicles, I thought he
1sed rather extravegont languagze this morning when he said that we had either to
2liminate altogether nuclear weapons in the first stage or to moke their

lelivery impossible, and no third slternative wos possible. That was wvhat I
i ’ £

anderstood him to say. He went on to ask in what way we should seek to climincte
the differences on this matter. He asked whether we should seck tc elininate the
threat of nuclear war in the first stage or should postpone it indefinitely. T

vould say this to him. That is not the question that confronts this Confcerence
and it is confusing us to pretend that it is. The question that coenfronts this
conference is: How soon can we cffectively oliminate the threat of nuclear war

and conventional war too?
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I do not say that any one delegation is in a position to say emphatically
here that any cne particuldr aspect nust be completed in stage I. I think there
is a real danger herc, which I have tried to express before, that if one tries to
compréés t00 much into stage I the whole disarmament process mdy never get under
way at all; that is what I fear, for the reasons which were sov clearly put, I
thought, again this morning by our Brazilian colleague -- the whole problem of
control and of confidence which goes with control,

Mr, Zorin referrcl a little 1ater, in reference to the Vestern Puwers
proposals, to "a sneil's pace". I have no knowledge of how fast snails move in
the Soviet Union, nor have I had the opportunity of verifying. But to suggest
that a 30 per cent cut in stage I of all these armaments is 2 sneil's ace
conjures up in my mind e rather jet-propelled sncil, which seems to me to be a
nroper analogy if one is going to use the word "snail" in this context. I do say
to him that, for the rcasons I have ziven, I cannot accept the argument that he hes
adduced in this particular regardc.

Now I would like +o turn to the remarks I intended to male to the Committee
today. I want to comc back to this question of verification, I have, of
course, dealt with it at some length in the vast, and I wish I did nct have to
burden my colleagues with further references now. But it has become clear --—
fron what was said at our informel meeting yesterdey and from rccent specches that
we have heard from the Eastern bloc countries —- that there is still a very rcal
lack of'understanding of the Western proposals; and it is also very difficult for
us to know precisely where the Soviet bloc stands. It really is very important
that evéryone should be clear as to what is being proposed, and I think that
Mr. de Mello-Franco's specch this morning made this even more clear.

I say this in the light of several of the corments that we have heard
recently and in the light of the questicon which was nosed yesterday by our
Bulgarian collecgue and which he reneated this morning. The reason why I did not
seek to answer it'yestorday was, os he said, that there wes not a great deal of
time, but I wished tc have the opportunity of dealing with it as soon s Dossible.,

Now the question p;sed,vas I uncerstcod it yeSterday, was: how do we
determine the tasks and duties in relation to verificaticn, as well as the nature
end volume of contrsls necessary, without having the nature of disarmament
neasures? I wélcomo.the cpportunity to deal witlh this question, because I am

always conscious of the fact that some of our friends from the Eastern bloc claim
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o5 think that the Test is mcre interested in contrel than in disarmonent. This
s certainly not the case, and I give that firm assurance cnce again now. We
ant to see disarmament sroceed steadily and realistically, and we only want such
ontrols as will enable that to happen,

I would say straight away that I would not pretend that one can spell out
recisely the full responsibilities in relation tc verification until ome studies
he matters that are t- be verified, Indeed, I think I am on record os having
aid this more than once already. But what I was asking for on Wednescoy was
nly a rough idea from our Suviet colleazue so that I could try and assess how
is mind was working in this regord.

This rather re-cmphasizes the value of objective studies by experts, but 1
ill not press that furither at the moment. As T understond it, in this
ommittee we are having general debates about eneral princinles -- at the moment
n relation to part I cnd subsequently in reletion to the other stages of the
raft treaty. Thesc reneral principles relate just as mucl to verificetion as
hey do to the disermement measures which verification wmust accompany. It is in
;hat sense that the z-nal sampling Hlan has been put forward for discussiocn in
rinciple, and it is only vhen one Stete provoses in the first stage measurces
thich seem to call for o very great degree of verification thoat one has o trobe
‘ar more deeply into the feasibility of the verification measures that are
ntended to accompany thot particuler measure of disarmament, In that sense, thc
rountry which proposes the fullest measure of disarmament in stege I -- or indeed
n other stages -- has the responsibility of p»roposing clearly adequate veri-
'ication measures to accomjany its own particular disarmament proposals.

This, of course, anplies with very great force to the Soviet proposal for
.00 per cent elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles in stage I. It is, of
rourse, that proposel more than anything else which highlights the need for o
:lear understanding on verification. The Western proposals, as everyone here
mows and recognizes, arc of ccurse more nodest in thefirst stoge but, I would say,

4

wch nmore realistic; ond the verification measures requirced in relation to the

LTy

Testern proposals are therefore cqually less onercus.

2

Nevertheless, it is necessary cven under the United Steves plan to have

o

ronfidence that the neosures agreel are being carried out, just as it is
rlecessary to build us the internationsl disarmament orgonizotion and to scc it

rork effectively in tihe carly stages so that all States may hove confidence in its
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ability to carry out its increasingly heavy burden as the later stages approach,
as we get nearer and nearer to 100 per cent general and complete disarmarient.
That seems to me basic to the whole problem; +that the international disarmement
organization gradually gets going and that it increases in its efficiency, in its
effectiveness, and in the confidence which it generates, as the stages proceed.

Our Soviet colleague has made a nunmber of statements which, I .am sure
unwittingly, have led to a good deal of confusion of thouzht to many of us
listening to then. Cf course, first of all, it was the Foreign Minister of the
Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, who stressed at our second meeting that they would not
take the word of other ccuntries about disarmement measures, nor would they
expect other countries to take their word (ENDC/PV.2, page 11). That has been
repeated since then by lir. Zorin.

But als¢ without confidence there can be no disarmament:

"Total verification, total disarmament and total conficence~generating

measures are one and the same."  (ENDC/PV,31, page 6),

Thesc were the words used by the representative of Nigeria at our meeting on 4
May. They have alrecady been referred to by our Brazilion colleague this norning.
I think this is a basic point. Confidence has got to be built up; it can only
be done, as we were reminced this morning, by adequate verification.

On the same day aos lir. Atte made the statement I have just quoted, kir.
Zorin said:

"I am telling you that we agreed to 100 per cent verification, and I add:

100 per cent verification throughout the territory of the Soviet Union."

(ibid., page 5C)

Nuw that was a very interesting statement. It aroused a certain amount of
interest at the time —- indeed I think you, Mr. Chairman, commented on it —- and
it did seem tc be teking us definitely further than we had got at that stage.

But a difficulty arose. It seems that after Mr. Zorin made the above-
quoted comment he felt that it was a little more than he had meant to say - I
do not know; perhaps he can tell us -- but I understand that at the Press

Confercnce that he gave on 7 May, reported in the Journal de Gendve on 8 liay,

he said -- I hope he will tell us if this is not correct -~ that "For 1CC per
cent of destruction of vchicles, we would authorize 100 ner cent verification
over the whole territory of the Soviet Union in all those places where these
vehicles are situated,"” Now thot was a very important reservation, and I think

one must take note of it.
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So, having that in wmind, the question of the verification of arms which have
been described as "arms under the jacket" was still left cpen, It is clear from
the verbatim records that both our United States colleague and my own colleague,
Sir Michael Wright, in ry absence, on 8 May did ask for further clarification on
this (ENDC/PV.33); anc on 11 liay thc representative of Canada recalled that he
had previously asked:

"Would the Soviet Union be willing to let international inspectors visit

every part of its {ferritory tc cnsure thet nothing cexisted outside the

. . - . . - A
declared sites; and, if so, when would this be done?" (ENDC/PV.35, oage 43)

Here it seems that our Soviet colleague has somewhat changed his arjuments,
because, having originally offered 1CC ner cent verification, he now begins to
say that it is imvossible. He has said this once or twice. He has added that
we know it is impossible, and thet this is why we have projosed the zonal
inspection scheme. His remarks on this point are in verbatim record ZNDC/PV.35.

In actual fact he has rade bhis charge that we know that this is impossible
and that this is why we have changed ocur cwn prodosals, But this is not true,
and I nmust tell him so, because ot the time when the zonal propesals were first
made neither, as far as I know, our Scoviet colleague nor indeed anyone elsce had
ever suggested that 100 per cent inspection was nhysically impossible --
difficult, yes, but nobody had said that it wos impessible, The United States
suggestion in regard to zomal inspection was made with the deliberate objective
of trying to find some way to alley vhat we understood to be genuine Soviet fears
in relation to espionage. This wes an idea which was thought out and‘put forward
as a suggestion in tiiis regard.

0f course, one nust face the faoct that since zonal ins»nection is progressive,
by the end of the process -- when we have recchoed the goal of gencral and
complete disarmoment -~ it will itseclf be 100 Der cent. It srogresses by stages
until it eventually becowmes 100 Her cent. Not 211 has tc be inspected at cnce,
but the provision is to leave behind sufficient —eople to scc that the inscected
zone remains clear, so it does eventually involve 100 per cent inspection.

On 16 May our Cancdian colleague sought tc interpret what this meant. He
gave us sone rather grashic deserintions and some interesting figures; bdut he
made it clear that we Zid internret 100 per cent literally, as meaning the right --
and I emphasize the word "right" -- to search every square inch of territory and

every warchouse in it. This is what our Soviet cclleague says is impracticable
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and I am afraid that in saying that he has tended in some degree to exaggerate --
I am sure he did.this unintentionally —- the point in regard to Mr. Burns'
proposal. At that timc ¥r. Burns specified the numbers concerned and he came to
a figure of 1,000 for 1 per cent. Interpreting that, Mr. Zorin said: B
"But, according to your own calculations, to cover the territory of the
Soviet Union even for toupographical surveyApurposes would necessitate
the employment of 10C,0C0 controllers fcr six months.™
(ENDC/PV.38, pasc 46)

That is a frightening figure. But, of course, under the Western 3lan there
o & & ’ b &

is no intention tc insnect the whole territory of the Sovict Union in six months.
That is the whole basis of the zonol sampling plzh. Under Ir. Burns' proposal,
if one were to examine 1C per cent of the territory of the Soviet Union in one
year one would need 5,C00 jeoyle; if one were to do it in six months onc would
need 10,000 necple. This brings it down to the proporticons that were intended
by Mr. Burns', 4ncd 5,000 people —— 5 infantry battalions -~ is not a very large
figure in relation to the total number of pecnle we are hoping to see disbanded
in regard to the Soviet Union alone. I mercly use the Soviet Union for
illustration, but thesc things would happen in other territories too, Therefore,
this is the sort of figure one would have to have in mind. br. Burns made out a
convincing case,‘I thought. OQur Soviet cclleague thinks it is not féaéible.
On this I wouid say:  let us agree to differ, Let us agree to leave it to the
international disarmament organization to build up its forces and find out from
experience what it can do. After =211, it must be remembered that it is not
consohant with the Western proposal that the international disarmament
organization should actually inspect every square inch of territory. But what
we do demand is the rizht to do this if and when it is coumsidered necessary.
That is the key to it: not actuelly to do it, but to have the right to do it if
in fact it is felt desirable. And it is this right to ins»heet an area which
must involve the fiéht for the international disarmament orgzonization itself on
the'spot to.decide:whether this should be done or not,

Why do we insist on this right? On 16 iay our Soviet cclleague said that
verificationvdf reductions would offord:

"..;vif not a 100 ner cent, then at least o 98-99 per cent guarantee

that the actual disarmenent process is proceeding correctly.”

(ibid., page 47)
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I do not know how cur Soviet colleague arrives at this figure, because if we
n verify only reducti:ns I do not sece how it can be clained with any cegree of
rtainty that the figure would be as high as 95 er cent or 93 per cent. I
ree that it would be faoirly hizh -- I grant that —-- but I <z not think that that
rt of figure can be substantiated., - There is certainly nc basis on which t0 do
7  These are merely csiimates, and I would have thought the estimate might welll
+ 80 per cent or even 70 per cent. It cculd be less — I & not want to
.aguerate my case in any sense here -~ but I ccertainly do not think anybody could
yssibly say it could be 95 per cent or 98 ner cent. But even if it were 95 per
mt, and 5 per cent had remained, that 5 per cent would be decisive if the other
.de had consecientiously climinated everything.

I said the other day that this reminded me of the old proverb that "In the
>untry of the blind, tie cne-eyed mon is king". This applies just as much: here.
1is is the same argument. I would say that this has not yet been facel up to by
ir Soviet colleagues, and this is the possibility which we are beiny asked to
tcept —— despite the fact that, as I have reminded our colleagues this morning,
sth Mr. Zorin and Mr. Gromyko before hin have said quite exnlicitly that they do
>t expect us to take taeir word.

That is the position, as I see it, with vur Soviet colleazues. The Vestern
lan, of course, does renlistically cccept thése possibilitics with its suggestion
£ zonal inspecticn. If cnly 30 per cent of lclivery vehicles were eliminated in
tage I, of course a 5 Jsér cent varizstion such as I have referred to would not be
early so serious in re ord to the cctual destructicn of nuclear delivery vehicles.
f in fact somebody nad hidden away 5 per cent, then it would mean that they would
ave 75 per cent left rather than 70 per cent, ond there would still be a reasonable
egree cf balance betwecen the two sides. If onc wants to 7o to 100 per cent, then
his becomes highly ecritical. 'This, I would say, is the weakness of the whcle
ase that‘our Soviet'colledgues have made out in rezard to verification cof 100
er cent. After all, we are all agreed — I hope we are, and indeed I understand
e are —— on the sixth of the Agreed Frinciples, vwhich says:

",.. the nost thorough control should be exercised, the noture and cxtent

of such control dcoending on the requirements for verification of the

disarmament neasurcs being carricd out in cach stage."  (ENDC/5, vage 2)

Our Soviet cclleague, in proposing 100 per cent elimination, claimed
nitially that he would agree to 10C per cent verification but, on further

37

ettt ha 44174 me 4hat hic mmoamneal de noat fralvy Poar 1060 ner cent
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verification and he scems then to take refuge in accusing the Vest of secking the
impossible, I have tricd to show, and I think Lir, Burns did show, that this was
possible. I have triel to show whot we are really seeking to achiéve; I have
tried to show that in relaticn tc what we are Drasosing in the field of discrmament
these two things are tenable togethoer.

I anm not satisfied that what cur Soviet colleague proposes is tenable in that
way. He has said, in relation to the Vestern lon, that we would in fact Tequire
100 per cent verification and that we bhad in fact called for this in our »lan in
relation to stage I. This is what worries me ond makes me feel that he is not
quite clear about what is proposed in the United States plan, I think that the
verification provided for in the United States plan is made quite clear in
paragraph 3.c. of section G., where it is stated:

"Assurance thot agreed levels of armaments and armed forces were

not exceeded and tiaot activitics limited or prohiﬁited by the Treaty

were not being conducted clandestinely would be provided by the

International Disarmement Organization through agreed arrangements

which would have the effect of providing that the extent of inspection

during any step or stage would be related tc the amount of disarmanent

being undertaken zné to the degree of risk tc the Partics to the Treaty

of possible violations. This might be accomplished, for example, by

an arrangement embolying such features as the following ...."

(ENDC/30, waze 13)

It goes on to explain the zonal sampling technique.

It is quite clear tha£ this propoesal for verification in the United States
plan is not calling for that complete over-all examination of all remainders. In
so far as remeinders arc ccncerned, it is content to rely on this zonal sampling
technique., . That seems to run counter to what kr. Zorin said on Vednesdey, as
recorded in the verbatin record. I will not give the whole relevant quotation,
for time is getting on, but Mr. Zorin read out certain aspects of the United States
plan and went on to say:

"But here again ycu must carry out 100 per cent verification of this

reduction i.e. of the retained forces, tuo, in order to provide such

an assurance. hy then do you say that the question does not arise

for you? It docs arise for you. But for some reason you dc not

want to reply to it. I put the question to you because it comes up
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in your plan, but you say that it does not and that the question does
not arise in this form ff@a‘the Testern clan. Yes, it does arise.

But I will tell you why you are unwilling tc answer this question,
Because you have no satisfactory answer - that is the crux of the matter.
The answers that you tried to sive today indicate thav you have great
difficulty in giving a satisfactory answer to this qucsticn.”

(ENDC/PV.38, paje 46)

I am not too surc about the logic of those last few lincs. Anyhow, it is
clear enough, I think, taat our Soviet colleaguc feels thav lefinitely we are
requiring 100 per Eent'verification of remainders throughout. That lecis me to
think that he has noct fully appreciateé'the implications of thec United States
plan, I hope that this further atterpt of mine to answer hin today anc to show
him that there is an answer, and a very effective answer, to what he has said
will encourage him to give somewhat more.sympathetic thouzht to this proposal,.
However, if it doces not, then I say tc him, as I have said befcre, that this
problem has been in the forefront of our minds, or should have been, even before
we arrived here, ever since the 4greced Principles cf last autumn.

This proposal put forward by the United States is a genuine attempt to
overcome this difficulty between as, but so far we have had not definite proposal
of any sort by our Soviet cclleagues to try to thrash out this problem and to
find some way of méefing‘it. However, I did think that there was just onec smell
ray of hope in what our Soviet cclleague said on Vednesday. In. the same speech
to which I have alrealy referred he saids

"You ask how the Soviet Union thinks the detection of clandestine

‘stockpiles should be undertaken. My answer is that we shculd discuss

this together." (3NBC/PV.38, vane 47)

That sounded intercsting to me: "We should discuss this together." Having

that in ny mina, I wos rather expecting that wien ‘hé heard the Brazilian

representative's prooosal this merning he would sey: "Yes, this is exactly what
I had in mind: let us study this together and consider it together.” This is
just what we want ts do: to study and ccnsider togzether. Ve do want sone fresh

proposals from our Soviet colleagues to help us %2 meet this really basic problem.
It has been shown quitc clearly this morning that it is a bosic problem and one

we have to face.
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So I say once more that I hope very much we can have some presentation from
the Soviet Union which will help us tc deal with this -- and it has to be dealt
with if we are going to make the cffective progress that I think we all want to
make, whatever degree of reductions mey be agreed upon. Ve have to have some way
of getting assurance to both sides that the control measures arc adequate and that
they are, in the words of our Brozilizn and Nigerian colleagues, building up
confidence together. Centrel, confidence and disarmement zo together; +that is
the thing I want to emphasize.,

I apologise for hoving spoken at some length on this, but I think it is
important that we shculd be absolutely clear in our minds, thet we should try to
understand one another ond thet cach side should try to bring forward meosures t¢
find a way of meeting this problem. I think one can say taost the West has tried
to bring forward such mcasures. So far we are still waiting for a response from

our Soviet colleagues,

Mr. DEAN (Unitcd States of America): I had planned to make a somewhat
lengthy statement this morning, in which I was going to present an extensive
analysis of the peace;kccping machinery. However, in view of the lateness of the
hour, I think that in justice to my colleagues I should defer that statement to
our meeting on Monday., I shall therefore request to be inscribed first on the
list of speakers for our meeting on Monday;

Following the statcment which I shall make on the peace~kceping machinery, I
plan to make a series of statements desciibing how we think the international
disarmament organization would work. I then plan to make & somewhat further
detailed and perhaps technical statement with respect to progressive zonal
inspection and to compare it with 100 per cent inspection. I then plan to speak
cn surprise attack measurcs and military expenditure.

At this time I mercly wish to make a brief remark on the difference between
100 per cent verification and progressive zonal inspection. 4s all my colleagues
here know, one of the vocks on which previous disarmement ncjotiations foundered
was the desire for 10C per cent certificaticn and 100 per cent verificaticn, In
an effort to be reascnable and to reach sonme ajrcement, and to see to it that we
noved from where we hol been in the zast, we introduced the idea of progressive

zonal inspection.
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I do not wish to sursuc this motter this merning. fHowever, 1 submit that wy

unlet colleague 1is qulto incorrect when he saye that we have admitted that 100 per
cent inspection is impossible. I submit that it is not immossible. But it has

ey

been, as I have saié, one of the basic points of disagrecment in {rying to ochieve

disarmanent. We have therefore brought forward this idea of vregressive zonal
inspection. However, nerely because we have tried tu be reasonable about this
gquestion and because we have brougnt Torward a new idea for examination o nct

mean that we have odmiticd that, if one wentel to put one's mind to it, 1CO0 er
cent inspection could not be carried outbs
I would like to soy in conciusion that I listened with the greatest of interest

to the brilliant statement made this morning by the represcntative of Brazil, We
shall naturally wish 4: cxemine this statement most carcfully in the vervotio
record, I might just soy in passing that when tle representotive of Brozil
referred to the greatest war of all, that is the war against oll war, it sccmed to

this was the same tncught that ’"LSldent Zennedy had when he said, in Dresenting
the United States plan on general and complete fisarmament in a neaceful world to
the General Assembly 7 the United Hotions last cutumn, thot it wos our intention

t¢ challenge the Soviet Union not to e arms vace but Lo a jeace race, oad to

advance together ste> Ly step and stoge by stage uatil general ond complete

x
disarmament had been schicved (4/PV.1C13), I quite agreec with the representative
of Brazil that we must work together in this neace race and thot we have to build
cenfidence, That, in foct, was the basis of whot I was going to speak on this

1

morning with respect to the peace-keeping machinery. I &o opree with ny

@

colleague from Brazil that we nust work together here to achicve that confidence

which lies at the very basis of our work on gencral and complete disarmament.

o

The CHAIRMAN (India): Some direct suggestions and proposals werce made

during the course of *he important staetements that we heard today. First, there
was the suggestion of the representative of Brozil that a competent technical
committee should be set wy to stuly the question cf controls. Secondly, there

was the suggestion made by the representative of the Soviet Union that we shouid
proceed as soon as possible to the discussion of stage II mcosures, a surrestion
which received some quolified supnort from the representoative of the United
Kingdom. Thirdiy, there was the proposal made by the representative of the Suviet

Union that we should instruct the co-Chairmen to try to bring closer the Hositions
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expressed here on matvcrs Cealt with in stage I -~ and I would add that I suppose
that would mean matters dealt with in stage I of the two plans and in any
suggestions that have becn made by representeatives in their statements on those
plans.,

I mention these tarece specific suggestions simply by way of summary.

Mr. d6 MELLO-FRANCO (Brazil) ( tronslstion from French): May I say to

the Chairman that the representative of Bulgaria also made a conerete proposal which
was very close to the cne which was later made by the representative of the Soviet
Union, namely, that a study should be¢ mede of certain points of both pronosals so

that they could be quiciktly adopted.

The CHAIRMAN (India): Tast is correct. We also have the sugzestion
made by the representative of Bulgariza.

i

Mr. ZORIN (Unicn of Soviet Socialist Republics) (trenslation from

Egggigg): I wish tu apologize; it seems that we have not done what we should’héve
done. Yesterday the United States representative, Mr. Dean, and 1'agree& to
propose to the Confercncc that the Committee of the Whole be convened on Tuesday.
This was agreed between us, and therefore I think that we should inform the

Conference accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN (Incia): I note that the redresentative of the United

States gives his assent to the stotement just made by the renresentative of the

Soviet Union,

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (.translstion from . French): I merely wish to

say that since the Itcolian delegation recalled yesterday the urgency of resuming
the work of the Committec of the Whole, I am grateful to the coc-Chairmen for their

decision.,

Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Russian): In order that it should be quite clear as to what we are going to do in
the Committee of the hole, I wish tc inform the Conference that, taking into
acccunt the wish and pwroposal exyressed by the representative of the United Arab
Republic, we agreed thot the representative of the Soviet Union should state his

views in regard to the Hossibility f considering the three items which e has
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sposed for discussion in the Committee of the Whole, and that the representative
the United States should state his views in favour of the three items proposed
the United States delegation. A peneral exchange of views would then fellow in
ler to determine which question or questions of the six shoulcd be discussed more
oroughly and to prepare appropriate decisiocns. ’

That is the sense of our agreement. I think it will be satisfactory 1o all
mbers, since the representative of the United irab Republic and the representatives

other delegzations exnressed themselves in favour of this icea.
=) "

Mr. HASSAN (United Arab Republic): I wish to thank the two co-Chairmen
ry much for accenting our proposal. I trust that the Committee of the Vhole will

ve a very interesting and useful meeting.

The Conference decided to issue the following communigue:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its thirty-ninth plenary meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Lall, the representative of India. o

"The representatives of Bulgaria, Brazil, Poland, the Soviet Union, |

“the United Kingdom, the United States, Italy and the United Arab Ropublic
made statements,

"The next plenary meeting of the Conference will be held on ionéay,

21 May 1962, at 10 a.m.
"The next meetihg of the Committee of the Whole will be held on

Tuesday, 22 May 1962, at 10 a.m.”

The meeting rose at 1.25 »n.n@.






