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The CHAIRMAN (Italy) (translation from French): I declare open the

fortieth meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Commititee on Disarmament.

‘Mr., DEAN (United States of Amerrea):i.Today I want to talk about that
portion of’thernited States outline of basic provisions of a treaty on general.and
complete'disermament in a peaceful world(that is directed towards the problem of
the'peéceful settlement of disputes and effective arrangements for the maintenance
of peace (ENDC/30 and Corr.l, Section H, pp.17-18). There is a great deal to be
said about these matters, and today I shall confine my remarks to setting forth the
general phllosophy that underlies the position of my government., In subsequent
statements I will discuss the specific proposals we have made concerning the
peacéful'settlement of disputes and the establishment of a United Nations'Peace
Force and 'a United Nations Peace Observation COYDPS. In the course of these
diséussions T will explain the pertinent provisions in the United States treaty
outline and answer the specific questlons on these provisions raised by my ‘Soviet
colleague in our twenty-sixth and twenty—seventh plenary meetings.’

As my colleagues in this Conferenceaare,well aware, the' United States R
attaches great 1mportanee to the progressive developpment and’ strengthening ofii'“
arrangements to keep the ‘peace 1n accordance with the/principles of the United .
Nations Charter, parallel W1th the progress we hope ito see achieved in general .
and complete dlsarmament.= Thls,‘of course, is not. a .mew concept. The s
relationship between dlsarmament and p301flc settlement of disputes may be
traced back ‘to the year 1899. In 1n1t1at1ng the first important conference on"hﬁ
disarmement, which has S1nce been generally known: as the Hague Peace Conference .
of“l899; the Government of Russia proposed not. only that the Conference find
means £or 1imiting the increase of armaments but also that the Conference

"prepare the way for a discussion of the questions relating to the

posslblllty of preventlng armed confiicts by the pacific means at

the disposal of international diplomacy."

The 1899 Hague Peacec Conference, as well as the 1907 Peace Conference
which grew out of it, produced some fifteen important conventions, including
the two famous Conventions for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes,
which continue in force to the present day. According to the records of my
government, a substantial number of countries represented at this conference
table are parties to one or both of these Conventions: Brazil, Bulgaria,

Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, India, Italy, lMexico, Poland, Romania,

Sweden, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States.
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(Mr. Deon, United States)

Phese two landmerk conventions concerning the pacific settlement of
disputes, which, as I have pointed ouf, had their origino in the first
importaent disarmement conference, laid down procedures for good offices,
mediation, conciliation and arbitration. The “Permanent Court of Arbifration;
which was established by these Conventions and which is still in existence,
has decided some twenty cases, many of them of 51gnal importance for the
development of international law. .

In the period after the First World'War; an intimte relationship continued
Y0 be maintained between disarmament and fhé peaceful settlement'of disputes.
In fact, a theme of disarmament negotiations in the 1920s vas "arbitration,
security, disarmament."  Bold efforts to 1mprove the peacc—keenlng procedures
of the League of Natlons Covenant were embodled 1n “the’ well—known Geneva =
Protocol of 1934, which contained cxXpress, re01procal links with entry 1nto o
force of disarmament measures. Throughout the latter vart of the 1920s a R
Committée on Arbitration and Security, which was a sub-committce of e
Diéarmament:Preparatory Commission, mede studies of important problehs connected
with keeplng the peace and, in addltlon, produced drafts of some ten treatles
concerning the subjects of arbltratlon, conc111at1on, non-aggression and
mutual assistance. The General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International
Disputes of 1928, which is still in force today for a number of States, was a -
combination of several of these draft treaties. The General Act provided
detailed procedures for conciliation and for subsequenf submission to arbitrafion
or to the Permanent Court of International Justice if the parties were unable to
settle their disputes through conciliation.

In the early part of the 1930s o number of other treaties seeking to?improve
the means for keeping the peace were drafted in connexion with preparations
for the Disarmement Conference of 1932-1933. For instance, one of these
treaties was the Convention of 1931 to improve the means for preventing war. It
was degigned to strengthen the procedures by which the League of Nations could
prevent hostilites from breaking out or could secure the cessation of hostilities
if fighting had already begun. Then, in the latter part of the 1930s, as we
all know too well, progress in these fields was unfortunately 1nterrupted by

the serious events which led to the Second World ¥War,
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(Mr. Dean, United States)

ThéJrécéghifiontthat the ettainment of complete disarmement is impossible
without effective measurés to keep the peace received renewed emphésis when
world leaders turned their attention to the building of a durablé-peacde at the
end of the Second World War. The Charter of the United Netions leid out a
comprehensive set of arrangements for the paéific settlement of dispufés and
collective security, as a result of which it was hoped thet the use of armed
forces for the enforcement of national interests might be avoided. The preamble
to the Charter specifies quite significantly that one of the ends of the
United Netions is "to ensure, by the acceptance of principles and- the institution
of methods, that armed force shall not be used, save in the commén interest ...
This end other provisions of the Charter embody the general understanding’ that
only throﬁgh the aéCeptance of agreed norms cf international behaviour ahd agreed
procedures for the settlement of disputes, together with the nchievement of an
effective system of collective security, can = peaceful world be secured.

' " The'Charter, of course, does not overlook the fact that the principles
governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments form an integral part of
the general principles of co~operation in the maintenance of international
peace and security. This is quite clear from the 1aﬁguage of Article 11 of the
Charter. ‘ ' -

I have given this brief resume of the eérly relotionship between
disarmament and pacific settlement of disputes because it shows that the “
importence which the United States attaches to this relationship is by no meens
unprecedented. indeed, it'bas its roots in modern history. The great
statesmen who laboured so valiantly in’ the cause of peace in the first part
of ‘this centmry éléérly recognized that the problems of war, armaments,
disarmement; international security, and the peaceful settlement of disputes,
are all inseparably intertwined.

Indeed, we would be making a serious mistake if in our discussiong here
we ignored the experience of the past -- if we ignored the great deal of thought
given to the question and the efforts made by our predecessors ~- and tolked about
disarmament in isolation from the other measures which naticns must teke to moke
disarmement possible. We musb tdke into account the fact that, even though
disarmed, menkind, would still not be perfect, so that disputes would inevitably
arise; consequently implementation of a progromme of disarmement which failed
to provide adequate means for the settlement of disputes would create ¢ vacduum
in which the seeds of war and rearmament might be sown. In short, we must

provide an adequate alternative to force of orms as a means of settling disputes.
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(ix. Dean, United States)

The Western nations sought to recognize this inexorable connexion between
isarmament and pacific settlement of disputes when they put forward their proposal
or disarmament in the Ten Nation Committee in these very conference halls on
5 March 1960. That programme conteined some recognition of the need to do
omething to fill the vacuum which would exist in a genuinely disarmed world.
he five Western nations suggested then that joint studics be undertaken
mmediately on the "means of preventing aggression and preserving world peace
ad -security...", and that the phasing of the reduction of armed forces and
rmaments be accompanied by the "build-up of internationzal law enforcement
vpability to preserve world pecace'. (THCD/3) Similar references were made to
sacekeeping in the United States plen presented to the Ten Nation Committee on
isermament on 27 June 1960. The introduction to that »lan nointed out that
zeneral and complete disarmament in a secure, free ond neaceful world requires"
ater alia "the estoblishment of effective means for enforcement of internstional
zreements and for the maintenance of peace! (TNCD/7).

The very thorough consideration given the problems of discrmament By the
1ited States during the spring ond summer of last ycer sirengthened our
mmvietion that disermament alone is not cnough to fulfil what my Soviet Union
>lleague has referred to as "monkind!'s age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and
wiolable peace on earth" (ENDC/2). Ve in the United States have described
1is dream as the goal of a "o free, secure and peaccful world of independent
tates adhering to common standards of justice and internationzl conduct and
1bjecting the use of force to the rule of law, a world where adjustment to
1ange tekes place in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter;
id a world where there shall be a permenent state of general and complete
isarmament under effective international control" (EIDC/6).

The United States believes that its programme for gcneral and complete
isarmament in a peaceful world, presented by President Zennedy to the sixteenth
>ssion of the United Nations General Assembly on 25 Scpitember 1961 (ivid.),
stablishes a firm and integral relationship between disarmament and meoasures
> settle disputes'and keep the peace. Furthermore, it believes that the
stablishment of this relationship represents a significent contribution toward
1e formulation of a realistic programme leading to the achievement of man's

rarch for genuine peace.
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(Mr. Dean, United States)

In presenting this comprehensive programme to the General Assembly,
President Xennedy said:

"To destroy arms, however, is not enough. We must create even .
as we destroy =- creating world-wide law and low enforcement as we
outlaw world-wide war and weanons". (A/PV.1013).

He went on to point out that:

... peace is notv solely a motter of militery or technical problems -- it is

primerily a problem of politics and people. And unless man can m@tch his

strides in weapons and wechnology with equal strides in social and political
development, our great strength, like thet of the dinosaur, will become
incanable of pfoper control -- and like the dinosaur, will vanish from the

earth." (ibid.) .

If we achieve our goal of general and complete disarmement we will rid
ourselves of great national armies and the threat they have posed to the peace.
But othgr forms of power will remain and that power will be centred mainly in
the hands of those States which were fbrmerly great military Powers. Obviously
the economic strength of ~ifferen® natiors, despite our efforts to improve the
material well-being of pecples everywhere will remain for some time unccual. We
will still be faced with conflicting ideologies and with political struggles,
and social systems will be subject to disfuptive pressures from within‘and f{om
without. Netions, however much we try to develop a co-operative atmosphere,
will remain competitive, ~nd we cannot reasonably expect that all statesmen and
all politiciang wiil conduct fheir international requiéné unfailingly with
wisdom and generosity. For disarmoment alone will not change human nature, will
not eliminate from the human race the qualities of greced and ambition, and of
false pride and thc. love of power. Disarmamen£ clone will not usher in Utopia,
but if the inevitable competitions and conflicts among men could be waged in
peace we would have a far safer earth.

The Joint Statemertv of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations
recognized that international peace-~keeping is the handmaiden of disarmament.
There we have affirmed in the fourth paragraph of the precamble:

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

in a peaceful world it is important that all States abide by existing

international agrccments, refrain from any actions which might aggravate
international tensicns, and that they seek settlement of all disputes by

peaceful means, ...". (BENRC/5, p. 1)
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(Mrs Dean, United States)

In that important document, which forms the very basis of our negotiations in this
Conference, we have get forth what we all believe to be the goal of our
negotietions. T say "we all believe" since that statement was unanimously
endorsed by the General ALssembly.

Let me repeat the language we used to describe that goal -- it is in
paragreph 1 of the Joint Statement =~ since it makes clear the inter-relationship
between disarmament and peace-keeping:

"The roal of negotiations is to achieve agreement on a programme which

will cnsure thet (2) disarmement is generszl and complete and war is no

longer en instrument for settling internationsl problems, and (b) such

disermament is accompanicd by the establishment of reliable procedurcs

for thc peaceful settlement of disputes and effective arrangements for

the maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the United

Nations Charter." (ibid.)

‘Explicitly stated in paragraph T of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles
for Disermament Negotiations is the undertaking that:

"Prosress in disarmament should be accompanicd by measures to strengthen

‘institutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of international

+ disputes by peaceful means". (ibid. p. 3)
It is c’ear, I believe, beyond a shadow of a doubt thet in endorsing that
Joint Statement we were endorsing this importent inter-relationship between
disarmement and the peaceful settlement of disputes.

To summerize the general philosophy which underlies the United States position
on the problem of penze-keeping: we believe we must be realistic in our vision of
the world disarmed. Unfortunately we do not see the world as a Utopian one
without disagreement and discord. Our vision is of a world without war, but if
this vision is to be realized we must have an alternative realistic system for
coping with such differences and disputes as will inevitably arise.

I believe it is useful to reflect candidly on this vitel matter. Nearly all
the neticns - of the world now maintein armed forces to protect their territoriel
integrity. iany have political differences with one or more neighbours or with
othér nations of the world. In this situation, how meny nations are therc which
would befprépared to destroy all their armaments while their differences with
other nations remained unresolved and no completely reliable alternative means

was available to ensure their self=-defencc?
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Sb, genéral and complete disarmement on the one hand and improved peace-
kecping machinery on the other are but two sides of the same coin. e caﬁnot
have one without the other. Either we develop effective institutions for
settiing international differences and keeping the peace, or we in effect abandon
our hopes for general and complete disarmament. On the other hand, if we build
our capacity to keep the peace as we dismentle the vast apparatus of war we can
have ‘o world without war, & world in which the energies of man can be wholly
devoted to the improvement of his material, cultural and spiritual well-being.

In addition, I om convinced that an improvement in measures for pacific settlement
of disnutes will confribute appreciably towards bringing about a climate of
international confidence within which disarmement may more readily procced. In

a sensc, then, reliable means for settling disputes peacefully play a role in
confidence—building not dissimilar to that nlayed by measures of verification.

I believe that the proposals for peace=keeping which the United States
has advanced will help us to build our cavacity to keen the peace and thus to
realizc our objective of a truly free and peaceful world.  They arc in %eeping
with the monumental effort we are making here, an effort unprecedented in the
history of man. For what we arctryinz to accomplish here is the difficult task
of giving practical effect to the vision alrcady contained in the Charter of the
Unitved Illations and further affirmed in the Joint Statement of Agreecd srinciples
for Jisarmement Negotiations.

Liorc specifically, the proposals we Lhiave designed to help us to reach our
ultimetce goal of general and complete diéarmament in a peaceful‘world constitute
a compréhensive, broad and integrated plan. They cover basic rules of ] |
international behaviour among States; In addition, there is provision for the |
study, and later the adoption, of additional rules of international conduct which
will help States to adjust .their differences in a dynamic and changing
international society. Then we have included proposals for the study and
development of procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputeé. As to disputes
concerning the interpretetion or application of the disarmoment treaty itself, |
ultimate resolution of unresolved disputes would be by the International Court
of Justice; In the field of keeping the peace, the pafties would agree to
suppoxrt measures for stfengthening thekeffectiveness of the United Netions. The
perties to the disarmamént treaty woﬁld aiso agree to support the establishment of

a United Nations Peace Force and » United Nations Peace Observation Corps.
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I:hive savcd one particular point for the closing portion of my remerks.
t is a point to which we attach great importance. The Government of the United
tates visuclizes that during and after the attainment of genéral and complete
isarmament there will be many changes.  Our proposals for strengthening .
rrangements for keeping the peacc and for peaceful settlement of‘dispufes are
esigned in order to facilitate the process‘of changé, which we béiieVeJié noth
nevitable and desirable. Our proposals are. not desizned to freeze every couniry's
osition with respect to every other country just where it is at present. Lncient
njustices must still be removed and if there are any, border dispuies must still
re settled.  Then tle armies of countrieé have becen eliminated, we hope —- and we
i1l strive to meke this hope a reality -- that there willléxist effective and
mtually agreed means for the peaceful adjustment of the differences among navions
hereby the just and right demends of -one country against ancther cannot be :
dways frusirated on one side or another by a refusal to budge. To achieve these
vims we must consider concrete measures. I invite all the representativés at
his Confercncc toc join with the United Stvates in exploring the measures proposed
n the United States plan, |

In subgecuent statements I shall continue to discuss the specific disarmﬁment
reasures we hove suggested for stage I, and T shall also consider in greatoer
letail our specific propesals concerning maintenance of the peace and peaceful

settlement of disputezs.

LT, ZLSSAN (United Arab Republic): The Committec moy have notibed
that I intcrvene the least in the disarmament discussions.‘ This is‘nof duc, of
sourse, to any indifferent attitude on my part, but due rather to the complexity
>f the subject, as well as to our desirc to listen 1o all the_argﬁments.l

For almost a month our work has boen.mainly concentrated on discussing vhe
Pirst stage in “he two draft treaties before us (EIDC/2, ENDC/30 and Corr.l).

e have heard many speakers explain their provisiong, makéva comparison between
them and draw our attention to certain characteristics or supposed drdwbacks in
sne” or the other draft.

While reviewing this first stage we came across many impbrtaht problems,
such as the qucstion of the theory of strategy behind the Warsaw and NATO
alliaﬁces and their bearing on the two drafts, the questioh of militar& balancc,
the sco?e ond Dhesing problems, control and zonal inspection, the time-table of

disarmément, confidence, foreign bases and the like.



ENDC/PV.40
13
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Ls we followed the discussions ‘very closely, we came to realize that many
points were still new to us. ily delegation was not always in a position to
formulate a definite opinion on some vital problems. I may cite, for example,
the question of whether either of the two drafts -~ as has been sugpested by
some =-- aims at perpetuating one side's superiority or interests at the otherts
eXpensc. It was also difficult for us to decide whether any party was
practising what in the past has sometimes been called "the gamesmanship of
disarmament!, or whether the two drafts were reconcilable and in what respects.
These, as well as many other questions, have come to our mind; and it is our
intention today to share our thinking, or rother our thinking aloud end
self-guestioning, with the Committee. Usually this process helps to crystallize
onec's thoughts.

Lt least some ideas have emerged from last month's and especially last
week's discussions with more clarity and precision. Zach party has reviewed at
length the strategic lay-out of its defences, its armament and disarmament
theories. Ve have been given a full picture of where both East and West
apparently stand on disarmament, control and other problems. Bach party hes
accuscd the other party's plan of aiming at upsetting the actual military power
balance between them.

Cne is tempted to ask oneself some questions on this subject of balance of
power. Supposing that the West!s concern in principle over verification of the
destruction of all the means of delivery and reduction of armies in the first stage
werc sotisfied, what measures can be thought of, what new ideas can be adduced by
the Soviet Union to satisfy the West's fears of the Warsaw Pact's emerging
superiority in the conventional means of werfare?

It has been suggested thet disarmament measures will be equally anplied to
both parties; but what about the time and space factors —— all toowell known -- of
military strategy? Could not the forces of the Warsaw Pact countries be deployed
in such a monner as to minimize those differences of time and space?

Lpoing in the same order of questioning on power balance, one is tempted to
ask oneself a question relative to the United States plan calling for the
destruction of 30 per cent of the means of delivery in stage I. Because of the
possible numerical differences in each side's inventory of delivery vchieles,
might not the resulting 70 per cent ratio aggrdvate the imbalance by accentuating

the differences near the more dangerous minirmum safety line or the famous

N"onrnonAdectrilta ranahil i+
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(Mr. H United Arab Republic)

Then we think of these advanced Western foreign bases, another question comes
o our mind. In crder to satisfy Western requirements for extra time and for
aking up for the differences in gpace, while ot the same time relieving the
ressure of these bases on the Warsaw Pact countries, might not one of the many
chemes for partial disengagement from points of friction, suggested by both
1st ond Vest at different intervals, or a varisnt thereof, be devised to suit
he 1egitimate requirements of both narties? Could not a nartial disengegement
r thinning ocut of Western foréign bases in stages, beginning by 30 pexr cent
oupled by a similar gesture of equal value cnd meaning from the other side,
atisfTy those elements of security?

While my delegation wishes to put on rccord its opposition to the theory of
aintenance of bases on foreign territery, and while we would like to scco all
oreign wases liquidated as soon as possible, yet some provision has to be made
or this Hurpose in our search for o treaty on general and complete disarmament.

2 believe that this provision must make rcon for the importent princinle that
ach liquidation =~ which we advocate wholeheartedly -- should be done in a
anner acceptable to all parties and commensurate with their security.

We rugt confess that the total elimination of . all nuclear weapons iﬂ'stageyl
as its attraction and merits. But since we ore newcomers to this field our minds
re still fresh and therefore perhaps retain some of the history of discrmement
egotiations. We are, thereforc, familiar with past projects which 'did not
rovide for total destruction of ail meang of delivery Ffrom stoge I. Instoad,
h0sc projects had envisaged their gradual abolition, ALlong the same-liné, pest
isarmament programmes had cnvisaged the liquidation.of foreign bases in"+4wo
tages; and indeed one pdrticular\prqgramme even suggested that their liguidation
hould begin in stage II.

Then o newcomer like my delegation comes dcross these facts, rather then
eing totally discouraged by those shifts in the position of both partics we
raw hope from them, because if it was possiblc for the same party to hold
ifferent opinions dt different times; this may be indicative of possibilities
f yet newer adjustments. | o

In this regard we would also.want.ﬁo asii onc further question: If the
roposal for the destruction of 21l means of delivery in stage I were to.he
ccepted, would this not leave all foreign boges without nuclear delivery weapons,

nd, therefore, would not-thosé bases represent less cf o threat than they now do?
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ALlso, along the same line of argument on past shlfts of posltlons, there is the
fact that in 1957 the United States was w1111n9 to cut down its forces to 1.7
million rather than 2.1 million. As & matter of fact, it has been suggested by
Western speakers that the West now relies more on its atomicbdeterreht’than on its
conventional forces and that it is the other‘side which has a superiofity of
conventional armements. Yet one is puzzled to note that it is the other side
which is actually suggesting the reduction to the lover force level previously
suggested by the United States.

kre. Godber, the Minister of State of the United Kingdom, speaking on
2 Yoy (ENDC/PV.29, p.9), suggested however that there was only a minor difference
between those two levels and that he was hopefui the difference was negotiable.
This is our hope, too. |

Lgain we ask ourselfes what was the idea of the United States proposal for _
reduction of means of delivery by a specific 30 per cent. Since previous United
States projects did notlspecify the reduction percentage, and if there is &
validity in the argumenf that it is possibie that a reduction of these vehicles
by a percentage might aggrdvate or accentuate the imbalance at the minimum safety
line, what other solution can be thought of?

If the West's requirements for inspection of fhe retained weapon vehicles
or thosc vehicles "hidden under the jacket" are not satisfied, wore docs this
leave us? Has any thought been given to the reduction of nuclear wpa;on:vehicles
by en agreed figure, beginning in the first year of the first stage by destruction
of & ccrtein number agreed by both sides, under controls which in this instance will
meet Soviet spec1flcat10n, and proceeding with the elimination of ovor—lncrea51ng
numbers cach year? Might not we start this process for some time as a
confidence-building measure? |

Onc other question crosses one's mind. The United States treaty outline
proposes the ending of the production if fissionable materials in stage I. On
24 April Mr. Dean, the representative of the United States, suggested that this
measure would necessarily entail the establishment of a full measure of
control (ENDC/PV.26 p.6). How does the United States define this full measure
of control? For upon this definition depends to & great extent our ability to
reconcile what looks like 100 per cent control over the above-mentioned measure
with the 10 per cent control proportionate with the 10 per cent elimination of

weapons in the first year of stage I.
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(Mr. Hassan, United Arab Republic)

Yhile we are on atomic wedpoﬁé, perhaps our co=Chairmen could tell us how
ieir plans for disarmament envisage the application of control over their proposal
> the non-transfer of atomic weapons to non-nuclear Powers; and over the non-
lssemination of the information relative to their manufaéfure'among non-nuclear
)ates. What sort of verification is needed for compliance with the non-transfer-
~information clause, and with the non-acceptance by non-nuclear ?dwers.of atomic
rapons on their territories?

Speaking of atomic weapons leads one to think of the ﬁecessity for their
.imination. The United States plan provides for the establishment of a committee
’ scientific experts in stage I to study the reduction and the climination of
yockpiles of nuclear weapons. We would appreciate more infbfhatibn @é to the
‘act nature and purpose of the studies and as to the nature of the obligations,
’ any, of the States towards this committee and towards abiding by its -
rcommendations. ' -

The Soviet Union, which before 1961 advocated the 1n1t1at10n of such studies,

\ 24 April came out agalngt the inclusion in the trcaty of such e )rov1s10n
NDC/PV.26, pp. 23-24), M. Zorin, the representative of the Soviet Unlon,vlater
:plained that he does not exclude the possibility of such studies, but that his
wuntry is against meking the transition from stage to stage condltlonul on the
.sults of those studies. | o

My delegation ventures to recommend that such studies, if agieed by both
2rties, should begin right away so that the results could be;assessed well before
le signature and ratification of the treaty on disarmdment. But once that
reaty is signed and ratified there should be no room for hinging its;implementation
. any other conditions. ‘ ;:H

United States projécts in the past were.content to leave to the'international
.sarmament organization the decision as to the satisfactory executlon of the
‘asures embodied in one stage, and as to the readlness of the macirinery of the
xt stage to go into operation. 1f the Soviet Un;on draft hac left this
‘cision to the international disarmamentborganizatidn and has provided in its
'oject for decisions within the international disarmamentlbrcaniéufion council
) be teken by a two-thirds majority -- making it posslble for the Sov1et Unlon,

s Mr. Dean said, to bleck passage of any decision by its one-thlru ot the
tes plus one vote or one abstention by a neutrallstate —- would not the very same

)sition work in favour of the United States as well? Or, if there is no
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difference in actual practice or in substance between the two projects, as the
United Stetes delegation has contended, could not this similarity lead to the
acceptance of a joint formula? A »

We should like to clarify one more point. The United States plan provides
for the reduction of weapons by types within categories. One of these categories
includes armed combat aircraft having an empty weight of 40,000 kilogrammes
or greater, as well as missiles having a range of 5,000 kilogramces or cgreater,
submarine~launched missiles, end so on. Would it be possible fox a State under
the United States plan to elect to reduce its production of those aeroplones more
rapidly then required by the treaty and be entitled to retain existing missiles
and submarine-launched missiles, and even go on producing certein amounts of these
missiles within stage I? 1If so, would not the resulting weapecns inventory be
somewhat different from the initial declaration made public a% the beginning of the
process? And would this difference be made known to or receive the prior approval
of the other party or the international disarmement organization? And would nowv
some of these shifts result in altering the balance existing at the time of the
initial declaration?

Apgain, speaking of suspicion and confidence, Mr. Zorin told us he douited
very much whether a great Power could destroy 1,000 missiles or tanks under IDO
inspection and proceed stealthily to the production ol 1,020 new ones. IHe
suggested that some minimum amount of confidence should exist and stated that
the Soviet Union was not asking for any controls over retained armaments in
the United States. For our part, we welcome this show of confidence and wish that
everybody had as much confidence in everyone else. Yet if both great.Powers
were to content themselves with asking for verification and comvrol ounly on
eliminated armaments -— let us say, delivery vehicles in stage I --, such
verification would not need to be established in large areas of the world
where nuclear weapon vehicles did not exist.

Even if the great Powers, by & magnanimous show of confidence and jood will,
were not concerned over this problem, might not some States show concern over the
followin~ illustrative eventuality: might not a great Power have a secret cache
of missiles and atom bombs in thuse parts of the world where there was no control
which it might use, or threaten to use, after the whole world had disarmed, and
so upset the world balance? Need I repeat that many Staves in the non-aligned

world do not want to see that balance upset? How, then, can we solve this problem?
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Surely the prospect of hundreds and thousends of inspectors roaming around in
search of o secret cache of delivery vehicles or atom bombg in all corners of the
universe staggers tle imagination. Bﬁﬁ in the absence of confidence~building
collateral measures, such as the cessation of nuclear tests, measures to reduce
the risk of surprisé&attack, and so forth, what alternative is left? Could we not
give more thought to other techniques of disarmament and ingpection ds has been
originally suggested and already discussed b&vSoviet and United States scientists?
Should we not also, at the same time, give more attention to the establishment of
confidence and the lessening of tensions?

In our modest opinion, control and verification should be congidered the
safety valves of the disarmament machinery. On their adequacy, effectiveneSS and
strictness depend the amount of confidence generated and the final succeés of
the operation. |

Before conecluding, I wish to deal very briefly with the question of outer
space. 4s hos been recalled by Mr. La 11, a 101nt resolution relating to tae '
peaceful uses of outer space was sponsored by Purma, India and the Unlted Arab
Republic in the General Assembly in 1958 (A/C l/L 224). e hope- that otuter
space will be spared the evils of the arms race and that the. United Notions
Charter will be expanded {to ' cover that very VItcl territory ‘of human endeavour.
The sooner this. is dome, the better in order to avoid the intricacies which will
inevitably result from any further delay. e note with gratificationzthat both
the Sovief and the United States draft treaties contain mony similar provisions in
stoge 1 re}ating Yo possible measures fof the ﬁrohibition of weapons of mass
destruction and for peaceful co-operation in outer space.

Our qﬁéstions.may be found to be very frenk, and sometimes Very elementary.
For this rcason I would be grateful to representatives if they would excusé us
for any lock of understanding; as we are not fully acquainted with the subject,
Despite such drawbacks, I hope the sincerity of our motives is appreciated
since our sole object is to seek the truth in the light of which we could help to
contribute towards finding an appropfiatg answer to such & delicate and

difficult problem.
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Before I proceed to place before you the views with which the Soviet delenatlon
feels it must now deal, I want to make two brief comments on the statements we
have just heard. . |

My first comment concerns certoin views and the approach indicated in the
United States representative'!s statement. As I understand it, the United States
was explaining its general approach to the measures for strengthening arrangements
for keeping the peace set out in section H>of the United States plan dealing
with stage I of disarmament.

As you know, we have already dealt with this ueneral United States approach
to these questions in our general assessment of the outllne of baslc provisions
of & treaty whlch was submitted by the United States on 18 Aprll (ENDC/PV 26,0.19),
and we then drew attention to some of the doubts raised 1n our m1nds by our
study of this general approach. We j 901nted out at the time that the Unlted St%tes,
when deallng with the United Nations armed forces for keeping the Deace, prov131on
for which is made in paragraph 5 of sectlon H (Measures to strennthen arranzements
for keeplng the peace), speaks in sub—narﬂﬁraph 5.be of =

"Examlnatlon of the feaslblllty of concludlnv promntly the agreements

envisaged in Article 43 of the United Nations Charter" (ENDC/30, p.18);

and in sub-paragraph 5.c.'of the -

"Conclusion of an agreement for the establishment of a United Natiens

Peace Force «ese., including definitions of its purpose, mission,

composition and‘strength, disposition, command and control, tiaining

losisbicol support..sese” (ibid,)

In other wofds, in order to rulfil the requirements of Article 43 of the
United Naotions Charter the United States proposed merely a study of the ‘
feagibility of concludlng anc agreement promptly; but for the actual conclusion
of the agreement it already pgave practical instructions under which the agreement
would include the exact components of the States! undertekings under Article 43
of the United Nations Charter.

We pointed out at the time that we thought that approach was wrong. It
proposed thet, whereas States! undertakings under the Churter should be further
studied, an agrecment should be concluded immediately about matters not subject

t0 undertakings; in other words, it proposed to by-poss the Charter. Perhaps
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represeﬁtatives will_renmhmer that we have already drawn attention o this fact.
We said the some thing about some of the principles for;the settlement of
disputes, for instance arbitration, compulsory referral of all disputes to the
International Court, and so on and so forth. Ve spoke of our serious doubts
on these motters; and I do not think those doubts have been set at rest by the
explanation which the Uﬂited States representative, gave £odayn He was
presenting, he said, the United States' general phllosophy in the matter,

Briefly put, this philosophy is that; strictly speaking, actual disarmament
must depend on the measures for strengthening peece and all the various
procedures accompanying the disarmament process. We cculd not contest that
these proceduros mist accompany the dlsarmament process; but that the
dlsarmament process should depend dlrectly upon them seems to us quite wrong,

If we accept this point of view, then the entire process of disarmament in
general. will denend on the settiement of international'politic°l oontroveisies.
This completes a v1c1ous circle, for those controversles are closely linked to
the tension which expresses itself preclsely in the immense arms race. To
remove the tension we must not only stop the arms race but also start substantlal
disormament. 4t the same time the United States tells us, that dlsarmament
cannot begin unless these political controver51es are settled by the deflnlte
procedures it advocates. We thus get a vicious circle and can do nothing,

We consider that this approach is wrong. We must resolutely start
disarmoment; this is o very important problem und, I wrould soy, our main
problem at the present stage; and we must simultaneously settle 1nternat10nal‘
controversies ond improve peaceful procedures for thelr ‘settlement. That is our
position. _ | . :

This position, as you caﬁ see, differs from thé position from which the
United States starts and wh:ch 1t has expounded to us todqy.l I an making this
comment only to remlnd you of the approach we suggested at the beglnnlno of our
discussion after we had recei ived the full text of the Outline of Baslc
Provisiong of a Treaty on general and complete dlsarmament submitted by thé
United States on 18 April. ’ ‘v_ . |

It is, however, our opinion that these questlons, the neaceful settlement
of disputes and international armed forces, can be usefully discussed 1ater on,
when we examine the substance of the Jlsarmament Qro~ramme itself from

beginning to end. We consider that to divert attention now to their detailed
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study is inexpedient and will not help ﬁs.to solve the disarmament problem itseif;
It would be more profitable and expedient to examine the entire disarmement
nrogramme as & whole, .

That is what we are doing now: we have practically finished debate on
first reading of the basic disarmament measures proposed for stage I and we can
therefore pass by a natural and easy transition to discussion of matiters relating
to stage II. We shall, of course, come back to the present matters. For one
thing, we shall have a debate on the establishment of an international disermament
organization; and secondly we shall return to this question when we examine the
specific articles and provisions relating to the peaceful settlement of disputes
ond the egtablishment of international armed forces. . .

That is what we conceive as the most practical way of settling the order
of work on our main objective —- the drafting of a treaty on general and complete
disarmament. That is one of the comments I w1Shed to make. _ ‘

My second comment relates to the views expressed today by the representative
of the United Arab Republic, which are of extreme 1nterest to use He expressed |
many views on speeific probiems which we have already examined but which have not
been made entirely clear to him and, as he said, could be solved in various ways.l
We do not rule out those verious solutions, and we consider that during the next
stage of our negotiations we shall have reaily to get down to the choice of
solutions for speeific problems of the disarmament plan. We shall therefore
study with keen inferest and attention ail the views the representative of the
United Arab Republic has advaneed; and'we suppose that when our co-Chairmen -
come to examine specific drafts of a'treefy~—- that is, the first stage of the
Soviet Union treaty and the outline of bdsic ﬁrovisionsvsubmitted by the
United States —- they will have also to congider the ideas voiced today by the
representative of the United Arab Repubiie, and those of other Séates which have
already given, or w111 by then have given, their views. .

t therefore seems to me that at the present stage of our work we should
fix our attention on the main, or decisive, questions on which depends the
settlement of the programme of general and complete disarmament and of the entire
treaty -—~ the settlement without which there can be no treaty. Ve must discuss
ond study carefully the basic disarmament measures in the first, sesond and »
hird stagess After that we can think over all that this has entailed, and meke

o careful study of all the opinions and the alternative solutions for controversial
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problems, and then come bach to a more detailed consideration of each of these
stages for a more final'decision; ‘ - | o

Those are the views which I felt I had'to.express‘to you before 1 passed to
the views which the Soviet delegation feels it must place before you now.

The Committee has devoted much time to discussion of stage I of general and
complete disarmament. At a number of meetings we havejstudied exhaustively the
articles in the Soviet draft treaty relating to this stage, and the corresponding
sections of the United States plan. Unfortunately, an explanation of the
provisions contained in thc,e two documehts and our exchange of views have made
clear the existence of substantial confllcts between the p051tlon of the two‘
sides. These disagreements, it now appears, do not concern any secondary matters
but attest an actual difference of approach “towards solutlon of the main proolems
of stage I of disarmament: o ' :

The Soviet Union, as the mandatory terms of its draft treaty show; stands
for genuine disarmament under international control under equal conditions for ’
all States; The Soriet proposals solve in stage I the most acute problem of
our time:‘ immediate elimination of the threat of nuclear war through the
complete e11m1nat10n of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and the
s1mu1taneous dismantling of m111tary bases in foreign terr1tor1es. -

‘The United States proposal for percentage reduction of nuclear weapon '
vehicles does not neutralize nuclear weapons but on the contrary increases the
danger of their use, since its associated control conditions would lead to
disclosure of the defence system of peaceful nations. ’

When there are disagreements in principle, there seems hardly any sehse in
starting to diseuss details. Indeed, to do so would hot help to remove the main
differences bat would in fact do the opposite: it would merely complicate and
confuse the_issues; e beliere, therefore, that we should pass on to discuss the
articles ahd provisions governing stage Ii of disarmament; L con51stent study of
these stages would give us a complete p1cture of our 51tuat10n, and help us in no
small degree to map out ways and means of overcoming the dlfferences vhlch have
arisen in our approaches to the d1sarmament procramme. ‘ '

‘The Soviet deleeatlon deens it expedlent to proceed to an explanatlon of the
articles of the Sov1et draft treaty on general and complete disarmament whlch

constitute stage 11 of disarmament., In conformity with the practlce of
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business-iike debate, to whieh the Soviet delegation has invariably adhered, we
will at the same time comment on the corresponding parts of the United States
document.,

Article 21 of our draft treaty, which so to speak opens stage II, defines
its incidents. When we discussed stage I of disarmament we had an earlier
opportunity to point to the importance of having introductory articles for
every stage, indicating its general content and the principal lines on which
States should acf. I will therefore not repeat myself.

What taéksAdo we think should be included in the second stage of general
and complete disarmeament? The treaty drafted by the Soviet Goverament assumes
that at this stage the parties underteke to liquidate nuclear and other weapons
of mass destruction, and further reduce their armed forces, their conventional
armaments and the production of these, and their military budgets. The
orohibition and elimination of weapons of mass destruction are the central
measures of stage II. .

Thus stage II is in a way a logical continuation of stage I a perfectly
proper way of ensuring the necessary sequence and continuity in the disarmement
process, the main idea behind the agrced principles of disarmament. The
elimination of nuclear'Weapon vehicles in stage I, by neutralizing and paralyzing
them, prepares the ground for their elimination in stage II. Whereas, through
{he measures proposed in the Soviet draft treaty, the threat of attack by one
3tate on another with nuclear bombs and warheads is practically eliminated in
stage I, as a result of the implementation of the measures provided for stage I1I
the danger of a nuclear conflict will disappear completely and for ever.

If wé.now turn to the United States document, we ‘cannot help noticing that
it doestht outline the tasks for stage II any more definitely than for stage I.
The introdﬁction td this stage gives no clear picture of what- the States should
do; there is just one general sentence about further reduction., .Unfortunately
our earlier discussion suggests that this vagueness and uncerteinty in the
United States ?roposal is nO'minorAfault, nor due to any negligence of its
draftsmen, but reflects their genéral policy of preferring diffuse general
provisions to definite disarmament obligations.

The Soviet draft prescribsg in chajter V the prohibition and elimination of
nuclear weapons as the main duty in stage II, and lays down a well-thought-out
orocedure for its fulfilgent. (LNDC/2, p.14)
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Before I explain this chapter and the obligatiens of States under it, I
should like to bring up a matter that has been reised more than once in the
Eighteen-Nation Committee by the United States representative, Mr, Dean, and
again at our meeting on 4 iay (ENDC/PV.31, p.18): that is, the United States
proposal to set up a committee of experts on nuclear questions before assuming
any obligation to destroy nuclear weéapons. At the same time - as has become
a habit with the Western representatives = he indulged in guesswork about the
Soviet Union position so slanted as to create the impression that the Soviet
Union was taking a step backwards. We have already replied to his remarks
in our re»ly to Mr. Lall, the representative of India, and I wish once morec to
set Mr. Dean's mind at rest: We have not taken o single backward step from our
proposal of 23 September 1960 (A/4505). No: we are still joing ahead, developing
and clarifying the proposals on which our draft treaty is based.

This remark, however, is by the way, and I do not wish to dwell on i%. :The
essential point is why the committee of experts should be needed == to help to give
effect to the treaty, or to set up another obstacle to agreement? Briefly, our
approach is this. We do not exclude the possibility that the International
Disarmament Organization will have to undertake various studies ~= within the
scope of the treaty, of course —— in order to specify various methods of
implementings agreed provisions. For this the help of experts may prove useful.
I emphasize once again the main point, and that is that the studies must be
subordinate to the task of helping to give the earliest possible effect to the
treaty and the obligations already assumed.

Mr. Dean's remarks make it clear that the United States approach is quite
different. It looks as if the establishment of a committee of experts on
nuclear problems and the results of its work are put forward by the United States
as a condition for its acceptance of an obligation to prohibit and eliminate
nuclear weapons. At our meeting of 4 May Mr. Dean expressed the hope: thai the
Soviet Union would not.-

"insist on our concluding a treaty providing for the unconditional

elimination of nuclear weapons before this study has been completed".

(ENDG/PV.31, p. 18)

This remark by Mr. Dean leads to one conclusion only: that the United States
will not undertake to eliminate nuclear weapons before the studies by the experts

are compleucd. Our experience of negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear
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tests has shwon us pretty convincingly how various "technical" questions can be
used to block déreement. Furthermore, later remarks by Mr. Dean about
"impracticable" fasks, as he called them, seem to imply that the United States
has already decided what the result of the work of the expert committee it
proposes shall be, and that it will be negative. If this is so, how much value
have the words in the introductory part of the United States document about the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons?' Perhaps we have misunderstood the
United States position; if so, we ask for clarification.

We have always considered, and continue to maintain, that nuclear weapons
shoul@ be unconditionally orohibited, eradicated from the arsenals of States,
and déstroyed, We cannot and may not refuse that undertaking, for to do so
would be nothing less than a justification of nuclear weapons and nuclear wars.
Ho&evér great the difficulties of eradicating and destroying nuclear weapons,
they'caﬁ be overcome; 'and a guarantee of this is the wide measure of control
which wiil be established dﬁring the implementafion of genersl and complete
diéarmament, and the harmonious system of measures for the elimination of
nuclear weapons put forword in the Soviet draft treaty.

These measures arc dealt with in article 22, the first paragraph of which.
provides that nuclear weapons of all kinds, types and capacities shall be
eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed. Fissionable materials
extracted from the war heads of }ockets, bombs, torpedoes and other nuclear
armaments is to be converted to pedcefui uées. Their mechanical and other
cbmponents are to'be fully destroyed. All stockpiles of nuclear materials
intended for the production of nuclear weaponsg will be procegsed to render them
unfit for direct use for this purpose, and will also be transferred to the fund
for peaceful uses. 411 depots and sbecial storage spaces for nuclear weapons
will be demolished. ' | '

The second paragrapsh of this articie providés'that the production of
nuclear ﬁeapons and of fissionaﬁle materials for weapons pﬁrposes shall be
completely discontinued. There is also a special provision that all plants,
workshops, installétions and laboratories producing nuclear weapons or their
components are to be destroyed or converted to production for peaceful purposes.

While these measures are being cxecuted the States parties to the treaty
must, in accordance with their constitutional procédure, enact legislation on
the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons and on amenability under the
criminal law for any attempt at its re—establishment by individuals or

organizations. This provision is contained in article 22, paragraph 3.
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Before I speak on control over the measures we propose for prohibiting
nd climinating nuclear weepons, I feel T must emphasize that in our draft all
leasures relqting to the elimination of nuclear weapons are set out as
arazrephs of one artvicle. This is a logical expression of the interrelation
etween all measﬁres for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons. They
onstitute an indivisibtle whole, and any attempt to tear out any particular measure
rould be quite obviously useless and harmful and would only delay agréement on
lisarmoment. ‘

In this connexion thc Soviet delégation cannot help expressing its surprise
1t the persistence with which the United States and the United.Kingddm seek to
.solate cessation of the production of fissionable materials for military
UTrpoOses., It is perfectly clear that cessation of the production 6f fissionable
mterials for military purposes immediately introduces the question of control
wer the atomic industry =-- that is to say, over uranium mines, uranium and
shorium ore-processing plants, diffusion plants for separating uranium isotopeé,
themical plants for processing reactor fuel elements and reactors. Even this
rery incomplete list shows>how comprehensive the control must be. We may add
shat o secondary result of this control, if not its main one, would be to throw
she nuclcar weapon industry wide open{

It is quite clear == and 1 see no need to point this out to the membors
»f the Committee —- that control of this kind is only possible when nuclear
reapons have been completely climiﬁated, and with them the threat of nuclear war.
le have said so clearly and openly on several occasions, and have stated our
»osition. However, the representatives of vi:c United States and the United
{ingdom are still pressing for a separate discussion of cessation of'production
f fissiondble materials for military purposes, and have even proposed to involve
the Committee of the Whole in it. What is the idea of all this? Considering
the rcal state of affairs, there is only one possible answer: +o slow down any
surposeful negotiations.

How I shall say a fev words about the transfer of fissionable ﬁaterials
to peaceful purposes. From what I have tcld you about the provisiohs of the
Soviet draft treaty, it clearly provides that in stage II not merely some 50 tons
ut all fissionable material without exception, including that contained in

wuclear weapons, will be turned over to peaceful purposes.
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4t the last meeting the representetives of the United States and the United
Yingdom repeatedly asserted that the United States proposdls go further in
disarmement, and reproached the Soviet Union with not makingz any provision for
the nuclear arm in stage I.

flowever, while holding forth in this way the Western Powers somehow forgot
bout the all-important time factor. Lctunlly the United States extends stage
I over to a period in which nearly two stages could be completed under the
Soviet draft treaty. If we compare nuclear disarmament under the respecfive
proposals of the United States and the USSR with regard to the time factor, the‘
result will be the following:

the Soviet Union proposes simultaneously to discontinue production of
fissionable material, and to discontinue and prohibit production;

the United States proposes to discontinue production of fissionable
materials only, with neither cessation nor prohibition of the production of
nuclear weapons; |

the Soviet Union proposes to convert to peaceful uses all fissionable
materials, whether newly produced, or in stockpiles, or extracted from the
eliminated weapons; |

the United States proposes to transfer 50 tons of U-235 to peaceful
purposes, and nothing else.

fere you have a simple yet graphic comparison showing who is proposing
practical nuclear disarmament and who would like to keep to half-measures and
not touch the substance of the problem.

I will now turn to control. The Soviet Union considers it necessary that
all practical measures of nuclear disarmement shall be erecuted under strict
international control. Article 22 of our treaty accordingly prescribed the
measures of control over the elimination of nuclear weapons to be %aken by the
international disaimament organization. Its inspectors are to verify the
destruction of nuclear weapons and their depots and storage places, the
discontinuance of the production of nuclear weapons and the conversion to
peaceful uses of the nuclear fuel contained in nuclear ammunition. These
inspectors will have the right to inspect all enterprises which extract raw
materials for atomic production or which produce or use fissionable materials
or atomic energy, on the basis of documents made available to the international

disarmament organization by the States narties to the treaty.
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Besides the elimination of nuclear weapons the Soviet Union proposes, as I
have already mentioned, to execute measures to eliminate all other types of
weapong of mass annihilation. The procecdure for the elimination of chemical,
biological and radiological weapons is laid down in article 23 of our treaty.
This article deals with the elimination from arsenals and the destruction of
neutralization of all kinds of chemical, biological and radiological weapons,
wherever situated. Simultaneously all instruments and facilities for the
combat use of such weapons, and all special devices and facilities for their
transportation, storage and conservation are to be destroyed. Article 23
also lays down that in this same stage the production of all kinds of chemical,
biological and radiological weapons and of all means for their combat use,
transportation and storage shall be completely discontinued. Plants,
installations and laboratories engaged in their production will be destroyed or
converted to production for peaceful purnoses. 411 measures for the elimination
of chemical, biological end radiological weapons, the discontinuance of their
production and the elimination of the production basis are to be implemented
under the control of inspectors of the international disarmament organization.,

The memwers of the Committee cannot fail to notice that our draft treaty
imposes firm and definite obligations on States to eliminate chemical,
biological and radiological weapons. We observe thal the position of the United
States is diffcrent. ALs iIn the case of nuclear weapons, the United States
makes accentance of obligations to eliminate these ty»nes of weapons of mass
annihilation conditional upon the study of this question by experts. Here too a
loophole is left for delaying or even altogether evading the duty to eliminate
completely weavons of mass annihilation. ‘

Strictly adhering to the principle of ensuring the equality of States
in the disarmament process, the Soviet Union lirks the elimination of all types
of weapons of mass annihilation in stage II with a further large reduction of
the States! armed forces.

This reduction of armed forces, conventional armements and military
expenditures is set out inchapter VI of the Soviet draft treaty. Article 24,
dealing with the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, provides that
in stage. I1 of disarmament the 1eveis of the armed forces of the United States

and the Soviet Union shall be reduced to one million enlisted men, officers and
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civilian employees. On the levels of the armed forces of other States parties

to the treaty, it is intended, as we propose for stage I, to come to provisionally
agreement with the States parties to the treaty. We note that the United States
proposals for stage I1 provide for approximately the same level of armed forces
for the Soviet Union and for +the United States. This, of course, is a

favourable sign, and the fact that the United States has put forward a similar
fipure shows yetv again how carefilly the Soviet Union has congidered all the
relevant factors in the preparation of its proposals.

Article 24 of our dralt contains a recommendation that the reduction of the
armed forces shall be carried out primarily through the demobilization of
personnel previously attached to the nuclear or othar weapons subject to
elimination under articles 22 and 23 of the present treaty, and chiefly by way
of the complete disbandment of units and ships’ crews, their officers and
enlisted men being demobilized, We propose this procedure for the further
reduction of armed forces with the definite purpose of meking as difficult ag
possible the re-establishment of the kinds of armed forces most dangerous to
peace, in case anyone should ever think of doing so.

By the same procedure as for the reduction of conventional armaments
in stage I of disarmament, article 24 provides for the destruction of all
conventional armaments, militery equipment and munitions released by the
disbandment of conventionally-armed units, and for the destruction or conversion
to peaceful uses of all +their means of transportation‘and subsidiary equipment.
Living quarters and subsidiary premises released by the disbandment of units,
and all their drill grounds, previrz grounds and firing ranges, will be
transferred to the civilien authorities. All these measures would be implemented
under the control of the internaiional disarmament organization, whose inspectors
would inspect the demobilization of persomnel at places where troops are disbanded,
the destruction of released conventional armaments, and the transgfer to the
civilian authorities of premises, grounds and military equipment for peaceful uses.

Article 25 of our dratt regulates the further reduction of conventional
ermements production, by the same procedure as for the first stage of disarmament.
The production. of conventional ermaments and munitions is to be reduced proportionately
to the reduction of the armed forces. This reduction would be mede, as before,
primarily through the eliminatior of enterprises engaged exclugively in the
production of such armements and munitions: +they would be dismontled, their

specialized machine tools and oth:r equipment destroyed, and their premises and
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In stagelII of general and complete disarmament there would be a further
reduction of military expenditures proportionate to the destruction of nuclear,
chemical, bacteriological and radiological weapons and the discontinuance of
their production, and also to the reduction of armed forces and conventional
armaments and of their production. This comes under article 26 of our draft
treaty.

I should like to point out to the members of the Committee that our draft
provides for the allotment of agreed funds released by disarmament to assit under-
developed countries.

£11 the disarmament meesures prescribed for stage II, including the further
reduction of military expenditures, would be carried out under the control of
inspectors of the international disarmament organization,

To strengthen further the capacity of the United Nations to ensure
international peace and security, it is proposed that the States parties to the
treaty shall continue to implement the meagures regarding.the placing of armed
forces at the disposal of the Security Council for use under Article 42 of the
United Nations Charter, This is dealt with in article 27, '

Time-limits for measures of stape II, and the transition from stage II to
stage III, come under articles 28 and 2¢ in chapter VIII of our draft. Like the
duration of stage I, the duration of stage II of disarmament in our draft treaty
ié 15 months. The last three months of this period are allotted to a review of
the results of the impiementation of stage II. The procedure of transition
from stage II tc stage III, and the content of the measures preceding the
beginning of stage III, are similar to those prescribed for the transition from
stage I to stage II: -that is, they are resolved by the control council of the
international disarmament organization, and no party haé a veto.

Those are the basic provisions of the Soviet draft treaty for the second
stage of disarmament. The Soviet delegation, respecting the canons of

businesslike discussion, is willing to give any further explanation.

The CHAIRMAN (ITALY) (translation from French): The next speaker

on myvliét is the representative of Burmaj; = but the representative of the United
Kingdom has asked to speak on a ﬁoint of order, and I think the representative
of_Bﬁrmalis prepared to wait a few minuteg, - I therefore call on the

representative of the United Kingdom.



ENDC/PV.40
31

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): I shall not delay our colleague from
Burma for more than two moments, but I do think it right to say one word
immediately following the remarks of our Soviet colleague.

We have, of course, listened with interest to what Mr. Zorin said this
morning, but it must be noted he hag embarked on stage II of his draft treaty.
0f course he is fully entitled so to do. But it does make it a little
difficult for us, since we were not aware that he was proposing so to do at this
stage. Last week, it is true, he gave indications that he would like to at an
early stage, but I had hoped there would be discussions on this matter between
the co~Chairmen so that we could all move forward together,

The purpose of my intervention, however, is not to criticize our Soviet
colleague,‘bﬁt to make it clear that the fact that he has chosen to move forward
Yo stage II will in no Wuy invalidéte the remarks of others who may still wish to
comment on stage I. There are others, including myself, who may well want tb
make further comments on stage I, and I want tq make sure we are not td be
prohibited, because of the fact that one represehtutive has gone to stage II,

from continuing disucssion of stage I, if that 1s desirable or necessary.

The CHAIRMAN {Italy) (translation from French): I haed intended to

speek myself this morning, as representative of Italy, on questions relating to
stage I; but I shall refrain from doing so because I see that there is & long
list of delegations that wish to speak on the same subject, Consequently,

I too, as representative of Italy, wish to reserve my right to revert to questions

relating to stage I.

Mr, BARRINGTON (Burma): The delegation of Burme has followed with the

closest attention the debates of our Committee on the subject of general and
éomplete disarmament. As the two sides have presented their proposals and
their.explanations of them, we have become more and more concerned. Why should
this be s0? Because it is becoming clearer and clearer to us that, while each
side needs and sincerely does want general and complete disarmament for itself,
it does not belicve that the other side wants it; and that while this state of
mind lasts there can be no prospect of our breaking out of the impasse in which

we all now find ourselves.
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Let me amplify this a little. In his brilliant speech last Friday
(ENDC/PV.39), our Brazilian colleague brought into sharp focus the heart of the
matter. This is the hypothetical problem of hidden weapons. The United Statés
and its allies hold that the proposals on control contained in the Soviét Union
draft tredty do not afford adequate gﬁarantees that no weapons will be hidden
during the process of disarmament. This would, they claim, place them at the
mercy of the Soviet Union if, on the completion of the disarmament process, they
found that the Soviet Union had in fact not destroyed all those weapons which it
was supposed to destroy under the agreement, In other words, the Western Powers
have no faith in the intentions and motives of the Soviet Union.

For their part, the Soviet Union and its allics claim that this is a needless
fear., They say that it is unthinkable that aZreat nations which are actually
engaged:in the process of destroying powerful armaments in ldrge quantities are
going simultaneously to cheat withia view to gaining an unfair advantage.
Therefore; they add, the concern of thé Western Powérs over the alleged pOSsibility
of hidden weapons stems not from any real such pOSSibility, but out of a desirébto
send agents into the territory of the Soviet Union and its allies to seek military
informtion which could assist them in planning a surprisé attack at anAopportuné
moment. In other words, the Soviet Union and its allies have no faith in +the
intentiqns and motives of the Westefh allies. This was stated eloquently and
unequivocally by Fcreign Minister Gromyko at the véry beginning of our Confeorence
when he said: A

"Our country doesinot intend to take anyone at his word +s+ Nor do we

expect others to take us at our word." (ENDC/PV.2, p.ll)

It is not very often that Western representatives find themselves in agreement
with statements made by Mr. Gromyko. The fact that this particular statement has
met with the approval of the Western Powers, and that there is hardly a meeting at
which it is not quoted or referred to, even after ten weeks of negotiations heré;
points to the intractable nature of the problem which we face. Put blﬁntly,'it is
that neithgr side realiy believes that the other wishes to disarm generally aﬁd
completely.‘ Each thinks that the other is not above using the process of genef&i
and éompieté disarmament to steal a march over it. It is often referred to as‘
lack of confidence. To my delegation it seéms that it is even wdrse than thot:

it is out-and-out misbrust.
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It would be tempting and easy for those in a position like our own to throw
up their hands and say that there is no prospect of success for our effortsas long
as this state of mind lasts, and that all we can do is to sit and wait until -
favourable developments in other international areas come to our rescue. of
courge, such favourable developments could be of immense help to us, but that
possibility would not absolve us of the responsibility we owe to distraught
humanity to try to find, within the strict compass of disarmament, a way out of
our present impasse. How can this be done? Obviously, it can be done only by
somehow removing the mutual mistrust which serves to widen the differences already
existing between the tﬁo sets of proposals which have been laid before our
Committee, How can we begin to remove this migtrust? There may be several ways
but, as my délegation sees it, one way would be for each éide to convince the
other that it really means business when it speaks about general and complete
disarmament.

A study of the Soviet Union proposels will show that the proposed concrete
measures of disarmament are broken up into three stages, no two of which are
identical, However, the control measures proposed for all of the three stages
are broadly the same. Similarly, in the United States proposal the proposed
concrete measures of disarmament are also broken up into three stages, no two
of which are identical. Here again the control measures proposed for all of
the three stages are broadly the same. Therefore, in respect of each proposal
the variable factors are the stages, while the constants are the control
measures. Both sides have explained to us at length their reasons for their
adoption of their Qafious stages, and we have of course taken due note of them.
But, in addition to these reasons, it is evident that their proposals on staging

| have been powerfully influenced by the nature of their proposed control measures.
This is only natural, since the link between disarmament and control is unbreakadble.
The consequenée is that the deadlock which has been recached with regard to the
control measures has tended to freeze all the three stages in each of the draft
proposals. If we could somehow break this deadlock with regard to control,
might it not un—-freeze the stages and thereby make possible some movement in the
direction of progress?

What I hove in mind specifically is the employment of both the Soviet Union
and the United States forms of control with regerd to a treaty on general and

complete dissrmament. I would be less than frank if I failed to mention at this
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stage that thls idea originated with our colleague from Nigeriay and that what I
am trying to do is to develop it. In hls thoughtful statement of 4 May,
Mr., Atta said:
e are told that inspection should relate only to the arms being
destroyed or on the production line. If we destroy a very small
perceﬁtage of arms, say, 5 per cent each year, I am prepared to
accept the argument that there will be no point in verifying
what remaiﬁs. As soon as we begin to destroy a significant
percentage, however, what remains becomes very important.
In my opinion, a 30 to 40 per cent cut is such a gignificant
figure, Whether or not we should agree to non~inspection of the
remaining arms until we reach a significant cut is a matter to be
discussed." (ENDC/PV.31. D.9)

Reference to this has been made by several speakers, amon them Sir Michael

Wright, of the United Kingdom who, speeking on 8 May, said:

"The question of evil intentions 'under the jacket! arises,
of course, also in the context of the elimination of nucléar
delivery vehicles. indeed, as the representativé_of Nigeria
pointed out in his intervention at our thirty-first meeting, as
soon as we begin to destroy a significant percentage of weapons
what remains becomes very important., In fact, the higher the
percentage destroyed, the more 1mportant the remw1nders become,
until at the point. of 100 per cent ellmlnatlon the possession of
even a few weapons 'under the jacket'! could give o decisive advantage
to the country retaining them." (EMDC/PV.33, pe29)

“hen “r. Godber, speciiing on 18 Yy, ex.ressed muci the same iler vien he said:

nlf_only 30 per cent of delivery vehicles were eliminated in the
;tage I, of.course a 5 per cent variation such as I have referred

to wouid not bé nearly so serious in regard to the actual destruction
pf nuclear delivery vehiclesg If in foct somebody had hidden away 5
Der ?ent, then it would mean that they would have 75 per cent left
rother than 70 per cent, and there would still be a reasonable

degree of balance between the two sides. If one wants to go to

- 100 per cent, then this becomes highly eriticals" (ENDC/PV.39, p46.)
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Finally, Mr. Dean, speaking on llfMay, expressed the same idea when he said:
"If we have a cut-back of 30 per cent we know that the risk from
clandestinely retained stockpiles is not as great as it will be

later; because 70 per cent of Western strength will remain,"

(ENDC/PV.35, p:15)

In fairness to all these three gentlemen -- Sir Michael Wright, Mr. Godber

and Mr. Dean -~ I wish to say that none of them was in fact advocating that there
should be no verification of remaining armaments even in the early stages of '
disarmament. But they were making the point that there was not anything like
as much need for such verification in the earlier stages as during the later
stages. What I would like them to consider is whether, given all the
circumstances, they need to insist on receiving assurances, during the early
stages and hefore a‘significant cut has been attained, with regard to remaining
armaments. Might not a little "give" here result in a little "take" ¢lsewhere?

Having given- careful thought to this question, my delegation wonders
whether the United States and its allies might be able to say to the Soviet Union
and its allies, "All right, we will accept your control measures for stage I“,
-and that the Soviet Union and its allies might then be able to say to the United
States and its allies, "Since you have been able to accept our control measures
for stage I, we will accept your control measures for stage II." Of course,
stages I ond II referred to here would not correspond either to the Soviet Union
stagés I and II or to the United States stages I and II. It would be my
delegation's hope that between them these stages could contain all the major‘
elements of disarmament such as the elimination of all nuclear weapons and their
carriers, reduction of armed forces and armaments and liquidation of all
potentially offensgive military basés, and that stagé‘III would be devoted mainly
to providing for the smooth transition of States to a disarmed world. It would be
highly presumptuous of us to try to suggest'exactly how the elements of complete
and general disarmament should be divided or split up between the three stoges,
or what the timing should be. These are mattefs which would need 4o be worked
out in detail. ' '

This is not a proposal; it is not even a suggestion; it is little more
then a -thought. We commend it to our United States colleagues because we feel

that their acceptance of the Soviet Union form of control during stage I would
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" prove thot the United States and its allies meant business with regard to
general and complete disarmament, It may involve some risks, but general and
complete disarmament cannot bhe attained without taking some risks. - We would
also ask the Soviet Union to consider seriously whether it could not accept o
form of verification which would give the United States a reasonable assuresnce
during stage II that agreed levels of remaining armaments were not being
‘excecded. 1£, on the attoinment of general and complete disarmament, at a
time when 211 States have lost their offensive power, it is necessary to give
the international disarmament organization the broad nowers envisaged in
article 38 of the Soviet Union draft to ensure agninst the re—establishment of
armed forces and armaments, then is it not reasonable for States to wish to
assure themselves through some reasonable means and throuph the same
international disarmament orpanization that States whieh still possess the
means to launch an offensive do completely rid themselves of such capability?-
Here again therc may be some risk, but again we would say that jeneral and
complete disormoment cannot be achieved without taking risks.

Finally, to both the Soviet Union and the United States we would recall
the elogquent appenl made in this chamber tast ¥ridey by our Brazilian colleague,

who asked theéem to consider themselves as partners in a war against war.

lr. BURNS (Canada): This morning we have heard statements by the
representatives of the United Arab Republic and Burma which were directed in the
main to & review of the differcnces that have become apparent in the approaches
of the Soviet Union draft treaty, on the one hand, and the United:States basic
outline of measures of & treaty on general and complete disarmament, on the other.
In these stotements supgestions were made which mizht commend thémselves to the
delegations of those two great countries in the search for a means of ajgreement
and o way out of the differences which at present seem to stand in the path of
progress in our work.

Today the Canadian delegation wishes to comment on some supzestions which
were made last week, A number of specific suggestions were raised by several
representatives which we’ think could be usefully considered by the Committee in
making some »rosress, at-any rate, towards agreement on how general and complete

disarmament is +to be. achieved.
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The first of these suggestions related to duter space. i I:think that the
Committee's discussion of this question last week was very useful in clarifying
the positions of the United Sitates and the Soviet Union. ' It showed, I believe,
that there is a very real measure of gimilarity between the meagures in both
disarmament plans with respect to the action which should be teken in this field.

Commenting on these measures, the representative of India, speaking on
15 May (ENDC/PV.37), made what we regard as a very useful suggestion, As I -
understood Mr. Lall, he proposed that the co-Chairmen should undertake the drawing
up of a joint draft article or articles on the measures concerning. outer space
which could eventually be embodied in the.overall agreement covering the first
stage measures. The Canadian delegation wishes to support this suggestion.
lembers of the Committee will. recall that the Secretary of State for External
Affoirs of Canade proposed on 27 March thet the Committee.of the'ihole undertgke
the drafting of a declaration concerning the reservation of outer space for
peaceful. purposes, which would prohibit the launching of mass destruction weapons
into orbit and would provide for advance notification of the launchings of space
vehiolesiand missiles (ENDC/PV.10, p.25), The Cenadian délegation still considers
~that the:Conference could make a significant contribution to reducing tensions
by -agreeing without delay to o declaration of this type in the Comiittee of the
Whole, since this would provide the world with immediate assurance that  -the’
nuclear arms race would not be exterided into outer space. But at the same: time
we recognize that the full range of disarmeament measures relating to outer “gpace
must be embodied in the treaty on generel end complete disermament which we'Hope
to produce. Now that the relevant positions of the United States and Soviet - °
5hggi6nvp1ans have been considered in plenary meetings, it would seeni:appropriate
for the co~Chairmen to proceed to the drafting of an agreed section of our -
treat&longthis ‘subject.

I was happy to note thot et our thirty-ninth eeting the representative
of the Soviet Union seid, at the end of his statement, that he considered it
advisable that the Committee should. instruct the co-Chairmen %o try, in the light
of the exchange of views which have taken place in the Committee, to bring the
positions of both the United States and the Soviet Union closer on matters
covered by the first stage of disarmament. lr. Zorin said on this subject: -

"The Soviet delegation is prepered to enter into such négotiations ' *'

with the United Stetes delegation." (ENDC/PV,.39, p.38) -
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The Canadian delegation believes that the question of outer gpace, while not
belonging to the most important group of questions which have to bé regolved,
is one which the co-Chairmen could and should negotiate upon and on which, as
Mr. Lall has proposed, they could and should work out joint lanzuage now for the
.relevant articles,

The gecond matter on which I should like to comment is the very valuable and
interesting . sugpestion made by the representative of Brazil lasgt Friday. He
suzgested that it would be appropriate to establish, under the auspices of
the Conference, a competent technical body to’'study control problems aml to
formulate suggestions thereon. (ENDC/PV.39, p.20) As Mr. Godber pointed out,
the establishment of an expert group of this type would not in any way divert the
Conference from its central task. On the contrary, technical studies of the
sort which: T believe Mr. de Mello~Franco was suggesting would provide the
Conference with a clear picture of the precise nature of the verification
arrangements which would have to accompany the specific disarmament proposals
made in the two plans that are before the Committee. In other words, .the
Coﬁmiﬁtee would be working not on control or verification in the abstract but
on verification applied to specific measures which are included in both the Soviet
and United States outline treaties but which are not comparable and in relation
to which - the possibilities of control are of vital importance.

... In thé view of the Canadian delegation, it would be very useful -if a-
technical group of this.sort were established nows As I said, it should
undertake not a study of verification problems in the abstract but an examination
of specific ingpection arrangements which would be necessary in order to verify
the disarmament measures praposed in the outline treaties which have been submitted
for the congideration of this Conference, In particular, and to begin with,
they should study the means of verification of measures for the elimination. of
nuclear weapons vehicles. I note that the representative of the United Arab
Republic made a similar suggestion today regarding the value of studying this
questioh of the ‘elimination of nuclear weapons. I should therefore like to urge
that this very useful suggestion made by the representative of Brazil
should be considered favourably by the Conference.

My third end final point relates to the problem of the elimination of
chemieal and bacteriological means of warfare. In his opening statement, at

the fourth meetinz of the Conference (ENDC/PV;4, p.15), the Secretary of
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State for External Affairs of Canadae emphasized our great concern that early
action should be taken to deal with the elimination of this means of warfare,
which arouses gencral repugnence and fear throughout +the world, Iir. Green drew
attention to the fact that this was a subject which should be examined intensively
as soon as possible and that, on the basis of the proposals which both sides

had advanced with respect to this subject, there was no reason to delay concrete
action in working out the difficult technical questions which the abolition of
chemical and hacteriological weapons involves.

I am sure all representatives here are aware of the particularly complicated
problems which disarmament in the chemical and bacteriological field raises.

It is generally accepted that it is very easy to adapt the production of chemical
or bacteriological substances having legitimate peaceful applications to the
production of similar materials which could be used for the destruction of life
on a very wide scale. The production facilities used for one purpose can with
great ease be converted to other purposes. Thus the cessation of prodﬁction,

the elimination of the weapons themselves, and the verification of these

measures raise very serious difficulties whose solution requires detailed
technical examinction,

In my opinion, . the suggestion which has been made by the representative of
Brazil could be adopted also in relation to the establishment of a technical
group for studyins the problems of disarmament related to chemical end
bacteriological weapons. The Canadian dele pation welcomed the assurance we
received at our thirty-seventh meeting from the United States representative
with respect to ¢i¢c United States position on chemical and bacteriological
weapons. In the course of his comments on the twelfth question posed by the
representative of Sweden, Mr. Stelle said:

"In an effort to advance our work still more rapidly, we deelare our

readiness to »articipate in an expert study group cven prior to

stege I. We are, in fact, prepared to begin at any time in order to.

determine whether measures sufficiently effective and workable can be

devised in time to be implemented in stage I." (ZIDRC/PV.37, p.l13)

It appears very important to my delegation that no opportunity should be
lost to explore the feasibility of including in the first stege of the disarmament
process measurcs to reduce the threat poased by these generally abhorred wespons
of mass destruction. I would therefore urzc most stronyly that this Committee
agree to establish now, in whatever form seems appropriate, a qualified expert

group to examine the possibilities of early concrete action in this area.
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This morning we heard from the Soviet renresentative some remerks which
repeated thé previously stated pOSiﬁicn of the Soviet Union == nomely, thet it
feels that the establishment of groups for sspeciclized stulies, gucth as those I
heve mentioned, might delay the Corfererce in its main taskz. tha’ vhat must be
done is to take certain political decisions without paying tco mich attention to the
technical considerations upon which thore decisiong musy, in part, he based. I do
not know whether it is fair to say that this nmeong we wust decide Ho do scmething
before we know how it is to be domne, or indeced whetlher i% i practicable to do it
at all, However, as the Canadisn delegation sees it the »roctical enprcach to
many of these problems weculd require that we heuld Ilow eractly
exactly as possibie, how we were :;oirng to carry oub cny declsloung which are made.
There are meny measures proposed which welld Lo ideail s useful. Lol the ouestion
we have Lo pay regard to here is whether the wmeesures proposed are foosible, and
how they cen be carried cut in the light of the congiferaticrs whizh heve been
brought forward here by moany representatives, includiing zoverwl who dave gpoken
this mozrning.

In closing, I would say thel the Ceandien dclegesicr. hopuy that alter

)

discussion in this Committee of the threo matber. whish I lLaove zoized thig

mornin; it will be possible for uvg to¢ take gbops on the lirves I kave sugzested.

ir. LALL (Indic): I would s-v firght tha™ I cnesnli gupport the
remarks made by the. United Ilingdcem repreesenvative, jparbticuliarl) ia cipressing
azein the hope that the co~Chairmen will be oible to ewwive uv wgrocd arrengements
regarding the rate of progress in cur Compivien ia vhe iobernel cransitien
here from stege I to stage II cf the disermoment plans. Cf cour:ze,

represcnuetives are entitled to speak on whatever but for thkonco

of us who are trying to form an idea of ire comparativ. posciviong, and hcw those

positions can be mnde Vo dovetail, it would obricugly Le bovieo i we conld

proceced simultaneously with bowi vhe draih piciests berors ur rather than Yo

find that one hed been fully considered Zn o Commilues wiiile thoe other
was sbill in staze I consideration.
Tae representative of the United Siates soid +oday, I believs, “hat he wasg

goinz to make a series of statements which would cenitinue o

1 wivh gtage I.
Without in any way trying tc make suggections to the co-Chairien, I hone that they

. '

will be able to resolve this matter s> az to Hring us back to parallel and

simul tancous consideravion of both plans. I informally cne has
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heard the View that perhaps there are certain elements in both plans which,
although rclevant to all three stages, could perhaops be all discussed tozether at
the end of our discussion on substantive disarmament measures. It mizht be
possible, as o compromise, to discuss the international dissrmament orzanizstion
at the enl of our first-round discussion of the substantive disarmament meosures
in the threc¢ stages. I mention that merely in order to suzzest that there are
ways ouv of the present lack of balance in considering the two plans.

I wont today to draw attention to certain aspects of the debate on Friday as
indicatin: that, as we are proceeding with our consideration of stage I, important
facets oi what I might call the truth sbout discrmament are coming to light, and
they are cominz to light, significantly, from all sides of our Committce. I draw
attention to some of these aspects of the debate because I think they moy help to
show somethingz that we are very concerned to indicate in our delegation, nanely,
that even basic thinking regarding general and complete disarmament and the treaty
which we are hoping to formulate is not as far apart on the two sides as often
appears from their statements.

I would first refer to the following statement made by the representative of
Bulgaria: -

"It hes, indeed, been stated several times that control and verification

can not be considered to provide a 100 per cent guarantee, and that

disarmament obviously enteils certain responsibilities and uncertaintics

which States are willing to accept". (ENDC/2V.39, peb)

In thet statement lir. Tarabanov was, I think, indicating his general agrcement

with that spproach to the issue and he wes pointiny out that it was an ap»proach
which had bLeen widely stated.

In lx. de Mello-Franco's very interesting and thoughtful statement, which
has been mentioned by many speakers, I want to refer only to the followin: very
brief remari: == and I am referrins to this remark in the light‘of my own thesis,
and not, of course, with the intention of excluding from our consideration
anythin~ clse that he said:

"eseitherefore ..., it is absolutely - essential andiurgent to negociate

with patience, even with obstinacy, in order to find an acceptable

solution to the problem of control. (ibid., 2.12)
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This is a statemenf with which we very much agree es indicating one of the
truths about the process of negotiation and the elaboration of o treaty on
disarmament.

Now I come to the statement of the Deputy Forei:n Minister of Poland. I
should like to cuote what I think is a most important naragraph in his
statement:

"Therc is yet enother element: the well-understood interests

of each —arty. For what is prompting us to draw up a treaty on

zeneral and complete disarmament is,precisely, the fact that we are

awere of the instability of the present balance aznl of the denzers
that follow Irom it. It is,precisely, the wellﬂunﬂers{ood interest

of every Stiote and every people that execution of +the zeneral

- disarmament programme will serve their interest in securin; for ever
that statce of peace and security broujht aboutbby zeneral disarmement,
which will be the best guarantee of the ;enuineness of the treaty.™

(ibid., ».23.)

I will stop there, although the next paragraph bears on the same thought. I

myself helieve that this is a very important consileration, namely, that we
are dealiny witl: zeneral and complete disarmament in our own interests. Let
us not get awoy Zrom that: i£ is in the interests of each State represented
around this teble onl of the other States of the world that there should be
general and compzlete disarmémeﬁt. It is true that venorsl and complete
disarmament would promote the general good, but iet us not forzet that it does
promote the ool of each country enzaged in this operatvion, and that this in
itself is an important safejuard which will emerze from o treaty on senersl
and complete discrmament.

Now I turn vo lir. Zorin's statemen:t on the same day. He seid:

‘"The Soviet Union desires and I think thet it is siso the desire

of the other members of the Commitice, to achieve orreement and to

eliminate differcnces. However, In order to ena>lc us to find ways

and means ¢ climinate differences, we nust be clear in our own minds as to

what the substance of these differcnces is and which of the differences

are the most important." (ibid., p.26)
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That, I submit, again includes an important truism in the field of disarmament.

1 would like to quote another small passage from Mr. Zorin's statement:

"/n international treaty implies the laying down of specific and

clearly-defined obligations both in respect of the scope of the

measures and in respect of the time-limits for their implementation.™"

(izid., pe35)

I susgest that we would all very fully agree with that.

Ll%hough there are many other passages which one could quote from the
statoments I have referred to, I would like now to go on to ir. Godber's
statement. He said:

..., and it is only when one State proposes in the first stage

measures which seem to call for a very zreat degree of verification

tzet one has to probe far more deeply into the feasibility of the
verification measures that are intended to accompany that particular
measure of dissrmament. In that sense, the country which proposes
4the fullest measure of disarment in stage I —- or indeed in other
stazes == has the responsibility of proposing clearly adequaté
verification measures to accompany its own particular disarmament
proposais'. " (ibid., pdR)

I thinix Wg‘would all agree that that also sets out a truth which we must

bear in mind in formulating the disarmament plan.

Finally, I would like to turn to Mr. Dean's statement at that mecting i
which, in the course of a brief intervention, he said something which was
eloguent and important. He said:

"I might just scy in passing that when the representative of Brezil
roferred to the greatest war of all, that is, the war againsgt all
wer, it seemed to me this was the same thought that President Kennedy
h0d when he said, in presentingz the United States plan on general and
complete disarmament in a peaceful world to the General Assembly of
4he United Netions last autumn, that it wes ouT intention to challenge
the Soviet Union not to an arms race but to a peace race, and to
advance together step by step and staze by stage until general ond

comlete disarmament had been achieved." (ibid., Do 50)
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~ree that the world should turn now from an srmoments

(&

I am surce we would =211 2
race L0 & DeacCe race.
I hAove zone throush this cexercise == I hope not pointlessly == DLecause I

)

thinz it is very 'important that we should continually bear in mind thotv the

the same

vievs exdressed from all sides of this table rcally are leading us to
sort of consideration, and thet there is truti in gll these statements. i: must
continually bear in mind thot no side, no ;roup of countries, has a monopoly of
the correct views regarding disarmament. In my view we have not come, os the
representotive of Burma seid he thought we 22d, to an impaosse but to o situation
where we must consider a certain basic metter vather carefully -- end this applies
to stooe I, stage IT or stage III of the disermament plen: how are we soing to
consider these disarmament plans?

L% the end of our debates last week, the socialist countries supzested
that we ousht to fix the contents of stase I3 that we should certainly
fix the moin objectives of stage I, and thet then we should examine whot control
measures should be attached to those disarmoment measures. On the other hand,
other sseakers thougsht that that would not ¢ the best wey of proceedins, and
on 1& i’zy lr. Burns said very clearly:

"o Canadian delegation must therefore disssree with the representatvive
of the Soviet Union when he scys that we must first agree on what
zocs into the plen and then, afterwerds, think about control."

(LIDC/PV.38, ».13)

So we have two views which are opposed to each other, snd we must thin: of a
way of ovting round this situaticn.

Forvunately views have ogzain been expressed which show o way round.
I thin: it was Mr. Godber who said on 18 ilay (TNDC/PV.3S) that he agrecd that
we woull have to gtudy the disarmement measures Droposed even before we
started opplying our minds to the details of what controls would be apnlicable.
I would suggest that one important consideration which we should bear in mind,
in decidiny this question of whether we should discuss first the control measures
or ithe disarmament mecasures, is that we have all admitted around this tadle —--
and I am sure we will recall, in thig connexion, the statements of thc
represcnvatives of Sweden, the United States and the Soviet Union -- that there
is some risk inherent in o disarmament programme in any case. In other words,
when we speeak about ¢ffective control —— and we will continue to speaix abdout

effective control, hecause we do went the most effective practicable control --
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we do not necessarily mean that we must always have a 100 per cent e11m1nutlon
of risks which will ac00mpany a disarmament plan.

If i3 is so that there must be an element of risk, then surely we must not,
any of us, fall into the error, when we are criticizing e particular dissrmament
measure, ol saying that we cannot consider this measure for such-and-such a stage
of the plan because it involves & certain element of risk. If we take this
view there will be a disparity between one statcment to which we have already
subscribed -- namely, that there is bound to be some element of risk ~- gnd the
position which we teke up regarding a particular measure proposed for
disarmement —- namely, that it contains an element of risk and we cannot,
thereforc, consider it.

So I would suggest that an item proposed as a dlsarmament measure in g
particular stage should not necdessarily be dismissed s1mply because it involves
a certain element of rigk. I say this without departing from what Mr. Godber
said, with which I entirely agree, that the zreater the measure of disarmoment
proposed, the fuller must be the verlflcatlon -~ the more fully must we be
assured that the risk 1nvolved is being eliminated as far as is practicable. I
suggest this thought because, as we come to the ¢nd of the first round of our
consideration of stape I disa}mament measures and embark upon consideration of
stage II measures, this matter will recur; and I think that when the co~Chairmen
come to think of finding common ground betWeeh the two plans —-- and it so kappens
that the two plans arec those of the countries of +the twe co-Chairmen -- they must,
I feel, bear in mind that an element of risk has %o be admitted by us, and has
been admitted by us, as an unavoidable accompaniment of the disarmamept pilan
which we shell finally accept. » |

I should like to comment at this stage on two matters which have come up
before but which, I fhink, illustrate this question. One is the proposal mede
by the United States for transitional measures, nomely, that the Securlty
Council should be involved in the process. Why? I presume, so as to eliminote
completely the risk which is inherent in disarmoment: +to eliminate it completely
in the sense that there should be no progress from one stage to another until
there hes b2en a 100 per cent completion of the precedin; stage or stages. Ve
in our delezation agree, of course, that there sbould be 100 per cent comnletion
of a stazge before we proceed to imp lement the Iollow1ng stage in the disarmament

plan. That will be common ground for all of us in this Conference, I have no doubt.
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Sut I would like to have it written into the record that I have made o
sugrestion, which I will not repeat today but which I hobevbbth co~Chairmen will
cbnsider,'namely, thét there are ways of dealing with the'fransitionalnstage
without involving the Security Council and the large element of unanimity which
the Charter of the United Nations preseribes for decisions of substance in
the Security Council. '

I would hope that the suggestion I mnde, which, as we all know, directly
involves, the two co=-Chairmen, will be & suggestion which they will take
carefully into account. I feel it is realistic that when we proceed from one
stage to another the two main protagonists should be fully assurced that the
progress which has been made in the preceding stages will permit of progres
to the next stage; but in our delepgation we do believe that it is not desirable,
and not at all necessary, that any other, wider, form of unanimity should be
essential at that point; and that, provided the two co-Chairmen can make an
agreed recommendetion, the control council should teke a vote on the question
as to whether we should proceéd to the gubsequent stage in our disarmement
programme. That is one point which I wanted to mention, and to my mind it
beers on this question of the risks inherent in disarmament,

The second point which I should like to mention relates to controls. I
should like to make this comment in two parts. TFirst; I would like to refresh
our minds as to the contents of stages I to III of the two disarmement plans. The
contentis differ, In staege I the Soviet Union proposes something and the United
States, by and large, proposes something else., 4ilthough, of course, there is
o certain amount of common ground, the contents taken by and large do differ.
Sinilarly, the contents of stages II and III in the two plans differ. Now when
we come to controls I find that the kinds of controls proposed in the two plans
are much more similar than are the disarmement contents of the two plans. For
example, both plans say that there should be complete control over the
destruction of weapons énd'the reduction of forcesy, and so on, which are
undertaken in a particulaf stége. On this both plans are completely agreed:
there is to be full control over all destruction and reduction, and so forth,
of armaments and armed forces. |

It is only when we comeé to the problem of retained arms that the Unit ed Stetes
plan proposes a certain measure of agsurance, whereas, it is suid,.the Soviet plan
does not provide even some measure of assurance against divergence from the agreed

treaty. The United States in +hat connexion proposes its zonal plan of inspection.
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llore or less as a parenthesis; I should like to say that in one statement
wkich I made in this Committee I suggested that there might be other ways of
increasging the coverage of inspection in a country as the plan progressese I
s%ill think that that is so. I still think it is essential that as the plen
pregresses there should be some progressive increase of the coverage of
ingpection in each country. I think that as we reach 100 per cent of the
disarmament process the coverage of inspection should also be 100 per cent,
and, incidentally, I believe that at that point ﬁhere is again common ground
between the Soviet Union and the United States. How this increase of coverage
chould take place is a matter which we wiil not go into at this stage. I should
like merely to say that there is the zonal plan and there is another suggestiony
which I made at an earlier date and which, if necessary, we will elaborate when
we come to more detailed consideration of this matter.

I want to make a second point about this increased coverage in the
countries which will be parties to a disarmement treaty. 1 am now going to
refer o something rather tentatively, because it does not seem to me to have
. been brought out sufficiently, even by the two proposers of &isaxmament plans,
and T am not sure what the intention of the plans is. However, as Mr. Zorin
spoke today this point occurred to me with‘increased,emphasis. When he was
talliing about article 22 of the Soviet draft treaty, he said that all plants,
ingtallatiocns and laboratories specially designed for the production of nuclear
wegpons or their .components should‘be eliminated or converted to production for
peaceful purposes. We went on to say that a}l such plants, and so §n,4that are
variially engaged in the production of sﬁch weapons should be destroyed or
-converted tq,production for féaceful purposes; ‘these measures for the
;disconvinuance of the production of nuclear weapons, and ‘so on,.should be
implemented under the control of inspectors of the internatioﬁal disarmament
Qfganization. - He told us that the interpatiohal disarmament 6rganizatib@
would have the right to inspect all enterpfises which extract rdw ﬁatériais
for atomic production or which produce or use fiésionable materials or
atomic, energy. _ | )

1f thié ingpection is to be effective =- and I have no doubt that that is
the intention of the Soviet Union -- I take it thaf at leasgt the right‘tp
inspect will be a continuing factor; +that is to say, that from time to time
inspectors will be able to assure themselves that enterprises which are extracting

raw materials for atomic production are doing so for peacefil purposes. I take it
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alsb that the inspection of factories which afe converted to peaceful purposes
will be such that the inspectors will have the right to assure themselves from
time to time that those factories ére being.utilized only for peaceful purposese
If this is so, it would seem to me that there is an element in this plan which
institutes o considerable degree of continuing ingpection on the territory of the
Soviet Union, and in fact on the territory of each country which becomes

a parfy to the disarmament plan.

I suggest that this sort of continuing inspection, or the right to continuing
inspécfion, which seems to me to be implicit in certain aspects of the Soviet
plan and wﬂich, I take it, is implicit also in certain aspects of the United
States plan —— though I have not actually checked this point —- will in fact
moke it rather difficult for countries to involve themselves lightly in clandestine
activities of manufacture or in retaining arms, even arms which are not directly
the subject of inspection by this process of continuing inspection, because
there ﬁill be continuing activities of the international disarmament organization
in ali territories.

' In short, it seems to me that there are already aspects of control in the two
plans which do something more than just deal with the destruction under control
of armaments or the reduction under control of force levels. If this is so,
I would suggest that the whole problem of retained weapons is not quite in the
context in which we have been debating it; it is not quite in the context of a
total lack of control in the countries concerned. Therefore it would seem to me
that there is room for cémpromise here.

Cne very interesting suggestion was made today by the repregentative of
Burma which arose out of an earlier suggestion from thc representetive of Nigeria:
namely, that perhaps the question of retained arms should atitract direct controls
only when the percentage of disarmament has already become significent. That,

I believe, was in essence the suggestion -- or, as he described it, the thought —-
of the representative of Burma, I think that that is a thought well worth
pursuing, and I wéuld suggest that it be pursued in the context of the fact that
there will already be elements of continuing control in each country which is

a party to the disarmament treaty which we do not seem to have congidered

sufficiently so far in dealing with this whole question of controls.
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I make those remarks to indicate that the problem is edging towards a
solution rather than getting farther away from a solution, and I hope that that
ig indeed the case. | Before i close may I say how greateful we in my
delegation are both to the representative of the United Arab Republic and to the
representative of Burma for their mostAthought“prqvoking(statements today.

I should like to say that the leading questions which the representative of the
United Arab Republic asked were the best kind of leading questions, because
they were implicitly laden with fruitful suggestions, which we hope the two

co-Chairmen, in partiecular, will consider very carefully.

The CHATRVAN (Itely) (translation from French): There is still one
speeker on the list: <the representative of Romania, As it is 1 pem. I should

like to ask him whether he still wishes to meke his statement today.

Mr, MACOVESCU (Romania): I should like to speak before we close our

meeting. We have heard six speakers this morning, and; as the seventh, I shall
be very brief. - |

I have listed with due attention to the éta%ements made today by the
representatives of the United States, the United Arab Republic, the Soviet
Union, Burma, Cancda and India. Despite the problems raised in each of these
statements, the Romanian delegation notes a fact‘of positive significance,
namely that today our Conference has entered into a discussion of stage II of
‘the process of general and complete disarmament. The representative of the
Soviet Union made clear the views of the Sovict dele gation with regard to this
stage, and his statement will help the work of the Conference. .

With rezard to the remarks made in this respect by the representatives of
the United Kingdom and Italy, the Romenian delegation cannot see any inconvenience
in our entering into the examinwmtion of stage II. On the contrary, this entails
a clear advantage to the progress of our proceedings, as numerous problems
concerning stage I have proved to be closely related to the measures provided

for in the plans for stage II which need clarification. Nobody, of course,
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wants to limit the right of other delegations to continue to present their
views of stage I. But time will not wait and it is for us, living in the
era of rockets and sputnikS, to keep pace with it.

I shall postpone my principal remerks till the next meeting of the

Conference.

The Conference decided to issue the following communidue:

"Phe Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its fortieth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations,
Geneve, under the chairmenship of Mr. Cavelletti, the representative
of Italy.

"The representatives of the United States, the United Arab
Republic, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, Burme, Canada, India and
Romania made statements.

"The next plenary meeting of the Cénference will be held on

Wednesday, 23 May 1962, at 10 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.5 m.m.






