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The CHAIRMAN {Mexico) (translation from Spenish): I declare open the

forty=-first meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

¥re MACOVESCU (Romania): On Monday “he representative of the Soviet

Union, Mr. Zorin, set forth the conception of his delegation with regard to the
measures of disarmament involving stage_II~(£NDC/PV;4Q). I consider that the
proceedings of our Committee have thus advanced 2 step forward on the way we have
to cover with steadfast determination. Today the Romanian delegstion wishes to
express some views in connexion with problems regarding chage II of the process of
general and complete disarmament.

In our view the criterion for judging the prcposal: concerning stage II
included in the two drafts we have before us is, as was ‘the case with stage I, the
extent to which the fulfiiment of the respective plan ensures the liberation of
mankind from the danger of a nuclear war and of wars ia general. As concerns
stage I there can be no doubt that the provisions of %1z Seviet draft treaty (ENDC/2)
correépond to this necessity better thqn theose invoivad in the United States plan
(ENDC/}Q»and Corr.l). This plan en%isgges that in a period of fifteen months
from thé time the treaty comes into force all nuzlcar weapon vehicles as well as
milifary bases‘pn:foreign territories are to be destroyed, which in fact would put
aﬁ end to thekdanger of.a surorise attacik, of_a nucieel wars On the conitrary, if
we were to implement the proposal of the United:Statea, +he end of stage I would
be come only after thirty-six montﬁéa T shouid like +o0 remind Mr. Dean, who. -
likes folk songs, of an Englich one; with a sligatly medified tex’: M*It's -too:
long é waY»to Tipperary". On the ovher hend, zven after thirty-six monthsy TO per
cent of the nuclear weapon vehicles and the military bases on foreign territories
would be maintained, as would be the danger of a muciear wars.

' that mist we ask of a treaty on general and corplete disarmament with regard

to stage II ? Taking into account tha®t this is the second of three stages, we
naturally must expect thai what is essential in the enitire process of disarmament
will heve been carried out at the end of stage IX, and this essential is undoubtedly
the complete and final elimination of the danger of a nuclear war.

‘ Kéeping this in mind, we note that, according to the Soviet draft, three years
after the treaty on geﬁeral and complete disarmament came intn force a nuclear war
wOuld be inconceivablee. Nuclear weapon vehicles and miiitary bases on foreign
territories would have been liquidated in stage I, while puclear and other weapons

of mass destruction would have been eliminated in stage II.
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What does the United Steates plan envisage in this connexion ?  After three
years we would find ourselves only at the end of stage I of the United States plan.
At that time conventlonal armaments would have been reduced by 30 per cent, the
means of delivering nuclear weapons to the1r targets would subsist in a proportion
of 7 per cent, while military bases on foreign territories would continue to exist.
In such circumstances, three years after the United States plan had come into force
the world would find itself, in fact, in a situation similar to the‘one in which it
finds itself today, when both parties possess hugh stockpiles of weapons of mass '
destruction, the production of new and even more murderous weapons continues, and
the danger of & nuclear war, of a surprise attack, being unleashed subsists. And,
under the United States plan, after six years —- when, according to the Soviet
draft, two years would already have elspsed since the achievement of disarmament -
the danger of a nuclear war would not only be maintained bnt,'as demonstrated,
would increase €ven mores .

Here is another aspect. The United States outline treaty gives rise to o
' serious doubts concerning the time when stage II starts and comes to an end. The
provisions of the United States plan concerning the transition from etage I to |
stage II are of such a nature as to give rise to doubts concerning the actual
possibility of passing from stage I to stege II. Therefore there is a qnestion
mark agoinst stage II itself, since it is not clear either when thiéAstage ends,

. It is agreed by us all that, once started, the_process of general and complete
disarmament must continue without interruption. This 1deﬁ is most clearly |
expressed,. also, in the "Statement on Dlsarmament" adopted by the Conference of the
Prime Ministers of the Commonwealth on 17 March 1961, whlch sayss "Once started,
the process of disarmament should be continued withoub 1nterrunt10n until it is
completed". , )

However, as is clear from a first reading of the Unlteu otates out11ne treaty,
the United States Government reserves the right for that Government to state
unileterally that in its view the provisions concernlng stoge I have not been
fulfilled by one or other party, thereby provoking the 1nterruot10n of the
disarmament process. This right refers not only to the fulfil ment of concrete |
measures of disarmament such as‘the reductlon of effectlvcs of ormed forces, the
destruction of certain weapons or means_ofvtheir production, bnt also to.ﬁeasures

which are not susceptible of a precise, quantitative, mmerical determination, such
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.88 the worklng out of studies on numerous problems of wh1ch I want to ment1on only
one, namely -the establ1shment, in the 11ght of studles, of the feas1b111ty of final
reduction. and e11m1nat1on of weapons of mass destruct1on.

Furthermore it seems that, although the Unlted States document speaks only
.about tranS1tlon, in. fact. the Un1ted States Government has a real stage of transition
-in mind.. Thus, durlng e telev1s1on broadcast at the end of hpr1l, Mr,’ Foster, a
member of the Un1ted States delegat1on and the D1rector of the Unlted States Arms
- Control and D1sarmament _Agency, dec1ared' :

"And, of course, thls 1s not a nlne—year plan. v We'hare'Set three
years at the first stage.‘ There 1s a trans1t1onal stage dur1ng
which one appralses whether the approprlate amount of orogress has
been maoe on whlch you can go to the next stage. Another stage of
v‘three years, another trans1t1on._ A last stage wh1ch mey be = I
) don't know, we are not w1se enough to appra1se how long that w111
.b (Press release No. 3983, Un1ted States Mission to the United
Nat1ons, Apr11 1962, 2 14) »
I must confess that 1n connex1on w1th th1s assertion I have certain misgivings,
. and I would therefore be grateful to the representat1ve of the United States if he
...could g1ve us some clar1f1cat1on e1ther in this or in another neeting about the
.Zéfollow1ng quest1ons..
7 According to chapter I, sectlon H, "Trans1t10n", paragraph 4 (ENDC/BO, P27},
after three .years and three months procedures are to be started with the Security
Counc11 as, to regl or alleged 1nfr1ngements of the cond1t1ons concerning stage I
in the Unlted States document. How long, then, does ‘the Unlted States delegation
‘thlnk the tran31t1on per1od from stage I to stage II would be ?
, Secondly, dur1ng the period of trans1t10n from one stage to another, ‘according
to the concept1on of the Un1ted States delegatlon are any dlsarmament measures to
be taken, or does d1sarmament stop as soon as one stage has come to an end ? Does
1t stagnate during the per1od of tranS1t10n from one stage to another, startlng to
v‘work only after the per1od of trans1t10n has come to an end ?
The Sov1et draft treaty establlshes prec1se obl1gat1ons as to the destructlon
of ex1st1ng stockp1les of weapons of mass destruct1on and the bann1ng of their
:product1on 1n any form._ Accord1ng to art1cle 21, which defines the content of

stage II, States assume the ob11gat10n to carry out the complete e11m1nat10n of
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ﬁﬁciédr dnd’otﬁer weapons of mass destruction. Article 22 spedifies the concrete
obligations concerning the elimination of nuclear weapons; while article 23
prOVides for the eliminmation of chemical, biological and radiological weapons.
The elimination of all weapons of mass destructioh should be completed during
sfage II; that is, only three years after the treaty on general and conmplete
disarmament comes into force. '

The document submitted by the United States delegation on 18 April offers an
" entirely different picture. In chapter I, section C, paragraph 6, it is stated
thats:

"The Parties to the Treaty would agree to examine remaining unresolved
questions relating to the means of accomplishing in stages II and III the
reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles. In the
light of this examination, the Parties to the Treaty would agree to

arrangements concerning nuclear weapons stockpiles." (ENDC /30, pglC&

Similar provisions are included in chapter I, section A, paragraph 4 of the United
States proposals concerning chemical and biological weapons (ibida., p.7).

It is true that the United States docunent contains certain provisions on the
“peduction of weapons of mass destruction during stage II, and their elimination
- during stage III. We note, however, that these provisions are dependent on the
‘results of the studies which are to be carried out during stage I; I refer to
chapter II, section A, paragraph 5, concerning chemical and biological weapons.
(ibid., p.22) and chapter II, section C, paragraph 1, concerning nuclear weapons
"(ibid., ppe 23 and 24). '

It results that the United States proposals do not provide for concrete
‘obligations as to weapons of mass destruétion, but speak only of the perspective
of studies during stage I and, depending on these studies; of the conclusion of
special arrangements as to these weapons.

The question we put to the United States delegation is this. Why does the
- United States draft not provide for concrete, precise and unconditional obligations
a8 to the elimination of weapons of mass destruction —— obligations to be
included in the treaty on general and complete disarmament ? VWhy does the United
States document establish a nebulous juridical regime for the weapons of mass
destruction ? Is there any seriqus reason which, according to the:United States
Government, should impose this technique ? This question arises all the more since
it is the very existence of weapons of mass destruction which has determined the

necessity and urgency of carrying out geheral and complete disarmament.
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If we are . together here in this hall it is not so much because of the existence
of tanks, guns, planes and‘other so-called coﬁventional_or classiqai‘weapons as the
existence, power of destruction and ever—increasiﬁg number of nuglear,”chemiqal,
biological and radiological weapons represent a qualitatively new threat forvmdnkind,
the threat of entire peoples and countries being destroyed in case of an armed
conflict. | _ _

Under these circumstances, we cannot help being surprised ——.and we submit that
this is o fact that sets one thinking —— that a plan on the elaboration.pf a
treaty on general and complete disarmament entirely omits concrete obligations
concerning the most important weépons. This neans that, instead of a treaty on
disarmament which would contain strict obligations as to the mostvdestrucfivé
weaponsy we are given only what the Romans used to call a "pactum de contrahendo",
namely, an agreement to conclude a treaty. It is, however, diffigult tb Believe
that States will agree to undertake disarmament measures in the field of conveﬁtional
armaments as long as there is no concrete obligation with regard to the elimination
of nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological weapons. General and complete
disarmament necessarily calls for the establishment of only one. juridical regime,
put in a ¢oncrete form by only one treaty on disarmament, which would leave no room
for doubt as to the concrete measures referring to the elimination of the totality
of armaments at the disposal of States. .

If we are gathered here in this Committee, it .is because it has been considered
that its very framework ensures the best conditions for presenting and discussing
the positions of the different parties in ali problems of disarmament and for finding
the nost acceptable solutions and working out the international instrument necessary
for the implementation of such measures as might be agreed uvon. If this is the
case, then we wonder why, under the system proposed by the United States Government,
the taking of decisions concerning nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction is
postponed until after the conclusion and coming into force of the treaty on general
and complete disarmament:  "Hic Rhodus, hic salta". It is here that we discuss
the problens of disarmament; it is here that we work out the treaty on general
and complete disarmament; and it is this very treéty that must provide for concrete
obligations regarding the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass

destruction.
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The idea which may be drawn fronm the Un1ted otates proposal in this connexion
is that they want us to conclude not one treaty on general and complete dlsarmament,
as is natural -- and, what is more, as we all agreed to concluoe -- but two treaties:
the first to be concluded in this Conferénce and the second, to be concluded during
the first stage, if and in so far as an agreement is reached in the light of studies
which are to be undertaken with regard to the reduction and elimination of weapons
of nmess destruction.

These are the reasons why the Romanian delegation requests the United States
delegation to give up the proposed formula and, in the interest of achieving real
disarmament, to admit that the obligation of States as to the elimination of nuclear,
chemical ang?bgologlgal weapons ., shonld .he.upequiyocally and unconq;t*pnallyﬁgpcgﬂéed
in. the very treaty on general and complete disarmament which is being WOrFSQLUBSxJHg&
in this Conference. A e H

~ If I have insisted today on the differences between the two drafts, I have done
so being fully aware of the necessity of olarifying existing'divergences,"so that
they may be eliminated. There are‘undoubtedly also certain similarities: for
ixstance, the proposal regarding the effectives of armed forces, which according
to the Soviet draft should at the end of stage IT be one million, both for +,h¢
Soviet Union and for the Unitedlétates,vand according to the United States draft
should be 1,0506,000. On this problem there is, of course, almost total agreenent,
and there should be no difficulty in laying this down in a2 written document.

The Romanian delegat1on is fully conv1nceo of the necess1ty to make repeated
efforts with a view to achieving an agreement on the contents of stage II of the
process of general and complete disarmament. If it is a quest1on of choice
between the Soviet and the United States proposals concernlng stage II, we are
for the Soviet proposals, since they settle —— and within a short per1od of ulme.—-
our moin task: that of totally el1m1nat1ng once and for all the danger of the
outbreak of a nuclear, chemical and bacteriological war from the life of the

peoples;. - and, in fact, eliminating the danger of war in general.

ﬁ;;_ggég {United States of»Amerioa): Before embarking on.my speeeh‘on:‘\
peace—keeping machinery I would like — toking a leaf out of lire Zorin's book"—;--

to tell the representative of Romania that he did not quote the next line of the

song, "It's a long, long way to Tipperary". That line is: "But we'll be right
there."
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.65"21 Hey;<at our fortieth plenary meeting, I set forth for the consideration of
tﬁe Conference the basic phiioeophy underlying the importance which the ‘United States
attaches to effective arraﬁgehenfs for the peaceful settlement of dispufeé and the
mainfeﬁaﬁee of Deace. In so do1ng, I emphasized the’ “inter-rela tlonshlp between the
development of effective peace-keeping a~rangements and the implementation of
megsures for general and complete disarmament. This relcationship, I pointed dut,
has a basis not only in logic but also in the efforts of our predecessors, whose
objectives in seeking measures of disarmament in a peaceful world corresponded
broadly to our own. This relationship has been affirmed most recently in the Joint
Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations (ENDC/5).

Today I want to explain each of ‘the specific proposals contained in the United
Stabes outline which are directed towards the problem: of the peaceful settlement
of dlsputes and whlch pertain to st age I (section H, pp. 17, lo) 'In subsequent
statements in connexion with stages II and III, I expect to deal with the related
questions of a United Hations peace force and a United Nations peaee;observation
corps. | ; '

The first proposal in our outline treaty, section H, is entitled “Obligations‘
concerning threat'or use of force'. Permit me to read out the language under this
heading: * “ '

"The Parties to the Treaty would undertake obligations to refrain,

‘in their international relations, from the threat or use of force of

any type - including nuclear, donventional, chemical or biological

means of warfare -- contrary to the purposes and principlesaof the

United Nations Charter." (ENDC/30, 1.1i7) .

We believe¢ ‘that States must abide by their fundamental obligations to refrain

from the threat or use of force contrary to the purposes and principles of the
United Nations Charter, if we are going to proceed succesefully down the uncharfedu
road to general and complete disarwoment: Our proposal, which I have Just read,
can only result, ‘we' submit, in a strengtberlng of the fundamental undertaklngs
contained in the United Nations Charters We think iv is particularly important
that all States should reaffirm these undertakings in connexion with the treaty
providing for general and complete disarmament. Now when general and complete
disarmament goes ihto»effect, as we all hope it will, we are not sure —- and I
doubt if anyone at’ this table, or anywhere else, could be sure— that stability

will necessarily increase‘through the process of disarmament. In fact there are
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people who believe —= and they seenm to adduce good reasons for their opinion -- that
stability will decreéase. Despite our best efforts to create and support an
international disarmament organlzat1on to verify dlsarmament ob11gat10ns, our system
may not work perfectly in all respects- Naturally we hope that it will, but
occasionally ‘s State may suspect that mother State, perhaps a traditional rival, is
not fulfilling its obligations. = Distrust and disputes moy develop. Consequently
temptations ‘may arise to end the disarmament process and to use such natlonal forces
as rewain toigain national ends.

'In addition, as all of us in this rcom are fully aware, great changes are
taking place in the world. In the last several years many new countries'haye been
welconed into the family of nations, and this is good. ) Economlc and polltlcal
changes of vast proportions have occurred. So this is a dynamlc, and not a statlc,
international environment in which we live. In short, we cannotvpredict what
unforeseen tensions and frictions may arise in the coming years.A' Therefore we )
mst take steps to ensure, in this evolving context; that countries abide by their -
solerm obligations not to utilize force or the threat of force in the1r 1nternat10nal
relations, contrary to the purposes and’ principles of the Un1tea Nat1ons Charter,
if the goal of general and corplete disarmament for wh1ch all of us are striving
is to be reached. v |

I should like to call attention to onme other point concerning this proposals
It specifically refers to "nuclear, convent1onal, chemlcal or b1ologlcal means of
warfare" as being included in the obligation. i Thus we have focused on the
particular requirement that nuclear force, as well as other types, be subJect'to
the general prohibitions contained in the Charter of the Unitcd Nationse.

The next paraérnph'of section H —— paragraph 2 -— of our outline treaty is
entitled "Rules of international conduct". I will read out sub—paragraphs .

n and-b of this paragraoh;’: ' |

"a. The Parties to the Treaty would agree to supnort a study by
a subsidiary body of the Internatlonal Disarmament Organization of the
codification and progressive development of rules of 1nternat10na1
conduct related to disarmament.

"be The Parties to the Treaty would refrain from 1nd1rect
aggression and subversion. The subsidiary body prov1ded for in
sub-paragraph a would also study methods of assuring States against
indirect aggression or subversion." (ENDCZ30= p.17)
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. The United States believes, as I have already stated, that we must at least
anticipate the possibility of some radical changes in the sphere of international
relations. a8 States move along the unprecedented road towards general and complete
dlsarmament. " There will undoubtedly be spec1a1 political problems created by these
far-reaching disarmament measures.  An example of the type of problem we have in
mind, ‘o problem which already exists, is that of indirect aggression and subversion.
Sub~paragraph b of our proposal on rules of international conduct states that
parties to the disarmoment treaty would refraihifrom indirect aggression and
subversion. I should now like to explain why we think it is most important that
States anccept this obligation and actually abide by it, and how this action is
directly relsted to disarmament. S | o

I ai sure that no one here is naive enough to believe that, just because armies
and armaments have been eliminated, all forms of external interference directed
against the sovereignty and independence of one State By another will cease. It
is true that the means of mass destruction and devastating wars will be eliminated
.by general and cowmplete disarmament. However, one State can still send into the
territory of another subversive-agents,;persons who can instigate strikes, |
terrorists who can use home-made bombs, persons who can agitate groups of people'
into angry mobs, or who can advocate work stoppages or otherwise interfere in the
domestic life of the other country."‘If States engage in such practices during the
process of disarmament,; there iéqconsiderabie'doubt that we can succeed in reaching
the goal for which we are all strlvlng, that 1s, general and complete dlsarmament.
I will go ‘even further: if States 1ndu1ge in such practlces after general and
complete disarmament is reached, it is entlrely poss1ble that the condltlpn of
general and complete disarmament will not endure; that the scope and freqﬁeﬁcyﬁgﬁ
such violence as I have described will increase and that the United Nﬁtiene fdfee,
despite our very best planning, will be unable to cope with the situutien.

I do not mean to paint a picture of unlikelyvevents Just for the sake of
indulging in drama. I believe it is incumbent upon us, as responsible
representatives of governments, to recognize these possibilities, and I believe
that it is also incumbent upon us to foresee these possibilities and to take the

nost effective steps that we can devise to prevent them from becoming realities.
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Many recbers here may be familier with the Hall of Archives in Washington.

In front of thut Hall there is a broodlng figure, and below that brooding figure,
carved on the stone, are the words: “What is pas’ is prologue.” An American
fanily from the Middle West on a tourist trip to Washington stopped a taxi-cab
driver and said to him: "What do these words meon 7" He said: "Well, I don't
rightly know, but.it sounds to me like Washington gobbledegook for 'You ain't seen
nuthin' yettle® ’ '

Some pay say: "These generalities are all very well, but is it meaningful to
requ1re States to refrain from indirect aggression and subversion ? Can these
terms 1ndeed be satlsfactorlly defined ? ~Can these obligations be enforced 7"
These are nuturully difficult questions. ‘jit is possible that some people may wish
to try to formlate general definitions of these terms. It is also possible ‘that
sone may wlsh to specify particular rules; Whlch we have referred to as rules of
1nternat10na1 conduct and which will cover partlcular aspects of what ‘everybody
thlnks of as 1nd1rect aggress1on or subversion. The dizf flculty of the task,
comblned with its absolute urgency, requires that a study be wade of these problems.
Thut is why we have suggested that a subsidiary body of the international
disarmanent organization study "methods of assuring States against indirect
agression or subversion". |

N In connexion with the entire subject of rules of international conduct, I
pight boint out that the Soviet delegation apparently shares our view that rules
or norﬁs of internntional conduct should be considered and elaborated in connexion
with disarmament. As a result of aVSOViet proposal, as nmewbers know, we have
been considering at rather great length — and I hope with 4 real degree of progress ——
a declaration against war propagundu; " This declaration certainly’invoives rules’
of internationsal condect, Therefore; the precedent which our Soviet colleagiies
have introduced here in seeking 1o formulate rules of inbternational conduct seens’
to us to be an eXact precedent in support of our proposal.

I turn néxt to paragraph 3 of section H of the United States outline. It is
entltled "Peaceful settlenent of alsputes" I will read out the three sub= '
baragraphs of this proposal' ‘ '

‘"o, The Parties to the Treaty would utilize all appropriate processes

"%6£‘£hé peeceful settlement of all disputés which mighttarise between
then and any other State, whether or not a Party +- the Treaty, including
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“negotiation, inquiry, wmediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial
settlement, resort to regional .agencies or.arrangements, submission to

the Security Council or the General Assembly of the United Nations or

other peaceful neans of their choice.

"be The Parties to the Treaty would agree that disputes concerning

the interpretation or application of the Treaty which were .not settled
~:by negotiotion or by the intermationnol disarmament organization would

be: #abject to referral by any party. t¢ the dispute to the International

Court of Justice, unless the parti€s concerned agreed, on another mode

of settlement. _ . ,

"c. The Parties to the Treaty would agree to .support.a study under
the Generanl Assembly of the-United Nations of measures which should be. . .
- undertakén t0 make existing arrangements for the peaceful settlement
of international disputes, whether legal or political in nature, more

effective; . and to institute new procedures.and arrangements where

needed." (ENDC/30, . pp. 17 ~.18), - ‘ .
‘It is hard to' see how anyone can.really object-to the. first sub-paragraph.of

our proposael on .the peaceful settlement of disputes. - Naturally I am not atterpting
to say that our wording represents. the most.perfect formulation possible, but it
is the concept hére thot mmust first be:considered« . We propose that: the parties

.. to the treaty utilize all appropriate processes for the peaceful settlement of all

..:disputes, end then we go on to list some of the traditional methods of settling

disputes. We also mention submigsion of:disputes to the Security Council and
theiGenpral Assembly of the United Nations.:; -:Our proposal, we believe, reflects
the provisions. of paragraph 1 of Article.33:.of the United Nations Charter. - In
‘order to refresh members' recollection I..will. read thet provisien: Lo A

."The parties to any dispute, the-eontinuance of which is likely to:
endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, shall,
first of all, seek a-solution by negotiation; . squiry, mediation,
conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional .
- .agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means: of their own

choice."



(lir. Dean, United States)

“'Naw"ikQOﬁid like to say a few words about our proposal that the parties to the
treaty ugrée that a party to an unresolved dispute under the treaty may refer that
dispute to the International Court of Justices The representative of the Soviet
Union, Yr. Zorin, had some words to say about this proposal which, upon study, I
£ind o little difficult to understand. - On 25 April at the twenty~seventh plenary
neeting of this Committee the Scviet representative said that this proposal went:

"heyond the scope of the United Nations Charter." (EMDC/PV.27, p.34

If we turn to the United Nations Charter, we find that .rticle 92 establishes
the International Court of Justicec. The Statute of that Court is annexed to the
United Nations Charter. Article 36 of the Statute of the Court provides that the
jurisdiction of the Court comprises, among other things, "all matters specially
"provided for ..e in treaties. and conventions in force." Having this basic
provision —— Article 36 of the Statute of the International Court == in nind, a
great many multilateral treaties have been drawn up which contain clauses providing
for the compulsory reference of unresolved disputes to the International Court.

The Soviet Union itself is a party to a number of these trecties. Let me mention
just a few of them: the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency; +the
Constitution of the World Health Organization; the Constitution of the United

- Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, and the Constitution of
the International Labour Organization. Both the United States and the Soviet
Union, as well as many other countries represented here, are parties to these
"treatiess It is therefore ¢ little hard for me to see why the Soviet Union should
feel that this proposal of the United States is an improper one, that is to say, is
in some way "beyond the scope of the United Nations Charter".

‘However, we would not ask other countries to accept our proposal eoneerning
the International Court of Justice simply because there are precedents in other
treatiese. In our view, this uroposal has great intrinsic merit; it stands on its
own two feet. As I have described earlier in my statement, wé'cannot'realistically
expect that disputes between States will vanish merely because we have begun the
programme of general and complete disarmament. In fact, once ve begin the
unprecedented journey on which we are sbout to embark towards general and complete
disarmament, some of our disputes may assume new and indeed different proportions.
I am referring, of course, to disputes which nmay arise regarding the ﬁanyvand

complex provisions of the general and complete disarmement treaty itself. Certain
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diggufésﬂ;ris{ﬁg'ﬁﬁi of theé inteérpretation or application-of the treaty on generg}:
nd complete dlsarmament may’ “involve sensitive issues for:the parties. For,
after all, the dlnarmament process affects Jhe national security. of all the
partlcibatlng Stateso S disputeu do arise, we should not . leave the pOSSlblllty
open that they may ‘1inger’ on ‘aggrevating teasions and thireatening. the entire success
of the dlsarmumeni preccess; solely because one or other of-the parties is. obdu*ate
in its refusil to permlt the dispute to be r2solved on any terms except those
advanced by itself. oo
Nhturully we appreciate that mony differences concerning interpretation-and
appllcatlon “of the treity ‘would be solved as a result of the goodwiil and intelligence
of the partles in negotlaulons, ond indeed by means short of reference to .the.
International Court of Justice. But we do not think it wise to proceed upon.. the
ﬁassumptlon that all disputes willibe so resolved. .Thexefore, it geems tous a
matter of prudence to inéltude & provision whercby o continuing, disrupting and
poss1b1y J'hreatenlng disputé’ can be senty at the request of one of: the parties, to
the Intrrna ional Court® of Justice, so that its opinion can establish. the, facts and
“the law of the dispube ih guestion. ' T think “ha’;on the banis of its record,
that”%e'cdh hﬁve”confideﬁce*iﬁ‘the International Court of Justices T think its past
work justifics our respect.  Ibs judges are cminent jurists, men of unquestioned
Jurldlcal ability; ' a nutiber of ther come from counbries represented at this
Conference, iﬁcluding the Soviet Union —- and ‘the current 2resident of the Court,
as is well known, is a citizen of Poland. - The Courd rhcald be able, we believe,
to render invaluable service in the event of uniesolved disputes concerning ihe
interpretation and application of the diservamend treatye.

" The ias%'sub—paragraph of &ur propcsal ‘o the peaceful settlement of disputes
states +hat:"The Parties o the Trealy would ggafdiso support o study under the -
Genercl Assembly of the Unitéd Nations of .measures.which should be. undertaken to.

' nake e3 1st1ng arrangements for the ‘peaceful sctilemert of intérnantiondl disputes,
whether legal or politieal in nature, more effective; v and o institute - new

procedurés and arraengements wheré neededs" (ENDC/30; p.18) .

Some members who read this proposal may be temptcd to say: ' "Are you merely.
proposing’ arother ‘Study % Have “wo no® 'had enough sbudiés ?".  Mechers may exclaim,
‘a8 in the Bdak‘df-Eéélesia§tes, that "of ‘tinking many Books there is no end, and much

study is o wearineéss of the¢ flesh".  In'reviewing procedures and agreements which
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exist for the peaceful settlement of international disputes, we find that there is

no dearth of available machinerye. For instance, at the present time there are in
force some 300 treaties for the peaceful settlement of disputes through investigation,
conéiiiafion§ arbitration or judicial settlement, or through a combination of these
nmethods. There are, as I have already indicated, the HagueConventions of 1899 and
1907'estab1ishihg the Permanent Court of Arbitration. Although I am not prepared

to comment on the arrangements which countries represented at this Conference nay
have with various other countries, let me illustrate the extent of the existing
possibilities by mentioning a few of the treaty arrangements of the United States.

The United States considers as continuing in force bilateral treaties of
arbitration which it has with some twenty-nine other countricse. The United States
also considers as remaining in force some forty-eight bilateral treaties providing
for conciliation. '~ In addition, there exists a great many precedents and procedures
for the peacefiil settlement of disputes under traditional international lawe.

- In view of the great variety and number of procedures which have been developed,
and in view of the great mass of precedents under these procedures, particularly
thosedeveloped in the present cemtury, the United States believes that all countries
‘would benefit if the parties to the disarmament treaty werec to agree to support a
study of these procedures under the General Assembly of the United Nations. Such
a study, as we envisage it, would explore the various advantages and disadvantages
of the existing procedures. It would then consider the means by which these
procedures could be made more effective, as well as determine if new procedures
and arrangcments were needed. Such a study would have the additional advantage
that States participating in or supporting it would perforce become better informed
about the potentiplities of the great variety of procedures already available for
settling disputes and, as a result, these procedures might coue to be drawn upon
with greater frequency. In other words, we believe that the type of study we have
proposed would contribute substantially to the realization of the proposal contained
in sub-paragraph a of paragraph 3 concerning peaceful settlement of disputes; +that
is, the proposal that parties to the treaty utilize all appropriate processes for
the peaceful settlement of disputes.

I would not like to leave the impression that the United States believes that
peacey stability and international justice can be achieved solely by the establishment
.or improvement of legal machinery. What will be required is that the governments and
peoples of States not only manifest their determination to scttle their differences by

peaceful means, but also carry vat this determination in practice.
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We come next to the last specifie¢ proposal which I wish to talk about today.
This is paragraph 4, entitled "Maintenance.of. international peace and secur1ty"
I w1ll Pirst read this proposal: .

"The Parties to the Treatywould agree to gupport-measures

”StrengtnenlngAthe structure, authority, and operation of the United

Nations so as to ioprove its capability to maintain internntional.v

peace and security." (ENDC/30, p.18)

'Within the framework of the United Nations Charter we have already developed

. afﬁide variety of instruments for pacific settlement. We have nsed +he techn1ques
- of deﬁate, negotiation and conciliation in the General Assembly and the Secnrity
Council. Ve have used mediators and conciliators. We have used comm1551ons for
' observation and fact-finding. Perhaps most important, we have w1tnesued the
:grow1ng role of the United Nations Secretary-General, pr1mar1ly fo“mulated by the
late, distinguished Dag Hammarskjold and continued by his d;stlngulshed successor,
U Thant of Bnrma, in’focilitating negotiations between Memoers end establishlng
Un1ted Nations "presences" in areas of potential conflicte . o . |
a When general and cormplete ‘disarmoment :.is. achieved =— as I Al sure 1t‘w1ll be -

‘we shall have to make further progress in strengthening the Un1ted Nnt1ons ‘as an
1nst1tut10n for settling disputes. It might :be pgssible to improve in a number of
wayS”the machlnery‘we already have. For.instance, we might consider ways of A
developlng more efficient General Assermbly- ‘procedures, of. fac111tat1ng access of
Unlted Nations Members'to mediators and: conciliators, and of strengthening the
1ndependence and authority of‘the internationgl. civil service. . , ‘

While a number of us may:differ :about the,preoise,means.whlon enonld be »
employed for strengthening the United Nations;in-pgoific settlement, I.think we can
all agree on the objective. = After all, every State has a dircet intereetl related
to its own security, in enabling the United Nations to fuifil the crucial '
responsibilities it will have in the disarmed and peaceful world we are seeking.

I would now like to reply very briefly to some of the remarks which our
colleague from the Soviet Union made on Monday last (ENDC/PV,40) concerning my
first statement on the subject of mainteining peace and Ipproving the machinery for

‘”thé‘péuhéful-settlement of  disputes.. His remarks concerning our proposal for a

United Nations peace force will, T believe, be more fully answered when I address
nyselfy, as I plan to do in a later stotement, to the details_of_our proposals concerning
o United Nations peace force. However, with respect to my general statement, the

Soviet representative said:
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"pt-the same time the United States tell us that disarmament cannot

.begin unless these political controversies are settled by the definite procedures

it advocates. We thus get a vicious circle and can do nothing otherwise.

We consider that this approach is wrong". (ENDC/PV.40,5.20)

I submit, with great deference, that the surmary of our position which the
Soviet representative gave distorts that position. ~We have tried to point out the
close relationship between disarnmowment and meintenance of the peace and peaceful
settlement of disputes because we think that in fact such a close relationship does
exists I have tried to demonstrate this relationship in my stotement. I further
believe that this relgtionship will continue to'exist without regard to what we may
say or do heres. - We in the United States desire to achieve general and complete
disarmament at as early o date as is possible. In our .study of how we may succeed
in this endeavour, we have reached the conclusion that an accompanying effort must
be nade leading to very substantial improvements in the field of the maintenance of
peace and the peaceful settlement of disputes. = We think this is only realism. -

We do not mean, I assure the Committee, to set up artificial obstacles. On the
contrary, perceiving the real obstaeles to general and complete disarmament which
nay exist, we wish to face them squarely, to plan for them and to do our utmost to
conguer then. In our view, this is the only realistic opproach for those who,
like my Government and, I am sure, the Government of every delegation in this room,
approach -disarmanent as.a very serious matter.

The Soviet representative suggests that the United States will insist on "the
definite procedures it" —— that is, the United States — "advocates". "This, I again
submit with great deference, is not a correct statement of our position. "I -assure
merbers, as they know already, that it is not the United States alone which will -
determine the procedures for maintaining the peace and improving the neans for the
peaceful settlement of disputes. llany, many countries rmust participate in
formmulating agreement on these measures. Even if we wanted to ~— and we do not —-—
we could not mointain the peace all by ourselves, without the co-operation of others.
As we have indicated time and again, our proposals are suggestions and we will
welcomeqother.suggestions.Wé invite everyone here to explore with us what should be
agreed upon to strengthen procedures for maintaining the peace and settling disputes,
so that we nay stand a better chance of achieving our great goal of general and .
.complete disarmament in a peaceful world.

Wh%t,we are proposing is to think through our problems and to make sure that we

can carry out general and complete disarmanent.
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referred to the fact that we have reached a p01nt in our discussion when hardly
anyth1ng new 1n substance can be said on the flrst stage of general and complete
disarmament (ENDC/FV.BS). It seems to me that the d1scuss1on which we have heard
since then has fully confirmed thrs v;ew. This seems also to be the op1n1on_of a
nunber of our colleagues, such as‘the representative of'the United Arab.Republdc,
who stated at our fortieth meetlng on 21 May: ‘ - '

"Each party haos reviewed at length the strategic lay—out of

1ts defences, its armament and disarmament theories. e have been :

given a full p1cture of. where both East and West apparently stand on

d1sarmament, control and other problems." (ENDC PV.40

In fact, What else can we say at th1s Juncture wh1ch would const1tute v .
substantial progress for our work on the first stage of the d1sarmament treaty ?
With a11 the respect which we have for our colleagues who have SO0, far spoken on
the f1rst stage, I must say th1s. On the one hand, some delegat1ons have in
the1r 1ntervent1ons 1ns1sted on technical deta1ls and aspects wh1ch we will need,b
and w1ll be able, to take up only 1n the next stage of our work, after hav1ng .
completed the f1rst read1ng of the whole complex of quest;ons concernlng general
and complete d1sarmament and after haV1ng solved the bas1c problems. _ A
‘ On the other hand, because noth1ng of substance can be said. Wh1ch 1mmed1ately
concerns stage I, some of our colleagues have brought up some problems of
1mportance, the contents of wh1ch are not linited to the first stage of general
and complete d1sarmament. Th1s we notlced in partlcular in the 1ntervent1on of
the representat1ve of the United States on 21 May and in hkis statement this
morn1ng on quest1ons of the peaceful settlement of d1sputes and effective arrangements
for the ma1ntenance of peace — questions which in nature and log1c are certa1nly
not exclus1ve1y llnked with the f1rst stage and cannot be usefully discussed in
conmexion with the first stage alone. .On the contrary, these questions may
effectively be considered only,after the .first reading of substantial features: of
a11 three stages has been completed. | ‘

Anyway, this has already been po1nted out_here by the representative of India,
Mre. Lall, who said at our neeting on 21 May: » . ;

"It mlght be poss1ble ces to discuss the 1nternat1ona1 d1sarmament

organ1Zatlon at the end of our f1rst—round d1scuss1on of the substant1ve

dlsarmament measures in the three .stages." (ENDC[PV,40, Redl) i
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It seems to me that this applies also to the general questions concerning the
relafionship between disarmament and control, aos well as to the suggestions on a
VPOSSible'shifting of individual measures from one stage ﬁo.another that have been
nade by some speakers in the recent discussions. . o .‘ﬁ:
The Czechoslovak delegation therefore appreciated #he exposition made by
Mr. Zorin on 21 May; introducing the second.stage of the draft on general an&
corplete disarmagment submitted by the Soviet Uniony; which brought our Committee
to the discussion of the basic features of this second stage of general and
complete disarmament.’» My delegation would like to follow thié path, And, as
was the case with our ;ntervention of 4 May in respect to the first stage
(ENDC/PV.31), I should like to deal with one specific aspect bf.the disarmament
measures proposed for the second stage, namely, how they contributelto the
safeguarding of security and peace in the world. o
There is little doubt that this security and peace is_threatened nainly by
* the danger of a nuclear war. O0f course; this morning Mr. Dean; the representative
of the United States, alleged that there was a danger invéctions which he described
‘generally as indjrect aggression and subversioﬁ. However, frém the practical
exarples he gave it seerss that what he is concerned about are strikeé or actions
resulting from nationalliberation novenents against colonianlisn - that is,
nanifestations of the will of oppressed people, the responsibility for which I think
must lie in the . misrule of the governing classes and governing circles rather than
in nanoeuvres of another country.  Certainly, viewed historically, the greater
threat to the security of the people and to the peace of the world has come from
those who have intervened against these manifestations of peonles trying to fulfil
" their justified aspirations; the greater danger has come from those who,
interpreting these mpnifestations in the same way as the United States represéntative
seems to interpret them, have used such manifestations as a pretext for intervening.
I do not think we need go very far to find examples of hbw Deace nay be endéngéred
in this way. In the opinion of ny delegation, to sendbthelﬂarine Corps to the
borders :of Laos at a time when the people'é forceé are wnaking head&dy is éerfainly
not action which would contribute to the strengthening of security'ahd peace.
Iy delegation is also of the opinién that‘the dangers resulting in such cases
would be easily dispelled if all goygypment$vabiaed consistently by the United
Nations Chartgr_and'if they gave up thé dangerous and sterilec habit of all

reactionaries in history, namely, of interpreting the manifestations of the
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Justlfled osprratlons of peaples as manoeuvres of some other States‘and branding
them as 1nd1rect aggression. However, the emph351s whlch the United States
delegotlon seens to. place on this alleged donger of 1nd1rect aggression perhaps
:explalns, at least portly, why - the Un1ted States plan is in no haste to eliminate
the only real threat to securlty, that is, the poss1b111ty 10 start and wage
nucleor wars

But the Soviet draft treaty hits the p01nt in this connexion not only in the
f1rst stage, where the poss1b111ty of launchlng o nucleor attach would, in
substance, be eliminated, but also in the second stage, where the logic and firm
i 1nternsl coherence of the Soviet draft treaty is manifested in the fact that
nuclear weaoons,lmmoblllzed in the f1rst stage, would in the second stoge be
completely elininated, their productlon proh1b1ted, and their stockplles destroyed;
f1ss1ondble naterials would be used exc1u51vely for peaceful purposes through a
’wspec1ol fund belonging to the réspective St ate. The Soviet.draft ‘thus practically
env1sages that two and a -half years ofter the start of the. process- of general and
complete disarmoment the danger.of ‘o nuclear war would ‘be elininated once and for
all, w1th oll the consequences ensulng therefrom for mankind. C

 How does this compare with the United Stotes outline ?  That outline does not

give security to the nations and to humonlty. ; It does not-deliver them from the
’danger of a nuclear war even:by ‘the end of stage IT -= that is, using the flgures
in the Un1ted Stutes Pplan, ‘even after six years hoVe elapsed. ~This plan does not
env1sage complete elimination of nuclear weopon dellvery vehicles ‘even in stage I1.
At the beglnnlng of stage III, 'in foct, Stotes would be in possession of 35 per cent
“of the orlglnol level of :delivery vehlcles. It 1s hardly necessary to under11ne
that, 1n a stoge of affairs in which the number of nuclear weapon dellvery vehicles
is in the thousands, the, remaining 35 Per cent represents o .considerable capacity
for launchlng a nuclear attack with the use of huge megaton destructive power.

Even 1ess satisfying are the proposals in the United States plan for stage II
“in- respect of nuclear weapons themselves.‘ They would not be completely destroyed,
as is called for in the Soviet draft.’ Thelr stockpiles would only be reduced and
the” degree of reduction is not even soec1f1ed in the United States plan — whlle
*4product10n of them would go on because 1t is expllcltly stated in the Un1ted States
plan in sectlon C, paragraph 1, sub—porograph d, that: |
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"Production or refabrication of nueclear weapons from any remaining
fissionable materials would be subject to agreed limitations.";,
(ENDC/30, p.24) B |
This means that production, although. 11m1ted 1n some waysy would go on. There
isy on the one hand, an unspe01f1edbreQuct10n_of the existing stockpiles of nuclear
weapons and, on the other bhand, their continued prodﬁction, limited though it may be.
The United States outline treaty therefore not only would not provide for a |
reduction of the danger of a nuclear war but would most probably even increase it,
since the production, and most likely also the development, of more ﬁodern and
nore .destructive types of nuclear weapons would‘continue. I know there is.in the
United States plan mention also of development, but we rmst take into conéi&eration
that if we continued. production it would be very difficult to ellmlnate the
development and tendency to perfect what would be producea.
The United States representative himself said at our meetlng on 4 Muy that.
.+« nuclear weapons are in fact the crucial 1ndex of destructlve mllltary
copability, and as long as these weapons remain the threat of this
destructive capability remains." (ENDC[PV 31, p.17) )
Ls may be. seen, the United States plan tries to keep thls very threat allve ’
throughout stage II of general and complete disarmament. _

The Soviet proposal that in the course of the second stage the productien of
}nuclear weapons should be stopped and prohibited, and that o1l sfocks of nuclear
. and other weapons capable of mass destructlon should be completely eliminated, is
.rllnked with far-reaching, widely expanded, effectlve and reallstlc control measures.
I thlnk these control measures are a Drec1se example of the. bas1c p051t10n of the
.uov1et delegatlon and the delegatlons of other socialist States, nanely, that
effective, control, which should exclude any other purpose 1s possible only w1th
radical and far—reachlng dlsarmarent measures, because, as Lay be seen from the
ue;let draft treaty, the organs of the 1nternat10na1 disarmonent organlzatlon would
i_control on tne spot the destructlon of all stocks of nuclear weapons, the liquidation
.or conver51on to peaceful purposes of all plants, fac111t1es and laboratories engaged
in the_prodpctlon of fissionable materials; and nuclear weapons or their parts.
“The whqle»pfoeess ofvthé producfion of fissionable‘materials for peaceful purposes
would dlso be inspected on the spot.‘ But such full and 3erfect inspection and
control are possible only if we destroy all poss1b111t1es of misusing nuclear

power for purposes of war.
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The advantages of the Soviet plan for the complete elimination of all types of
weapons of mass destruction within the process of one stage are evidenit bere again.
Such a consistert appronch mskes it possible to introduce full and maximum effective
tontrol which could nct be misused for intelligence purposes. This wonld naturally
also cbntribute 40 the promotion of confidence among States ard the zafeguarding of
their securiiy.

As concerns the United States plan, what haz been said in the discussion on
the provisions of stage I applies bere as well. The maxirmum of control which i%
demands also for stage II, providing for a further partial reduction of nuclear
weapon deiivery vehicles and a negligible reduction of stocks of nuclear weapons,
might be used by a potential aggressor for the preparation for a ruclear attack.

In some of our previocus interventions we quoted the opinion of so distinguished an

authority of the Western world as Mr. Kissinger concerning the dangerous possibilities

which such inadequate control would give to a potential aggressore.

This danger remains even if so-called Zonal inspection is put into effect.
Under the terms of the United States plan, nuclear weapons and the weans for. their
delivery would exist as late as the beginning of stage III, while control and
inspechion would be extended over ever~larger regions in the territories of the
respective ccuntries monitoring the exact dislocation of the most important means
for the defénéé'of the country. This would be done prior to their elimination
within the framework of disarmament.

" Thus the United States plan provides for the very opposite of what thould be
achieved. It would result in no relaxation but, on the contrary, in the growth
of mistrust among nations; and, in view of the existing danger of a nuclear war,
in & threat to their security.

The Czechoslovak delegation is gratified to state that the measures envisaged
for the second stage of gereral and complete disarmament in the Soviet drafd are
well balanced ard thus fully in keeping with point 5 of the Joint Statement of
Agreed Principles (ENDC/5).

The United States proposal treats these questions in a quite different manner.
In addition to what I have already said, the United States proposal does not
envisage; even in stage II, the complete liquidation of all military bases on
foreign territory, and provides for the dismantling of those which will be "agreed

upon", as is said in the United States plan. With the continued existence of
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nuclear weapons and their delivéry vehicles, this would provide the NATO countries
with significantnmilitary advantages; - and this, of course, is contrary to
point 5 of the Joint Statement. '

Whot are the conclusions of our comparison of the provisions contained in the
Soviet draft treaty and the United States outline: for the second stage from the
point of view of maintaining and strengthening the security and peace of the world ?

The Soviet draft on the second ‘stage is built on a solid basis represented by
the prdvisions proposed for the'firstfétage. *  The measurces to be undertaken in
the second stage are logically derived from the former. Their implementation would
mean that by the end of the second stage, that is, after two and a half years of the
disarmament process, at a time when according tc the United States plan only the
first stage woﬁld have been completéd, the possibility of waging & nuclear war would
be excludeds In addition to that, in view of the reduction of armed forces, by the
Soviet Union and the United States, to cne million men in the second stage, the
possibility of conducting a war with conventional weapons would, to a considerable
extent, alsc be eliminated.

The United States prdposal for the second stage, on the cther hand, hes no
solid starting basis in the provisions of the first stage, since this is only a
conglomerate of various partial.measures, mostly of a control nature, which, by
that very nature, would only increase mistrust and endanger the security of the
world, instead of strengthening it. As far as the second stage in the United
States plan is concerned, the proposals are of such a character that even after
thé lapse of six years the risk of a nuclear war would not be eliminated. This
risk would still be there, with all its negative consequences on confidence in the
relations among States and on their security.

k The only point where the United Stetes plan is more or less identical with
the level envispged in the Soviet draft is in the field of conventional armed
forces. Of course, we must consider that the timing of this reduction is quite
different in the Soviet and United States plans and, in view of the serious

" shortcomings in the field of nuclear weapons and their nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles, and in view of the planned continued existence of military bases on
foreign territory, this formal reduction cannot satisfy the requirements of
security. The authors of the United States plan have atterpted in vain to make
up for inacequacies in principle by recommending some subsidiary méasures, es they

did in the cese of the first stage.
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As we have demonstrated, a comparison of measures proposed for the SeCOnd stage
in the tﬁo nroposals before us speaks once more in favour of the draft of the Soviet
Union, since this is o more realistic and well-balanced plan, the impliementation of
which would, by as early as the end of the second stage, deliver mankind from the
threat‘of a muclear war, reduce the possibility of a conflict even with the use of
conventional arms, and thus best ensure the security of the world and all the

nations at large.

lirs CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): The delegations of

the socialist countries have alrendy begun to give their views on the second stage
of the Soviet plan and we have followed their statements With interest. But, like
several delegations here, I had reserved the right to make a few additional comments
regarding the first stage of disarmament, and I should like to assure the
representative of Czechoslovakia that these are not comments on points of detail.

If I speak again on the subject of the first stage it is because I csasider
this first stage to be the wmost critical one. The first stage of disarmament
mst be carried out in a world in which the political situation is still difficult,
whereas the subsequent stages may be facilitated by the development of mutuel
confidence and by the relaxation of tension which will Pfollow the implementation of
the first disarmament measures.

It seems to me that the Soviet proposals for the first stage do not take
sufficient account of these realities, that is tc¢ say, of the lack of understending
which unfortunately still exists between us. That is why I think it would be
difficult to eliminate in a very short period of time and at the outset all the
ermaments which at present constitute the most effective means of defence for both
sides, namely nuclear weapon vehicles. It is the present world situation itself
vhich mokes advisable and suggests the adoption of a more gradual disarmament system.
While it has always been thought that complete disarmament must be carried out in
several stages, the idea has been that the various disarmament measures should be
distributed gradually and harmoniously in these stages, not that the most important
measures should be concentrated in a single stage, the first.

I would point out in passing that the Soviet plan of 19 September 1959 (A/4219)
did not provide for the elimination of bases and nuclear weapon vehicles in the
first stage, but in later stages. It was not until June 1960 that the Soviet

Government placed these measures in the first stage. In order to achieve general
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and complete dlsarmament, we are in favour of a gradual and over-all reduction of
armaments S0 as to set in motion the disarmament machinery in a progress1ve and
balanced manner, thus reducing the danger little by little ond creating an
atmosphere of 1ncreas1ng relaxatlon of tension following the first positive results.
of course, this gradual reduction, which under the Unitved otates plan would be
36 per cent in the first stage, must apply.to all armements, including nuclear
weapon vehicles and bases.‘ I think that, on ocur part, this point has alreedy
been clearly explained. The armaments of bases must alsc be graduallyvreducediw?v
These bases will become less and less dangerous to either side and, by common
agreement, will be eliminated‘altoéether>et a certain point in the disarmament
process. v 4 |

_ Thus the gradual reduction of urmauents and armed forces over the different
stages will meet the fundamental requirement of maintainlng the balance of»forces
during the disarmament process. Obviously this balance Will be_established.in
each stage and each year at a lcwer and less dangerous level.i But we are o
convinced that the maintenance of tJlS bhalance is 1nd1spensphle, S0 as. not to
Jeopardize mutual security. I aiso think that perhaps 1nsuff1c1ent thought has _
been given tc the techn1Cal difficulty of eliminating all nuclear weapon vehicles
.w1th1n & year or eighteen months. Th1s oneratlon covers miss1les of all callbres,
almost all aircraft, ships and submarines and heavy artillery, not to mention
launching sites and speclal trains capable of transporting wissiles.

__This is obviously a vast operation. It will, moreover, have to be carried
out under strict control which cannot be organized overnight. Hence this inmense
operation of controliled destruction will inevitably require 5 fairly long tiﬁe;hi
If we nut these measures into a single stage - the first - we shall be faced w1thb
the phy31cal 1mp0551b111ty of implementing the orov151ons of the treaty w1th1n thev
agreec t1me—11m1ts that have been laid down. That would be a very serlous matter.
The result would be to make it 1m70551b1e to implement the treaty punctually, even
if there were the best goodw1ll on both sides, and that would have the gravest
consequences.

As I have already said,.these operations should be properly controlled. lil.'
hope that the delegations of'the socialist countries will not hold it aéainst me
if T stress the question of control. To Juave by their most recent statements,
they seem to t 1nk that for us control is crucial and LlS rmzment of secondary
1mportant. That is not so. We are 1nterested in control oecuuse we are ready tovadvanc(

along the path of disarmament in so far as disarmament is accompanied by control.
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In this connexion, I would remind you of what the representative of the United
Lrab Republic said at the fortieth plenary meeting:

"In our modest opinion, control and verification should be considered

the safety-valves of the disarmament machinery. On their adequacy,

effectiveness and strictness depend the amount of confidence generated and

the final success of the operation." (ENDC/EV.40, D.18)

Solving the problem of control, in our opinion, would mean solving at the same
time the disarmament problem. We know that this binomial, disarmament-control,
comprises risks. e have already said that we are ready to accept them. But
the problem must be carefully studied with full awareness of these risks, which
should not exceed reasonable limits.

I dealt specifically with control over the elimination of nuclear weapon
vehicles at the meeting om 14 May (ENDC/PV.36), when I asked the Soviet delegation
some questions, to which no reply has yet been given. ‘However, the statements of
the Soviet delegation have now made it fairly clear to us what that delegation
understands by 100 per cent control over the elimination of vehicles. It seems to
me — and I hope I am wrong - that the Soviet Government is not prepared to allow
complete and effective freedom of inspection over the whole of its territory where
nuclear weapon vehicles are concerned, that is to say, to permit the application
of article 33 of its treaty in the first stage, restricted, of course, to the
specific sector of vehicles. All the Soviet Government seems willing to do is-
to concentrate the vehicles reported to the internetional disarmament organization
at certain points in its territory and to invite international inspectors to confirm
the destruction cf these devices. However, in our opinion, this is not complete
control over a sector, that is to say, the control which should logically correspond
to complete disarmament in that sector. Much more would be required for 100 per
cent contfol. There would have to be — solely for the control of vehicles of
course — complete freedom of inspection of the same kind as that provided for in
article 38 of the draft Soviet treaty for complete disarmament.

Furthermore, since I have still received no reply, I raise once again the
question of control of the remaining armed forces. Logically, these forces -
whether they number 1.7 million or 2.1 million ~ should, according to the Soviet
view point, which we share, be subject, in principle, to partial control, because
complete disarmament will not yet have been achieved. But these forces are at

present equipped with nuclear weapon vehicles,namely, nuclear artillery and small
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m1ss11esa how wiil we guarantee that; after +the coaclusicn of the agreement on
the elimination of all vehicles; the authorized armed forees will not retain at

3

least a part of thisz artillery and these amell-calibre missiles- Under the Scviet
plan, will these forces be subject to international ﬁerification fer bthis purpose?
There is’ @no+hvr voint to which I want to diaw atbention. It is not ‘quite
clear Ho usﬁfrom'bur'étudy of the Soviet pian how the retained forces will be armed.
The references to this juettion are rather vague, for it is merely stated that the
:érmamenﬁs”ofthese forces will be proportionate t6 their size:  But what is to be
théh¥aff5}%é£ﬁééh“thefsize‘of the forces and the size of the armasents ? I think
this is“é'#éfy>édmplex probiem. Renember, too, that *he Soviet draft makes no
provision fbr the cessation of productioh of nuclear bombs and of nuclear tests in
the first stage. Therefore there is nothing %o prevent the retained forces, while
Leenlng relatively 'I“ht rti]lery, from being eQuibped with miniature nuclear
bombs as 4 result of further testr and new production: On’ the contrary, if the
reduction of armaments, inciudihg vehicics;“is giadual; we know how the retained
forces will be armed. We know that they will have 30 per cent less in the first
‘stage. 30 per cent less in the second stage and &6 on. ~ Thesé measures will be
accompanied by a control which, under the United States plan, seems 1o be based on
"the formla: disarnament proporiionate to control.
' That is precisely the principle underlying the systenm of control’ by Zones.
The ‘acceptance, through control by zohes, of this formuls of disarmament
prbportionate'té contrcl - which the Soviet delegatibn has always advocated as. -

‘fundamental in order to avoid an excessive control regarded as espionage = is now

“"depicted By the Soviei délegation as deriving from the fact that the Western countries

“have recognized the physical impossibility of carrying out c¢omplete control. The
Soviet delégation even scems to held the view that completeé comtrol is impossible,

" even for o liimited sector; during discrmament and considers it feasible only at the
end of the :disarmament proness when, perhaps, it would be less necessary.

The ‘Soviet aélegationﬁWOuld“also 1ike to ‘661& this 1mwoss1b1;1ty to control
by zones as proposed by ths United States. We cannot ‘share that oplnion. ?iﬁ'
Italy, for instance; a Few 7vears ago, we made an experiment with merial photographs
of our territory which -vielded renarkable results. ~The smnllest details came out
clearly and sharply. Some of ticse nhotogranhs taken at different altitudes by
the “Ttalian “Air Fofcé, have ‘beer 1léft by ﬁy de1egaULon with the oecretarlat of ‘the

Conference and are availsble %o any delegation which tay wish o examine thems
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Acddf&ing“tdﬂoﬁf'ﬁédhnical data, a B.47 ordinary reconnaissance aeroplane flying at
an altitude of 10,000 metres, can, with the co-operation of the countries'concerned,
takke photographs which would be extremely useful for control purposes over an area
of 38.4 million square km in & period of 48 hours. It seems to me therefore that
for zonal inspection purposes zerial inspection could -lay a very important part,
naturally under the authority of the international disarmament organization, wit:
the co~operation of the countries concerned and, of course, within the strict limits
of the zones to be inspected.

In any case, the possibility or impossibility of control is a technical problem.
I personally do not think that it would be & waste of time to study it thoroughly
with the assistance of a technicel committee. There is & proposal by the Brazilian
represenfative on this subject which I gladly support and which we should all |
support if we have no ulterior motives.

I turn now to another matter which ias attracted the attenfion of the Conference
during the last few days, -~ tlie transition from one stage of disarmament to the
next. It is understood thet the transition from one stage to the next must be
conditional on the determination thaet 211 the measures laid down for the preceding
stage have been carried out conscientiously and completely. The Soviet delegation,
however, seems to assert thaet the arrangements for transition provided for in the
United States plan reveal the intention never to pass on to the second stage at all.
In this connexion, reference has been made to the problem of the veto, both in the
Security Council and the control organization. ’ | ‘

Pernit me to say that I am not an enthusiastic ad#odate of the right of veto.
It led to such unfortunate experiences in the functioning of the Security Council
that the United Wotions had to seek new methods of overcoming the difficulties
" resulting from it by appealing democratically to the General ASsembly. However, so
long as the Charter includes the right of veto, the disarmament process cannot
escape the veto, Failure by one of‘the narties to comply conscientiously with the
disarmament treaty would obviously constitute a threat to peace. This would fall,
in one way or another, within the competence of the Security Council and would
consequently become subject to the veto.

I personally should like the disarmament orgenization to enjoy wider powers
than those provided, particularly, in the Soviet plan. Accofding to this plan,

the disarmament organization would simply take note of fzets and would have no
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further powers. I.believe, however, that it should exercise active functions of
persﬁasioﬁ and encouragemend in following closely the :ole disarmement nrocess,
and should be emvowered, inter alia, to make recommendctions,

One of the —orties mey 754l to C%rrv out certoin discrmament measures through
mere negligence and JlthOUU‘wﬂy ill will. Ia such o cese it would be 2 serious mistake
to susnen@ tae aﬁdllcatlon 02 tlie treaty or to refer %ze matter to blc Security
Coun011, when o recommendetion by the disarmcoment organizatién to the Stete concerned
might suffice to rectify tle situotion. |

I even thin: --'and here I em indirectly epprosciing the ides put forwerd by the
Indian representotive —- that the ulgbteen-Lutlon Commivtee mlghn, in some way, '
constitute the embryo of the disa .rmament orgonization., Faving thoroughly studied
the disarmement questions, ti:is Committee, if converted into a permanent body, pight
do very useful work in expediting and supervising discrmament, This is not e proposai,
but on idea which I nass on to the Conference.

I should like now to turn very briefly to th at nert of our work relating to the
building of a new world whiclh must accompany the eliminstion of armaments. These ore
two operatibns which must proceed hend in hend. As one foes forward so must the other
also,'for‘théy are two pillars of the same building. [L.s armaments are eliminsted, law
must toke the nlace of force. ‘ ‘

‘e have Leard interesting statements by lir. Deen on this last point at the last
meeting and'today.' The United States renresentative outlined the basic features
of the legal organization of tie future world, Of course, they call for further and
more detailed Suaav, despite the 1mvort ant contribution alreadybmade by the United
States delegatioa. A4t all events, however, the ides of sanctions is implicit in that
of the law —- I refer to lir. de liello Ffronco, who is an eminent lawyer, on this point.
Tithout sanctions, the word "lew" is mecningless.

Sanctions cennot be apnlied in resseet of violobions of the law of nations
unless there is on internationcl police force, The eft,’lis ent of a United Nations
international ;olice force is thus directly oound up with our work on disarmoment.

Te envisage a sirongthening of the United lictions, wiose Chorter did not foresee o
completely discrmed world. This is o new fact that we must take into consideration.
The United Nations therefore must have ot its disposél edeauate international forces

to protect all countries, large ond small, cgainst any aggression. These forces connot
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be merged or combined with tlhose which ecckh State will be authorized to retain for

the maintenance of public order within its own territory. These international forces
must remain semcrate from other forces ond be kept constantly at the disposal of

the United Nations., If we were merely to orgenize forces which might be made available
to the United Hations in the event of danger and which would otherwise normelly

remain at the disjposal of each State, such forces would not only be insufficiently
effective, but tkhey would give rise to dengerous situstions,

In this connexion, I should like to consider the consequences of implementing
the Soviet proposals. I shall first teke the hypothesis that the internal police
force authorized for each State would be strictly proportional to the requirements
of internal order. 1In this case, if the United Nations were to request the services
of part of thet force at any time, the State making the transfer would no longer
have adequate forces to safeguard public order within the country. The police
forces remeining =t the disposal of thet State would be inadequate.

The second nhypothesis is that, in the anticipation of the need to make nert
of their national 2olice forces available to the United lations et some time, States
would safeguard themselves by demanding larger nationzl police forces than are
strictly necessary for the meintenance of internal public order. In thet case, =
State which, in view of the size of its territory or pozulation, was authorized to
retain fairly lerge police forces, would have a considerable military advantage over
other States and could undertalze aggression against o smaller country.

Those are the difficulties which would confront us if we were to merge the
internal police forces with the international police forces, as the Soviet draft
treaty seems to wish to do.

What should be the scope and size of the international forces according to our
way of thinking? It is still too early to decide this. But it is obvious thdt, in
view of the great area of the world and the tasks which those forces would have to
undertake, they should be large enough to enforce respect for the law upon all, =t
any time and in any place. They should te capable of taking effective preventive
and enforcement action in every case, beccuse that is the only way in which the
smaller countries, which will be deprived of their armed forces and their military
alliances, will be able to feel reassured.

I apologize for this long statement, Dut I thought it necessary before the

discussion of the first stoge is concluded, to give the Italian delegation's views
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on certain problems on whiel it had not yet spoken. I hovne that this will not deley
the work of the Conference ond that tie obscurities to which I have drawn attention
will be clarified by the delezotions which lLove submitived the two draft trecties on

general and comslete disarmementd.

Ir. ZO0ZIi (Union of Soviet Sociclist Renublics) (transletion fron

2ussion): Before going into tlie details of the stotement which thie Soviet delegotion
has deemed it necessary to meke today, I wish to maite vwo brief comments in connexion
with the statement just made Ly the representetive of Italy.

‘ First, what tie representotive of Italy has said sbout his understanding of

the Soviet Union's nosition in regerd to 100 per cent verification of weapons to be
destroyed, does nct in fact correspond to tie position of the Soviet Union. The
assumption of trne representotive of Itcly that the Soviet Union will not provide

an opportunity to carry out £ull control over the ty»ne of armaments to be destroyed
100 per cent does not zccord with the truth. We are mHrepered to provide an-
opportunity to corry out full verification of the 100 Her cent destruction of: suck
armaments, thet is, of the crmaments whiclk cre to be destroyed et o given stage,

How this can be carried out in praciice 1s a question that obviously requires
clarification and o concrete study of tie methods of verification. 3But in princinle,
we are in favour of it. Therefore, the sunpositions cnd doubts expressed by the
representative of Italy on t:is score ere uniounded. IV seems to me that if omne
read cerefully our stotements on this subject, it woull be impossible to draw suclh
a conclusion o5 trzt which tlhie representcoiive of Italy arrived at.

liy second comment concerns the verificotion of what remeins, In this connexion,

I should like to draw attention to ome crpument put forwerd by the representative

~

of Italy when e gove as an cicmple the slhobvogranhing of the territory of Italy or
nart of it by o I-47 eserosicne. He pub forward this eicmpnle, if I understood him
correctly, as sroving that there ore mo porticular difficulties in verifying tae
remeining ermements if one uses 2ll mecns of verification, in perticular, aericzl
shotogravhy. 3But I must sey thet the exemsle given by the representetive of Itely
merely. shows thot with serial photography it is indeed pHossible to obtain an idea:
about suitable torgets for bombing. Thev is true. It is also possible to pinpoint
all the main objectives situated in the territory of cny country. But it would be
impossible to verify by means of aerial phiotography the contents of warehouses, I

think the representative of Italy will agree with thot,
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' Theféfofe, when he put forward the example of aserial photogrephy es proving
that contrel over the remaining armements is not very complicated, he was certoinly
wrong. By mecns of photogranhy one can goin an idee about targets for future
bombings. But we do not wont to give such an opportunity to anyone who would like
to check up on o country. <Te do not want this, because it does not create favourable
conditions for disarmament but, on the contrary, it creates a danger of sudden attack.
Tﬁerefore, we consider this method of verification sltogether unacceptable,
~ Those are the two comments I wanted to make in connexion with what the

representative of Itely has seid today. Ls for his remarks on the question of armed
forces and questions relating to the strengthening of nHeace, I reserve my comments
until we consicder the matter in earnest, which will probably be at the end of our
analysis of the stages of discrmoment. DZowever, I con say straight eway that when
the representative of Italy stated that law must teke the place of force, his
subsequent analysis showed that he understands law itself as an international force,
an armed force. But how law con take the place of force and then put forward force
itself as, strictly specking, the basis of law is something I do not quite understand.
However,bI do not want to go into the details of this question now. e shall come
back to it when we analyse certain general questions relating to 2ll stages of
disarmament.

I should now like to deal with the questions which have already been under
consideration by the Conference in connexion with the sccond stage of dissrmament,
At the fortieth slenmary meeting on 21 ilay, the Soviet delegation explained the
proposals for the second stage contained in the draft treaty on general and complete
disarmement submitted by the Soviet Government. The nature and course of the debate
showed very clearly how right the Soviet celegation had been in doing so. I have
in mind, above all, the stotements made by iir. Hessan, the representative of the
United Arab Republic, lir., Barrington, the representative of Burme, and Mr, Lall, the
representative of India.

Te intend to deal later on with the specific questions which they raised in
their stateﬁents. ifowever, I must point out straight away the mein idea expressed
by the representatives of those countries, This ides, so it seems to us, is that in
order to find weys and means to reach agreement we must olso, in addition to the
discussion on the first stage, review pronosals for the second and third stages. This
will not only give us a very clear picture of our positions, but enable us to escertain

possible bases for bringing them closer together.
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Even the stotements of the United States renresentutlve, lir, Deean, and the
representative o Canada, lir. Durns, desbite their intention, provide additional
arguments in favour of immedicte considerciion of the second and third stages of
dlsarmament. In endleavouring to Justlry the ceneral =hilosophy of the United Svztes
whlch makes disarmament conditional on so—cull d measures for the meintenance of
peace and the setilement of LlS)uteS beLJOOl States, 1ir., Dean reminded us of
series of internatio al conferences whicl have consicered the problem of disarmament
in the past. Having in mind thae experience of the League of Nations, Mr., Dean
stressed that the moin theme of negotistions in that orzonization was "arbitration,
security and disarmament™, The result of these negotintions is well known. In
¥r. Dean's formulotion, discymament is in third nlace; indeed, it found itself in
the background, because it was nushed bnck by talks about security and arbitrotion,
end was then buried,

Mr. Dean worned us that we woull commit a serious misteke if we 10nore8 th
ex;erlence of the j“st But, lir. Dean, we certainly <o not wish to ignore the
experlence'of the »ost, end thot is whv e are @gulnst maiting discrmoment conaltlonal
on all SOrts of eollateral measures, including those you have listed. “Te do not
want endless delays in our negetistions and tnereforo e propose to consider os
quickly as possible the mein subject of the »roposels thaot have been submitted,
namely disarmement measures ot oll stages, and thus Ilri ways and means to reach
agreenent _ _ _ “

Although e regresentati#e of Canada, Lir. Burns, i not refer to the
experience of tne ?asti there was o whiff of the Lecguc of Nations in his statement.
The main iden ;uttforwardvin his stotement was & mrososal to undertake technical
studies of the veri ;cation arronge ments vnlcn, as he soid, "would have to accomzany

the specific disarmoment proposals made in the two nlans that are Defore the

Committee™. ND”/LJ 40 p.38) lir, Burns scid thet he did not wanb "a study of

verification problems in the abstract!. (ibid.) But, iz, Burns, it is precisely

a study in the avstract, a studj divorce@ irom life, thot you are pronosing. Ifnere
is no need for us to busy ourselves with o technical cnelysis of the control and
verlflcatlon 3roaosals contoined in the two disarmement »lans, upon neither of
which has agreenent yet been reached. Comments conceriting plens which have not .
yet been ncceptediand which would be the result of cu"“ying out iir. Burn's proposal
would not be of the slightest ossistance in our work and would not.help us to bring

ouwr ositions closer together,
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One cannot but agree with the comments of the representatives of Burme and India
who reached the conclusion that the main disagreement =t present is not on the
question of control and certainly not on its details, but on the actual substance
and contents of the disarmament steges. It is on recching agreement on these
questions that we ought to concentrate a2ll our efforis.,

Lt the thirty-ninth plenary meeting on 18 May, we dwelt in detail on what we
regard as the mein task of the second stage of disarmament. The greatest threat
to the peoples of the world today is the threat of a nuclear war, and it is our duty
to remove that threat. 7e recall that in one of his statements the representotive
of India, Mr. Lall, said that the Soviet Union's pronosel for the elimination of
the means of delivery of nuclear weapons in the first stege had its attraction. The
same thought was repeated by the representative of the United Arab Republic,
lir. Hassan, in his statement, Of course it is not difficult to understand why this
proposal has its attraction. It is in keeping with the interests of the peoples of
the world because it makes it possible to neutralize nuclear weapons within & very
short time and thereby eliminate in a proctical way the possibility of a nuclear war
breaking out. 1In our proposals for the second stage which, as it were, develop the
logic of the first stage mecsures, we provide for the prohibition and complete
elimination of the nuclear weapons themselves,

The representative of the United Arab Depublic, lir. Hassan, specking of atomic
weapons, emphasized that one is led "to think of the necessity for their eliminotion®
(ibid., p.16). In this connexion he referred to the United States proposal for
the establishment of o committee of scientific experts to study the question of
control over the reduction of stockpiles of nuclear wecoons. “Je note the right iden
which lr. Hessan expressed in his statement and which we fully share, when he scid that
"eos. once thot treaty is signed and ratified, there should be no room for hinging
its implementotion on any other conditions.* Qihig.)

Te can sy thoet it is precisely on this cardinel nrovision that the Soviet draft
treaty on genercl cnd complete disarmament hos been built up., Our proposals concerning
the elimination of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mess destruction in the second
stoge of disarmement are loid dovn in the form of strict obligations which are binding
upon Stetes, 7Te not only define measures for the physical destruction of nuclear
weapons ond the discontinucnce of their wmroduction, we not only loy down os o

mandatory condition the implementation of each of these measures under the supervision
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ané control of ;he 1ntern tlonul dlsurmument orgun tion, but we protect Stotes
against the poss 111ty of nuclecr wea xpons be;ng re-established. LArticle 22,
paragraph 3, of our draft trecty reads:
"Each State norty to the Trenty sholl, in aécérdance with its
constitutional procedure, enact legislotion on the complete nrohiibition
of nuclear 1w apdns and ¢a emenability under the criminel law for any
ettempts at_fﬁéir re~esteblishment Dy individucls or orgenizetions.!

(BNDC/2, =.15

If we now lookx ot the United States :ro:osal fromrﬁlis »oint of v1ew - 1ron tne
point of view of '"“ustworthlnegs of obllbwtlons.—; we nust, unfortune tely, come to
the conclu5101 t;wt they in no wey guarantee the elimination of the threat which is
inherent in nuelecr wen voons and other weanons of mass destruction; ‘Then discussing

he first stege 02 disermement lir. Dean ossured us thot the}United States endeavours
to achieve:disarmament in all fields ahd even provides For a‘far greaﬁer measure

of disarmament'iﬁ‘*"b nuclear field in the first stage then the Soviet Union.
However, I 5m bounc to say that o study of the United Stotes progosﬁls for the
second stagé 1ecdé us to & very gloomy conclusion. ‘

Let us consider the Uhitéd States »nropzosals., Lt the same tlme I snall conpa
them with the Soviet ,rovosuls, so thet the Committee members meoy hove a cleur

iden of the difference betreen the two nluns.

" The Soviet Union, as I have ulreuuy pointed out, = poses the complete
eliminction of nuclesr weopons, bubtressed by the cessation of their productiaﬁ;
under internationzl control of course, dn& the enactment by States of laws imposing

severe penalties on whosoever should attempt to re-estcoblish nuclear weapons. That

Ccl

do we find in the United Stotes plan in r gard‘to ell these questions?

Firstly, the second stoge of the United States Cocument provides merely for o
reduction of nuclear weapons -~ not thelryconvlete elimination which would free the
world forever of the threat of o nuclear ser, but merely o reduction. In studying
the formulatlons of the United Stotes 3;0305uls one connot help asking the question:
what reduction of nuclear weapons does the United Stotes have in mind? On this score
the'repiesentati%as of the United Stetes, irom whom we hove so often heard statements
sbout the detailed nsture of their projesals, disploy a-'wmazing‘shyﬁess. All
£ind in the Uni%ed States docunent is » reference to the foct thdt‘the reduction of

nuclear weapons will be carried out on the basis of on agreed percentage reduction;

[}
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this was mentioned today by the representative of Czechoslovakia. In practice, this
may hold out hopes of a very small if not completely insignificant reduction.

It should be added thet even this reduction is most problematic because it is
accompanied by reservations to the effect that it will be underteken in the light
of a study by technical experts of the question of control over reductions. e
understand the doubts of Mr, Hossan, the recresentative of the United Arab Republic,
who was anxious to find out from the United States delegstion what the precise aims
of a study of this nature were. One thing is certain: when there is unwillingness
really to eliminete nuclear weaspons, d technical study may serve &s 2 convenient
screen to cover'up this unwillingness.

I said "unwillingness". I may add that I am moved not by mistrust, to which
the representative of Burma, lir, Barrington, referred in xis statement at the fortieth
plenary meeting on 21 May, but by the idez which one cannot help gathering‘froﬁ the
United States document, Let us turn to sub-paragraph l.d. of section C of stage II
of the United States plan. There we find it stated in black and white:

"Production or refebrication of nuclear wezpons from any remaining

fissionable meterials ..." (ENDC/30, p.24)

This was also mentioned today by the renresentatives of Romania and Czechoslovakia.

Whereas the Soviet proposal provides for the complete cessation of production
of nuclear weapons under international control, the United States document goes in
an altogether different direction. It provides, in stege II, for the retention of
production and even the possibility of refabricating nuclear weapons, although in
limited quantities. One may well ask how it is possible for such provisions tc be
compatible with & plan of reelly genersl and complete disarmament or with a genuine
desire to put an end to nuclear weapons,

Another remariable fact stands out cuite clearly. “Then the United States
representative exnlained the United Stetes proposals for stege I of disarmament, he
displayed particular interest in the idea that States should submit informétion
concerning nucleecr weapon delivery vehicles ~- in the first place, powerful rockets —
and other categories of armaments. He argued that this was necessary, extremely
necessary, in order to ensure effective control. But oidly enough, when we go into
the Uhited Stotes proposals for stage II of disarmement, we see an altogether

S

different situcation.
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Let us look at sub<peregresh I.a, of section C of stage II of the United Stetes
plan. It states: .

"The Parties to the Treaty would submit toc the International Disarmament
Organization a declarsition stating the amounts, itypes, and nature of
utilization off all their iissionable materials.” (ibid.z 7;22)

I draw the attention of the members of the Committee to the fact that the United States
is not speaking here about the submission oif information concerning existing nuclear
weapons, the amounts, categories and tynes of nuclecr weesons, but only concerning
fissionable materials, The difference here is, of course, substantial,

In proposing the complete elimination of nuclear weajons, in the second stage,
the Soviet Union nrovides thal States, belore proceedin; to implement this measure,
should submit the necessary information cbout their existing stockpiles of nuclear
weepons. But the United Stotes, as we see, speaks only of informetion about
fissionable materizls.

However, when exactly does the United States envisage the submission of
information about nuclear weapons? From peragraph 2 of section C of'stage II of tle
United States plan, it follows that this information would be submitted only during
the last six montas of stage II. The United States wents to obtain informetion abdu£
rockets éven before disarmament starts, whereas it intends to submit information
about nuclearweapons after the completion of a whole stage of disarmament.

The whole ‘scheme of tiae reduction of muclear wecyons under the United Stetes’

plan is essentially contradictory., ‘How can one reallyISPeék of any agreed percentage
reduction when' tiie submission of informetion about nuclear weapoﬂs is deferred to
the end, to the “ime when tlie reduction is to be comsleted?

But that is not the main point. The mein point is that the second stage in
the United States plan does not at all ensure the eliminetion of nuclear weapons
and does not Jut on end to the threat of ‘a2 nuclear war.

Side by side with the elimination of nhuclear weanons, the Soviet draft treaty,
as we have already explained in our previous statement, ensures the destruction
of chemical, biolozical, and other types of weapons of mass destruction. TWith
regard to these tyoes of weapons also, the United States document strikes one by its
lack of precision and vagueness. As in the case of nuclear weapons, the very
possibility of implementing measures in the field of chemical and Liacteriological
weapons, is hedged, in the United States document, with the now fomiliar reservetions

"in the light of" an examination aof this acnestion bv tee™niecal avxmnerta.
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What, then; can we:expect in regara to‘the elimination of chemical and
bacteriological weapons under the United States plané Let us read section 4,
paragraph 5.a., sub-paragraph (2) of the United States plan ("Additional Measures").
It states: , '

"The reductlon, by reed catesorles, of stockpiles of chemical and
biological weapons of mass destructlon to levels fifty per cent below those
existing at the beginning of Stage IIL." (ibid., ».22)

For the sake of clarity, we wish to recall that under the United States plan
measures in regarc to chemical and biological weapons Legin in stage II. Therefore,
the phrasebﬁthose existing ot the beginning of Stage II", means the amounts of vhese
types of weapons, which States now have or will have at their disposal at the
beginning of stage II. That conclusions can be drawn from this paragraph? That
not all types of chemical and biplegical weapons but only a certain partvof them
will be reduced, and then only by 50 per cent.

Let us now compare this United States proposal with the Soviet proposal for the
complete destruction of all stockpiies and 21l tyﬁes of chemical, biological, and
other weapons of mass destruction. We ask whether the United States proposal does
away with the 30ss10111ty of chemical unu other types of weapons of mass destruction
being used in stages II and III, There con be only one answer: Ne, it does not;

In his stetement at the meetlng on 41 liay, the United Arab Republic fe?resentdtive,
Mr, Hassan, dealt in detail with the question of power balance and the need th
observe this balance during the dlsarmumeqt process., =e-asked in particular:

."+s. what measures can be thought of, what new idezs can be adduced by the

Soviet Union to satisfy the West's fears of the Tarsaw Pact's emerging

superiority in the conventionel meens of warfare?" (ENDCZPV.40, D.13)

-

It seems to me that the United Arab Nevubllc representative himself answered
this questlon to sorie extent A 11tt1e later he referred. to statements by Testern
representatives unnt‘the Jest ‘now re11es more on 1ts ctomic deterrent than on its
conventional‘forpes. These st@tements show how far-feucned is telk about the
superior strengthvof the Soviet Union and its allles in conventional armaments.

- If this talk is at 2ll necessery for any purpose, it is to justify a further increase

in nuclear armaments,
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Let us suppose, however, that the fears of the Testern Powers are well- founded,

What safeguards are proposed by the Soviet Union to ensure the equal position of the
two sides in_thé“disérmament srocess? Then considering the first stage of disarmament,
we drew the attention of the members of the Committee to the fact that; simultanecously
with the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and foreign military bases

alien territories, we »provide for a drastic reduction of the armed forces of the
Soviet Union and the United States to“1,700,000 men, that is to that level whicl tiae
Testern Powers at one time regarded as ensuring balance during the disarmament -rocess,
The representative of the United Arab Republic said one was puzzled to note that:

"it is the other side which is adtuully suggesting the reduction to the

lower force level previously suggested by the United Stétes." (ibid. ; D.15)
Indeed, we are mroposing o lower level, and we are also puzzled by the fact that the
United States, which expresses fears regerding the size of Soviet ermed forces, does
nov agree with our »roposal wiich is precisely‘inténded to dispel these fears.

In the seconé>stage we propose to go even further slong the path of reducing
force levels by brlnglng the armed forces of the Soviet Unlon and the United States
down to the level of 1, OOO 000 men. In our oplnlon, his ensures that the equa
position of Stetes is maintained also in tZe second stage of disarmament, On the

“other hend, we do not find in thke United States document that the equal position of
Stetes is maintained from tiie point of view of ensuring their securlty either in
the first or in %2e second stage of disarmament.

It was, of course, no coincidence tl:at the representative of the United Areb
Republic dealt with the question of the elimination of foreign military bases in alien
territories in vhat part of his statement, wiiere he spoke about the equal position
of States. The simultaneous elimination of foreignbmilitary bases in alieﬁ'ﬂérritories
and of nuclear wecson delivery vehicles is an ihdispensable condition for the moin-
tenance of the equal position of the sides. e have already explained why this is
so and we shall not repeat what we‘have said. We neeld only point out the fact thot,
as is evident from the statements made by the representotive of the United iArab A
Republic end ¢ number of other repreéentatives, the necessity of the speediest
elimination of foreign militery bases in zlien territories is meeting with generel’
undefstmnding. ‘

The disturbonce of the equal p051t10n of States in the first stage of the
United States disarmament plcon becomes even more striking wheri we' study the United

States proposal for the second stage of disarmament., The vagueness, which characterize:
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‘the United Stabtes nroposal regarding nuclear weapons, is repeated in regard to the
reduction of foreign military bases, proviled for in stage II of the United States
plan. In the first place, the United States avoids altogether any reference to
foreign militery baoses in alien territories and obscures the issue with a phrase
about military beses in generazl, In section D, paragrani 1, of this document, the
United States spenits of the reduction of "egreed" militexry bases. In conditions
where foreign and national military bases are lumped together, this can mean that
the measures will affect only national,. or clmost only national military bases.
There is such a possibility, and it .would be unforgivable to ignore it.

We could not but draw ottention also to the fact that the United States, which
is so touchy about control, when it comes 1o nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, is
content with extremely vague formulations in regard to control over the reduction
of military bases. Section D, paragraph Z b, has only = modest reference to "the
annex on verification". This point, in my opinion, is very noteworthy,

The representetive of Burma, Mr. Bsrrington, whose statement was imbued with 2
desire to find ways of overcoming differences, made tie following remark:

"It would be my delegation's hope tiact between them these stages could

contain all the major elements of disermament such es the elimination of

all nucleer weapons and tleir carriers, reduction of armed forces and

armaments and liquidation of 2ll »otentially offensive military bases, and

that stage III would be devoted mainly to providing for. the smooth

transition of States to o disarmed world." (ENDC/3V.40, p.35)

We agree with the idea expressed in this remark by Lir. Berrington.

It is clear from the explanations, wiaich the Soviet delegation has given on the
first and second stages of disarmament, that they contcin these major elements: of
disarmament, including the elimination of all nuclear weapons and their carriers,
the substantial reduction of ermed forces and armaments and the elimination of
foreign militery beses. These two stages lead to the final measures, the aim of
which is to clecnse the world of any remeining armements. Our proposals have been
drafted in such a way as to ensure the smooth transition from stage I to stage II
and from stage II to stage III, or, to use iir., Barrington's words, "to a disarmed
world",

Much attention has been devoted in the Committee to the fact that the United
States proposal contains built-in conditions, which no% ohly do not ensure a smooth

transition from stage I to stage IL and from stage II to stage III, but-even render
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doubtful the nossibility of any transition. The misgivings expressed in this
connexion during the discussion of stage I become more serious when we study the
United States Hroposal for +the transition from stage II to stage III. The old
conditions are supolemented by new ones, which make transition even more complicaoted.
Thus, stege II, section G, paragraph 2, sub-Daragrapis c. and b, in the United States

q

document, lay down the requirement that States should adopt so-colled "rules of

e
internctional conduct":and agree to arrangements necessary to assure States against
"indirect aggression and subversion" (ENDC/ZV. p.27). ilr. Dean spoke about this today.

What is intended here is tc afford States having thé right of veto the o
opportunity of »utting forward as a justificotion for not wishing to pasé on to
the third stage %he ossertion that certein conditions connected with measures o?
disarmament itself or control have not been fulfilled or that there is no agreement
regarding "rules of internationzl conduct" and assurances ageinst Yindirect aggfession
and subversion". There is no need to mention that there are profound differences
of interpretation regarding “rules of international conduct". The representetive of
Ethiopia, in particular, smolie about this very cbnvincing]y when we discussed the
draft preamble. Zveryone interprets these rules in his'own way. Thus, the United
States, for exsomple, considers it normel %o imposé 2ll kinds of restrictions on
international trace; and it not only does so itseélf but compels its allies to do
likewise. - It elso iﬁterpréts findirect aggression and subversion® in its own woy.

I shall not go further into this matter,

In conclusion, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to dwell on the question
of control. In the statementis made by 1z, Borrington, the representative of Zurma,
and Mr. Hasson, ‘the representative of the United Aral Republic, tiey pointed out
the close internal relationsiiin between discrmament andbcontrol. There is inceed
a relationshin Detween them and, as is evident from our explanations in regarcd

-

to stages I and IT of disarmoment, we starv out from thae princi?le that each
disarmament ste> must be zecompeonied by corresponding control.

In our opinion, the rewresentative of India, Mr. Lzll, put forward some very
sensible consider~tions on tie cuestion of control. I —ointed out that fears
regarding the »ossibility of weapons being concealed were unfounded if one
considered the cuestion in the context of the increased coverage of inspectiox.
That is precisely how we visualise control. In thié'Connexion, we do nob quite

understand lir. Lell's remarlkz thet in the Cisarmement orososals under considerstion
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the proposal for increasing the coverage has not been expleined sufficiently. Te do
do not assume any responsibility for the United States proposal. However, our concept
of control, as laid down in the Soviet d‘eft'treety, is basedbprecisely on the idea
of inereasing control. 1In this connexion, the Soviet Governﬁent memorandum submitted
in the Committee ot the same time as the araft treat& states: _ ‘
. "The arofb Treaty prepared by the Soviet Goverpment provides for the
extension of international control -~ stage by stage —— to those elements

of the military machinery of States Jhlch are subject to elimination at the

corresponding stages of disarmament. In the first stage it will be the means

of delivering nuclear weepons to their - targets, foreign military bases and
foreign troops in alien-territofies, because it will be these components of

- the militery mechinery of States that are to be subject to elimination during
the first stege. In ‘the second stege it will be the nuclear weapons themselves,
and other types of weapons of mass destruction. In the third stage it will be
central and local military institutions, military 4z alnlng establlshments, ete,

‘ “As regards armed POPCEE "and conventlonal grmuments ‘the draft Treaty takes

account of tne fact that cur1n5 the first and second stages they will be merely
reduced, Wulle the1r comolete elimination is slated for the thlrd stage. That
is why control in the first two stagesis proposeo over the reductlon of armed

‘“forces and conventlonal armaments, ond not over those forces and armaments . that
will bé reteined by Sta tes. In the third stege ormed forces and armaments ere
to be’ comnletely e11m1nuted and therefore control over.the implementation of

this measure will assume o comprehen51ve nature.” (= DC/3, p.9) .

It is abundantly cleur from thls quotwtlon from our memorandum that the Soviet
Union provides for continuing inspection and increased coverage, which is just what
Mr. Lall spoke about, .Thisvshovs once again how unfounded are the assertions of the
Western representatives about the possibility of armaments being concealed or
manufactured clendestinely. '

I have one more brief remark. lr. Hassan, the United Arab Republic representative,
speaking about the desirability of making efforts to resolve differences, in
particular concerning the elimination of the means of delivering nuclear weapons,
pointed out that pest projeects of the sides provided for the gradual abolition of

these means of delivery. I hawve to make the”foliowing-correction: the Soviet Union
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has not put forwerd such a proposal. ALs for the United States proposals, which,
incidentally, the United States representative mentioned at one of our meetings, their
real meaning wes not the gradusl elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear
weapons but the establishment of control over them.

Te have no other possibility of removing the danger of a nuclear war than by
eliminating nuclecr weapons or their means of delivery. There is no other choice.
Since it is already recognized by everyone that it is much easier to implement measures
in regard to the means of delivery than in regard to the nuclear weapons themselves,
the realistic and practical way to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war is to destroy
at the very beginning of disarmament all the means of delivering nuclear wezpons.

If we add to this the destruction of the nuclear weapons themselves in stage II of
disarmament, as proposed in the Soviet draft treaty, the threet of a nuclear war
will be completely and finally eliminated. Thet will solve the most vital problem

confronting the world at the »resentv time.

A\

The CZAIRUN (Mexico) (translation from Spanish): I wish to announce that

tomorrow, Fridey 25 liay at 10 2.m., there will be 2 meeting of the Committee of the
Whole, Ve hope it will be 2 short one.  The two co-Chairmen will submit a drafi
declaration against war propaganda, together with some joint suggestions with regerd
to the various items to be discussed next in the Commiittee of the Whole. This shoft
meeting of the Committee of the Whole will be followed immediately by the forty-second

meeting of the Conference of tize Eighteen-llation Committee on Disarmament.

The Conference decided toc issue the following comnunique:

‘ "The Conference of the Eighteen-~llation Committee on Disarmament todlay
held its forty-first plenary meeting ot the Palais des Nations, Geneva
under the choirmanship of iir. Tadills llervo, reoresentative of Mexico.

"The rejresentatives of Romaniz, the United Stotes, Czechoslovakia,
Italy and the Soviet Union made statements.
"The next plenary meeting of the Conferenmce will be held on Friday,

25 llay 19562, ofter the meeting of tihe Committes o7 the Thole.”
M 5

Tae meeting rose at 1.25 p.n.






