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The CHAIRMAN (United Arab'Républic):; I declare open the forty-seventh

meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.

lir, LsLL (India}: I should like to maie a few remariss on general and
complete disarmament. In them I shall endeavour to pull together some points which
have been occurring to us as a result of statemenits made during the past few days.

I should like to say, first of all, that we are most grateful to the’ delegation
of the United States for a number of recent statemenis made by ix. Dean, which: have
clarified the position of the United 3tates and heljed us very considerably to
understand iis approach and also some of the details of the Uniled States plan.

This clarification will certainly help us to make progress in our work.

During the same period of a weelr or so our colleague kir. Zorin has been, if I
may say so, a little morc reticent. However, we are very graveful to him for the
importqht_statement which he made on Tednesday, 3C ilay. This has given us further
clafificaﬁion of the positvion of his delegation also, and throwvn more light on the
”Soviet disarmament plan.

If tocey we ask more questions and make certain comments on the plans of both
sides, it is because, for us at any rate, there are still matiers ito be cleared up
and issues which we do not see, perhaps, as fitting into the delineations of the
two plans as made to us by their sponsors. e would ask both sides to bear with
the femarks we will meke, to regard them as tentative, and to accept our assurance
that we seekrto assist the »rocess of coming together and that even such critiecism
as we miéht male has this Hurpose.

Ma& I turn to the question of the transition from stage to siage and the issue
of the veto? I do not want to go over the arguments of the two sides in this matter
atlall, but I do wish to refer very briefly to what the representvative of the United
States said on 30 lay. Iithought he spoke with great and charming modesty about
the suggestion which.I had made once or twice, that perhaps the two co-Chairmen
could be associatéd with the process of disarmamen! in the same exalted or difficult
wosition which they now occupy, namely, as co-Cheirmen, and that they should be co-
Cheirmen of the control council and should make joint recommendations to the control
council, which would then take a vote according to its procedures on the progress

from stage 1o stage.
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Mr. Déan, in his modesty, did‘not mention that I had suggested thet the United
States and 'thé “Soviet Union should remein co-Chairmen of the control council. ¥e
attach significance to that suggestion. In our view, it is not enough for there to
be a joint recommendation from the United States and the Soviet Union; _we think that
the whole process of disarmament would-be assisted by establishing coatinuing co-
operation between the leaders of the two sides through their retaining vhe function
of co-Chairmen during the process of disarmament. This will, we believe, help'to
smooth out various issues which will arise; it will bé conduc¢ive to the process of
increasing mutual confidence on both sides as disarmement proceeds. So we would be
gratéful if the United States delegation, which I believe has shown some interest
in our suggestion, would bear in mind that the suggestion goes & little further
than Lir. Dean seemed t6 indicate on 30 Lay. »

Now I would like to say a brief word ——and this is my second thought ‘on ‘this
issue of transition and veto—-as to the functions of the Seséurity Council for the
maintenanée of international peace and security.  The way in which ‘we ‘d¢énceivé the
disarmament plan —-and we believe this would be common ground between us all Here —-
is that the plan would be part of the United Nations family, as it were; it would
function within the framework of “he United Nations &s far as possible. R

In anyjevent, there would be hothing in this disarmaement plan which would
supersedé'the fundaemental procedures of the United Nations Charter. It is pérfectly
obvious, and we all know it, thab under the United Nations Charter the Security
Cohncil'ﬁés'ﬁarticular funétions in regard to the meintenance of international
peace and security. I am looking particularly at irticle 39 of the Charter,
Nothing.that we do throughja disarmaméﬁt'plan'will upset the procedures or narrow
the scope Of srticle 29 of the Charter. I am sure that is common ground. If that
is so, then is it not true that even when disarmament is goihg”on and when it is
completed, the provisions of the Charfer;'particuiérly those with regard to the
Security Council, will remain intact éh&:iﬁ being?“ Thet being so, is it necessary
to mention in our disarmament treaty'the provisionswof the Charter relating to the
Security Council? ’ |

In short, I would suggest, to our Soviet colleague in partiéﬁiar, that the
propoSaiycontained in article 40 of the Soviet draft might be re-examined. I would
ask the Soviet representative to look at this article, which is headed "Functions

and Main Bodies", The main bodies are mentioned in the first paragraph of article 40
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and the functions are mentioned in the first sentence of the next paragraph, but
the bulk of that paragraph relates not to the functions of the bodies to be set up
here but to the functions of the Security Council Furthermore, I would draw
attention to the fact that in art1c1es 41 and 42 the functlons of the conference
and of the control council are fully spelt out. Slnce there is only one sentence
in artlcle 40 about the functions of these bodies, and since there is a full spelling-
out of the functlons in the two succeedlng articles, is it necessary to retain the
second paragraph of article 40-«-taa1n5 1nto account, of course, what I have sa1d
namely, thet the functions of the Securlty Counc11 under the Unlted Nat1ons Charter
will continue intact, that there can be .no derogatlon from the functions of the f
Securlty Council as a result of the aaoatlon of a dlsarmament treaty? |

Frenkly, I make this suggestlon because I wish to put beyond doubt the fact
that the Securlty Council veto will not apply to the transition from stage to stage
of the dfsarmament process. That is my obJect1ve. I would llue there to be no
misunderstandiné on thisbpoint 1 I ‘am not trylng to say that ohe Securlty Coun011's
funct1ons would not be attracted 1f certaln circumstances were created in the world,
whether before or durlng the process of disarmament or after the world is dlsarmed
Certalnly cases may be created wh1ch would attract the Charter functions of the
Security Counc11 - If further con51derat1on can be g1ven to my suggestlon regardlng
transition, we might be able to find a meetxng place regardlng this 1mportant matter.
I would like to draw attention to the fact that a number of representatlves sPeaklng
here have made it very clear that it would be extremely difficult for them to
conceive of m,unlfled treaty on dlsarmament in which there were watertlght compart-
lments and in which the process of d1sarmament could be interrupted between the .
stages. The Security Counc11 veto makes the chances of 1nterrupt10n of the process
of dlsarmament far too w1de, and far greater than such necessities as may be
appllcable to the case. ‘ _

Now I should like to talk for a few mlnutes on the 1mportant subJect of control
or verification. During these last few ~days there has been much talk about
verlflcatlon end we have been talklng, I belleve, about three klnds of verlflcatlon.
F1rst we have talked about ver1f1catlon of arms and so on whlch are destroyed,vthat
is to say, of reductlons, or e11m1nat10ns, of armaments. Seconaly, we have talked
about verification of retained arms. » Thlrdly, we have tallked about verlflcatlon

to assure us that there are no arms h1dden."under the Jacket", no arms concealed
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unlawfully, I would suggest thob €he following cuestions zné considerations arise
in regurd tc these throe categories,

So far as the first category islédncerned, that is to say, verification of
destruction, or reduction or elimination of a particular type of armament, both the
disarmament plans before us work on the basis of presented inventories of armaments,
* The actual end verified destruction is to take place on the basis of inventory
figures., This is common ground in the two plans.

So far as the second category of verification measures is concerned, that is,
verification of retained arms, having listened very seriously and carefully to the

iscussions I am bound to say that the position in this matter is not clear to me.
In fact, as I study this matter I find that the following question is raised in my
mind: Are we not really after the third category, not retained arms but concealed
arms, that is to say, clandestine activities rather than lawfully-retained arms?
What is our law of disarmement? I am meking a projection from the plans as they
are, = The law starts from the inventories; that, if you like, is article 1 of our
law. "It goes on to destruction; that, if you like, is article 2 of our law. = It
would follow from articles 1 and 2, if they were faithfully carried out -— I mean, if
the inventories were good and if destruction was made on the basis of agreed figures,
percentages, eliminations or whatever —— that what remained was a lawful remainder of
arms . ’ '

But because of the lack of conficence, which we must admit, and because -- and
again we must admit and face this fact—-~ disarmament deals with a most crucial matter
touching the very basis of Oufiéecurity all around this table and all over the world,
we do want to know and we will want to know whether article 2 of the law of our
disarmament arrangements, that is to say, agreed reductions or eliminations, is not
being got around by concealment or by surreptitious and counterveiling build-ups of
arms, Surely that is the point. Is this not the real issue before us rather than
that of lawfully retained arms?

I think I am right in looking at the issue this wey, and I should like to quote
from two statements which we might almost take as Scripture on this matter. I will
first quote from the statement Sir iichael Wright mzde on 28 liay. He said:

"If there were adequate peace-keeping machinery and an adequate

peace-kecping force, there would be little, or at least less,

incentive for the hidden retention of arms, for hiding arms 'under
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the jacket', and this would surely ease the oroblem of conirol".
(ENDC/PV.43, p.10) —-

for the "hidden reteation of arms", that is to say, for clandestine, for unlawful

retention of arms, not for lawful retention of arms., The issue there is hidden
retention of arms,

If that is not sufficient, may I now read from iir., Dean's most recent statement
on this matter, which he made on 30 lay? He said:

"Therefore the United States believes that regardless of whether

reductions are effected by agreea numbers or percentages ia such

sensitive areas, the nDoint is reached very soon where some essurance

is needed that the weapons destroyed are not replaced and that no

armaments are in fact concealed." (ENDC/#V.45, p.11)

Both of these would be illegal processes, of course-- the replagemenf of weapons and
the concealment of weapons. Mr. Dean did not reaise any objec%ipﬁ;to lawful arms.
Why should he? They are not objectionable. lir. Dean is a lowyer and reépects the
law more than any of us here, perhaps; so he does not object to lawful retentions.
Indeed, a little further on, when speaking of production of fissionable materials,
cut-off date, and so forth, he spoke of:

"inspection such as the progressive zonal plan to give assurance that

no clandestine facilivies are maintained." (2219.2 2.12)

It seems pretty clear to me that the'prob]em is not one of retained arms, it is that
of concealed, hidden, unlawfully refained, unlawfully built-up arms; that is a
different metter from checking 1awfu11y;retained arms., I think this comes out from
the stetements of iir. Dean and Sir HMichzel Wright which I have just quoted.

I would therefore suggest that an important conclusion seems to present itself
to us: that is, that we should focus our attention on the first and third matters
regarding verification, namely, the question of destruction and the question of
concealment, or getting around the lawful position, rather than on the second
matter which we have been discussing, namely the verification of retained arms.
Surely that follows from analysis of the situation.

On the first matter, that of destruction of arms: as I said, the two plans are
on common ground; there is not much difference. i believe this hes been admitted

by both sides from time to time.
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megardlng unlawfully—concealed arms or bulla—ua of armaments to replace agreed

destruction -~ again an unlawful act1v1ty -1 shoula rlke to refer tobuwo points.,
Flrst there is the que5u10n of proauctlon to realuce agreed &eetructlon under
verlflcatlon. I would lize to say here, in parenth051s, thav toc slower the
~qvance of the disarmament nlan the moxe comollcuued this particular problem_becomes.
le have all been telling ourselves in this room, qultevrlghtly, from time to time,
"tHAt;we must Bé realistie; that we mus? accept the facts. of ceurse_we rust. be
reclistic end of course we must accent uhe facts. Je must try and balance and
assess the varlous facts 1nvolved in an issue and we must, on thal basis, decide on
such matters as the pace of our dlearmament plan. I would suggest‘that the
complications which arise out of 2 slow plan are equally facts to be considered by
all of us, and I hope thab when we ceme to this question of the. pace of the dis-
armament plan we will talke that 11to account

Let me return to the questlon of nroductlon to replace destroyed armaments as
agreed 1n the course of the plan. I would 11ke to point out that surprlslngly little
has been sald in our dlscu551ons-—sur3r1s1ng1y 11tt1e-— on conirols on the reduction
and cessatlon of production of armaments. I should llke to draw ettention to the -
fuct that this polnt secms to have been missed. For example, Sir lichael Wright,.
on 28 lay talxed of three categories of verification and he went into some detail
about them, but he never once mentloned verification of cessation or reduction of
Urouuctlon of urmamentS'm not once. i1 have tried to check this carefully and, .
1ndeed I have verlfled it oy re—reudlng Slr micheel'!s remarxs. I hope he will
flnd that 1 am correct in muklng th1s stutement I am not making en accusation
ugalnst h1m.-—I w@nt to be very Cleul on that 901nt-»-because in a way he was guite
rlgnt 1n n0t mentlonlng this matter. Jhy should he have mentioned it? It had not
been ralsed , ’ . " . :

B But I woula submlt tﬂwt it does arise, and we in our deregetlon will have more
‘o say abouu it 1n future. 4t this stgge I want to mention it 51mﬂly because it is
a very 1mportant p01nt ana should not ‘be overloohcd e would submit that we are not
gettlng a comblete picture because thls p01nt is not belng mentioned, and.we might,
as a result of overlooklng this p01nt tend to exaggerate somewhut the neeu for other
asgects of verlflcatlon._ That is qulte natural: if We overlook one aspect of .
verlflcatlon and forget that it is there, and forget that it is going to affect the

process of disarmement, we may exaggerate other aspects.
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. I would subm t uhat here 1s a left-out p051t1ve element whlch must affect dur
thlnklng and whlcn w1ll bear very, dlrectly on the Jolnt of” clanaest1ne act1v1t1es --
whlch I suggest, rathnr than lawfu]ly—reta1ned arns, are what cause dlsqulet 1n
our mlnds. By the way, i vould llke to say that ure plans themselves are not
,entlrely srlent on this matter of ver1f1cat10n of prouuctlon, and I thlnk the
.(Commlttee w111 recollect that on 21 uay I referred %0 some aspects of the Soviet

olan-m-to artlcle 22 in partlcular. The statement whlch I made then provoked

cerualn remarks from Mr. BDean. He said:

"Mr. Lall also referred to the provision of the Soviet’ draft treaty
whlch apoears to prov1de a rlght of 1nspect10n to all atomlc energy '
plants (TNDC/PV 40, poge 47) 'On 28 day I dealt with these prov151ons,
and with the 1nterpretat .on of thei made by our Sov1et colleague. It
would be a very hopeful sign indeecd if they nad the meanlng lir. Lall
gave them, but I believe we must aweit the detalled answers of the
Soviet representative to our questions, before we know whether this is

brue."© (ENDC/BV.45, 1.18)

Ie would of course welcomc further clar1f10at1on from our Soviet colleague, and
anywar much more thought mist be glvcn to these mauters in bOun )lans and by us all.

So much then, for the question which arises, and which I’ suggested has been
largely overlooked, of the control and- ver1f1cat1on measures which will apply to‘the
‘reduct1ons, or e11m1nat1ons, of productloﬂ-——a very important 001nt I would say
that in udd1t10n to %his we will want some general assurance thet fresh productlon
units are not belng set up to get round the agreed reductlons ané eliminations.
Now' thls is a matter of whlch, et thls stage we in our delegation would like only
o take note. | - o

I would now llke to refer to the 1nterest whlch Mr Dean took in a suggestion
whlch I had mentioned prev1ously and oo'hls request for more dete 1ls about it. This
is with reference to a 3oss1b1c alternatlve to zonal 1nspect1on as proposed by the
Un1ted States. Ve will bear in m1nd Mr Dean's interest in th1s matter and we will
rcvert to it at the aoproorlate t1me, so as to exolarn more fully, and perhaps to
assist in that way "in 1ev°earch for 2 w1de1y—acceatable method to deal w1th this
oroblem, which certa1nly does ar1°e.

I now want to_turn to the ques,lon of the maln enance of the exlstlng pattern

of armaments as reductions nroceed under the dlsarmament plan. Ve all know that
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this is a matter about which lir. Dean has spoken frequently, and heAﬂa;;éfxeésed the
4Amportance which the United States Government and éelegation.attach to mainteining
the pattern of armament as we cut it. through disarmament-- mainicin the armament .
mix, mot altering it. But I would like to submit a question to the Unjted States
delegation: ' Does the Unived States plan really maintain the present pattern or mix
of ermament? Let us sec. I would like to examine this, very briefly and guickly.

The way I sece it is this: in stage I of the United States :lan there is no '
direct reduction of nuclear wespons. It is contended that some reduction might
result if..a considerablc quantity of fissile material were puit aside as proposed,
but this remains conjectural, and the other side-- thet is the Soviet delegation --
has said that it would not result in.eny dismantling of nucleecr wezapons. -

Secondly, there is no reduction et 2ll of chemical and biological weapons in
stage I.

Thirdly, there is no reduction of <the conventional weapons listed in part 4,
paragraph 2 b, of stage II of the plan. ‘ ‘ ; ‘ K

Fourthly, there is no reduction of the smell cims which ere not listed either
in stage I or in stage Ii of the Unilec States plan. — o j‘l o

. Now whet will be the effect of this position? ¥Will it nov change the present

patiern or mix, .and change it rather heavily, in favour of weajzons of mass destruc-
Yion? .. Thet seems to me & very‘sénious point, which arises becquse,thepeﬁwill,bev
no reduction of CBR weapons gnd there will be no .reduction, specifically,mof;npc;gar
weapons. ,  l:.do take into account that there will ve a reduction of 30 per cent of.
the means. of delivery of these weapons: . But then it can be argued that if weapons
were not reduced at all,: 90 per cent in the first year, 80 per cent in the second
year and 70 per cent in the third year of the means of delivery might be quite enough
%0 deliver the 100 per ceni: of weapons of ‘mass .destruction in sitock today. Therefore
it would seem to me that here is a very unfortunaie alteration. of the mix er pattern,
and one which must arouse considerable spprehension ini.our minds. ‘ B

Let us look at stage II of the United States disermement nlon. |, By far %bhe
gregter part of conventioncl armament is-cut: down: in this stege of; the plen:to. 35 per
cent of the original ‘level.. - I believe that is.correct--a 50 ner cent.cut of what
remains after stage I, leaving 35 per cent of the original level. . But now, let us
look at nuclear weapons. .. Ve are told in the plan that they are to come do@n;on the

basis: of agreed percentages, but we are not told what those percentages are. .So -
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there is at the very least a continuing potentisl of az changed mix or pattern in
favour of these dreadful weapons.

'My second point in connexion with stage II is that chemical and biological
weapons are to come down to 50 per ccnt of the original stock, whereas conventional

aermaments are to come down to 35 per cent. So, again, the mix is altered in favour
of weapons of mass destruction,

I raise these points very frankly, in order to seek clarification and to indicate
that it seems to me that the mix or nattern is altered by the United States plan.

I do not, of course, raise this particular point about the Soviet plan, because not
only has Mr. Zorin not said that his plan maintains +the mix but he has stoutly
maintained that it does not maintain the mix, and that it elimincies all nuclear
delivery vehicles in stage I end all nuclear weapons in stage II; and he has
defended that position. So this particular issues does not arise so far as the
Soviet plan is concerned; but it secems to me it does arise so far as the United
States plan is concerned.

I would like to say, very frenkly, that we do not ourselves subscribe to the
view that the mix should notv be altered. We have nointed ouv that under neither
plan does the mix remain unaltered, and I suggest that the fact that neither plan
neintains the mix unaltercd means that we are at liberty to alver the mix or the
pottern of armament as we proceed with disarmament.

I +would now like %o make some furith-r remarks at this stage about weapons of
mass destruction. Lre we, in making these plans, giving sufficient attention to
the fact that the longer weapons of mass destruction remain in the arsenals of any
country, the longer will the temptation subsist for countries wnich do not possess
those weapons to get hold of them, or to meke them, in a clandestine manner. That
will be the effect. e have been told we should be realistic. Yes; we must be
realistic. Let us be reclistic on +this important point. Let us be realistic
about the fact that the longer any country thinks it must hold these weapons, the
longer will the temptation exist for other countries to get hold of these weapons.
ind what complications will follow in the pursuit of our objective of a peaceful
world? Not only a disarmed world but -~as the United States gelegation says - -
"disarmament in a peaceful world"; or, as I think, "disarmament for a peaceful

world."
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I would submit that in this question of weapons of mass destructicn cur realism
must extehdkbeyond the present heclders of such weasons. I say again that science
is not the monovpcly of eny country, technology is not the monépoly of any ccuniry.

e all krow that in fect all the estima’es that have been made of the length of time
which it takes for technology to spread have been over-statements. There were ovei~
estimates both in the United Kingdom and in the United States of the length of time

~ that 1t would take for the Soviet Union to develo» nuclear wea>ons afier 1945, The
facus chowed that the Soviet Union got nuclear weadons in a shorter time. The same
was trve of the estimates about the hydrogen bomb. Sir Chzrles Snow brings out

thais point very clearly :n his last boﬁk.

I must point‘out that we feel véry concerned indeed at the continuance of weapons
of mass destruction over long periods of iime. 7o would request the deleéations
»rimarily éoﬁcerned to “atre this matter into account --and, if I may say so, with
greaf respect, in the interests of their own security. How much move diffisult
will that security.become if nusclear weepons spread. I know i% is guggastad that

the prlce 01 nuclcar weapons is SO 11ig,h that countries cannot develop “hem. This,

too, I woald submit is not “rue. Thau cozts "X" in one counitry can cost ean-lourth
of MKV in anotrer counu*y Vhat costs 4% in one country mey be determincd by its

geographlc loca ion, by the f~ct that its weapons have to be carried immense distances

-

or have to be delivered at immesnse distances. Put the trouble which reightours
could cause to each other with even srimitive nuclear weapons would be someuhlng
frightful. JTe are ccncerned shout these matters and we thinis “hat they deserve

B

the attention which we hope thev will receive,
. 3

a2

One more poirnt, and thern I will cease. I would refer to the nuclear study
which has been proposed. This point figures in the United Staues olan. Mr. Zorin

has told vs that the fact thav it dees not eppear in the Soviet 5lan does ne’ mean

that ths Sowleu Union Is necassarily against a nuclear study. This is how X
unders uood h1m, at any rate. I gather, in fact, that both sides wculd agrze to
such studleu. We have pondered very carefully ujon certain remerks which Mr. Dean

has qade; I will ned gquot: them because I do not want to detain the Committee any
longer on this matver, buv L., Dean in particular will knew which remarks 1 am
referring %0. Uhen he was tnalking about the desiruction of nuclear woaponu, he said
thet we would depend upon Lnsanﬂtlon and upon the zonal system (ZNDC/PV.43, p.18)}

In his most recent staterent he gave us three questions which he thoughv cculd be

clarified in a nuclear sbudy (ENDC/2V.45, p.l4).
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The first question related to sbtorage arrangements. I would submit that
storage arrangements are not so important that they should holcd uz pfogress of
nuclear disarmament.

The second point was concealment of nuclear weapons. That is a very important
point and I think it ought to be studied. What I am going to suggest about this
matter, in order to enable all the members of the Committee to amoreciate this issue
fully, is this: would it not be possible for those of the countries around this
table which have already made studies about this matter to circuiate to the other
countries or to circulave as Conference papers summaries of the work they have done
in this regard? I believe I am right in smying.that kr, Godber has stated that
the United Kingdom has done work on this matter. It may be that some work on this
metter has been done in non-nuclear countries. I would suggestv that if we could
look at some papers on this matter we might more clearly realize the need, or perhaps
the oppbsite, of this study. I am rot saying that it is not necessary to have a
study, but I think we should see what work has béeﬁ done, and this exchange of
pepers might in itself clarify some of the issues involved. I make that suggestion
particularly to the nuclear iowers, but not necessarily to them alone.

I had hoped to make some remarks about confidence and the inter-relationship
of confidence and disarmamént, because this is a matter which has been raised so
often, but I will not do so at this stage because 1 have taken {00 much time already;

1 will come back to some of these matiers on a subsequent date.

iMf. DEAN (United States of america): I have listened with the greatest
interest, as I always do, to the remaris of the rejresentative of India. I assure
him tﬁét we shall study his remarks with the utmost care and ti:at we shall invthé
near future endcavour to answer the very pertineni questiohs which he has put to us.

1 do not want to go‘into any detail this morning;‘but I might just say, since

the representative of India has already touched upoh this matier, that we do provide
in our plan, under section i of stage I, paragraph 3e (page 7), that, after we have
decided whether to adopt zonal inspection or progressive zonal insvection, or some-
thing else, we work out an annex on verification which, of course, WOuldbbe attached
to the treaty. In paragrash 4 we suggest that: . |

"The parties to the treaty would agree fq examine unresolved questions

relating to means of accomplishing... the reduction and eventual elimination
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of production and stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons of mass

destruction." (ENDC/3C, ».T7).

In our plan we provide.that there should be a 3C per cent reduction in stage I,
and then a 5C ner cent of what remains in stage II.  We have not drafted this in
detail because we still hope to spend some more time with our colleagﬁes on the
questicn of progressive zonel inspecvion; if it is not satisfacvory, we shbuld
like to discuss what system of inspection should be adopted. Eut I shall be very
happy to reply in more detzil at a laver date, ) - .‘

I might say in passing before I start my statement this morning that I hévejbeen
“‘accused of many things, but this is tze first time in my career that I have_evéf
been accused of modesty —— and I thank the representative of India.

I think I should warn ny colleagues that my statement this ﬁorningrwill be even

more boring than usual because I shall be making sone observations about the
werking draft of part I mrooesed by the United States and the So#iet Union.
(Z9DC /4C /Rev.1) 4s members know, the words in single parenthesis represent
United States »references and the worls in dcuble nperenthesis rep“eseht Soviet
Unicn preferences, |

This docuzent is tre rrecduct of nany frank discussicns and exciianges of views

Tl
rout the montz of May. I feel that these

between tie two co-Chairmen throu;
ezzchanges cof views have been inmensely helpful. There has been constructiﬁe
zive—and-take on both sides, and the result, I Lelieve, iévé document which
substantially advances our work. e have found it possiblc to ag#ee between
ourselves cn = number of pcints where we were previocusly in disagreeient, and at
‘3he same time we were able to identify certain ereas of disagreement of a
~significant nature. These areas of disagreemeni will be clear frox a reading
of document ENDC/4C/Fev.l. | |

At the outset I should like to explain two major concerns of thé United States
delegation which relate to a number of bracketed words and phrases throughout the
entire text that is before you. The first point is that ﬁy deiegatibn believes it
is important to preserve clearly thc concept that part I setsbforth basic purposes
of the treaty. The seccnd point flows from the first: since part'I contains
over-all purpeses of the treety, it fcllows thaet we should generally ncw attenpt in
2art I to spell cut in precise devail =»rovisions which must realliy be reflectea‘in
swecific language in subsequent parts of the treaty. These considerations account

Zoxr a2 numbeir of the bracketed phrascs.
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4s I am sure you will recall, originally our part I was entitled "Cbjectives

an¢ Principles". This stemmed from the fact that in our outline there was a
section A entitled "Cbjectives" and o section B entitled "Principles". We

believed that this was a useful way to start a treaty, and there were important
nrecedents in support of this concent. I refer particularly to the Charter of

t2e United Navions. Chapter I of the Charter is entitled "Purposes and Principles".
sectually the Charter of the United HNations seemed to us to be the generzl
rmltilateral treaty wmost similar to the treaty on general and complete disarmament
we are trying to negotiate and draft here. Net only does the Charter of the

United Nations establish an international organization, which of course is its
orincipal purpecse, but in addition it contains fundamental cbligations of a general
navure. In other words, the United Netions Charter seemed to us, and still seens
to us, to be a completely appropriate, and indeed very helpful, precedent.

We were informed, however, by our Soviet colleagues that the Soviet delegation
considered it of great and.indeed fund;mental importance that the word "obligations"
be included either in the title of part I or in the title of eachi of the articles
comprising part I. We thought that, since part I would come after the preamble and
after a clause saying, "The parties agree as follows", or some such wording, it
woull be absolutely clear that all provisions thereafter in part I would be
obligations. Nevertheless, in an effort to meet the views of our Soviet colleagues,
we suggested the overall title to part I of "Cutline of Treaty Cbligaticns". We
tnhought, and indeed still think, thet "Cutline of Treéty Cbligations” is a completely
accurgte description of what is to be ccntained in part I. £s I think we are all
avare, and as maﬁy of us have explicitly reccgnized, the profisions of part I of

our treaty are not intended to spell out in detail the obligations cf parties

regarding disarmament. Indeced there will have to be lengthy negotiaticns to
elaberate into obligaticns the general purposes stated in part 1. In some cases

sentences or phrases ccntained in part I will have to be elaborated into a
haif-dozen or even a dozen articles oxr zerhans even into an entire section of the
sreaty. In other words, we think it is indisputable'that the provisions of zart I,
ns well as being general purposes, really constitute a broad outline which the rest

cf the actual text of the treaty will comnplete.

Py
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Criginally, it was unmistakably clear in our propcsal that Dart I would consist
of "Chjectives and °r1n01ples" Nod cnly were the parts of article I sc labelled,
Hut there was no break-down, in our orizinal propcsal, cf articles dealing
segarately.with the eliminstion ¢f zzrmed forces and armaments, conirol, and

e ] .

zaintenance of international peace cnd security. Cur Scviet colleague wcold us,

. .

zowever, that the Soviet delegation ccmsidered it quite important that we separate

~art I intc taree distinet sections coveriag thcse three tonics. Ye were willing
tc meet our Soviet colleezues in this way, because in fact iv is 2o ble tc group

tihe clauses in this menoer. chever, having accented this Soviedv nroposal, we

sl
b

.L

think it all the nmore ir Uo*t“nt at She true character of 4tihese “rovisions as
general purposes be clearly and explicitly recognized.

Let me make this-clear. Cur xefcrence tﬁat the title of nart I reflect the
outline nature of what is contained in »art I and that the introductory sentence
contain the phrase "wita the following general purposes", does nct result merely
from a desire to pursue doggedly the dictates of pure logic. Ratlier, we do not
think it would be wisc, cr indeed melie good sense, tc obscurc the truc nature of
part I. We are concerned that, if we deleted e words "Cutline of" from the
title of part I, or the words "with the following general purposes" in the
introductory sentence, we siould be crectving =2 gemeral illusicn of progress and
agreement, which would nct really be werranted and which indeed 2ight cause nuch
trouble in draftlng later on.

Although I think, as I have said before, that our work oz Dard I has been of
very considerasle use, and that we hnve nade consider able oregress, 1 am afraid

thed this dccument might be widely zisunderstocd as putting up a rather false facade
£ i ’

it gave the inzpressica thal all the gjeneral treaty cbligations which are not
al

(=

K] U PR |

enclosed by braekets in wiais draft hel been settled, and thab all that remained was

2 o

e fill in a few irafting details in e rest of the treaty. Zven wiere we have

[

o brackets we still heve an immense amcunt of exploraticn, negcuviation and

Zrafting to 2c in the Lfuture, and tiis foet musy be explicitly reccgnized, we

believe, cn the face of the dccument.
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.I mighf‘say af this point that we have been considerably influenced in our
+thinking concerning this eitire problem by the most helpful analysis and suggestion

made by the representative of Brazil, ilr. de Mello-Francc, at the thirty-third
olenary meeting of this (ommittee. I'r. de Mellc~Frenco called our attention to
legal analogies in the field of domestic law. I might say in- Dassing that, since
there has been so much criticism of lewyers in ¢iplomacy, I should not have dared
to follow ¥r. de Mello-Franco's example, I would like, however, tc quote from
2is explanation:

"We often find in ins‘ruments of wunicipal public law, particularly in the
constitutions of States, many principles which are not self-executory-- that
is, which can only be implemented by special complementary laws. I think
that is exactly the case of the dreft treaties we are examining. There is a
general part which, although mandaiory, cannot be implemented by itself;

it depends on the provisions that are tc be negotiated later." (ENDC/PV.33, p.T7)

I should like to point out that our distinguished colleague referred to these
introduetory clauses as "principles" —- I repeat "principles" -— which are not
self-executory, and immediately after that he again referred tc these clauses as
"principles ... which can only be implemented by special complementary laws", I
should like to say again that in our work our delegation found Mr. de lello-Francc's
analysis extremely helpful and enlightening. We believe that the concept which
he expressed is the same as that expressed by the provisions cur delegation would
like to see included in the title of »art I and in the introductory clause.

I said earlier that if the nature of the provisions of part I were understood
10 ve purposes or to constitute an outline of obligations, it would necessarily
fcllow that it was not appropriate tc try to spell out in deteil provisions which
are to be the subject of extensive Zrafting and negotiations later on, I should
now like to go through our working <raft and point out the places where this is
vize case and where words in brackets, either sinzle or double, have consequently
Leen required.

In article 1, paragrapa 1(b) we have proposed in the single brackets a general
clause which limits the armaments, forces and facilities tc be left at the end of
general and complete disarmament tc those "agreed to be necessary” to maintain
internal order; and in article 3, paragraph 3 our version seys that the United

Hations peace force would be equipped with "agreed types of armaments”. I
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entlonel this yesterday in ny rensrks aos something that s3ill had to be worked out,
end members will also recall what Lr, Zorin had to say on this subject. The Soviet
vers1on, on the other hand, not only in the articles and paragrapihs I have mentioned
Lut also in ariicle 1, paragraph 2 (a ), seeks to make decisions now as to the type

n

ci armaments which might be availavle, or be produced both for meintaining internal

crder and for supporting the United ilations peace forxce.

We believe that it is not possibie —- or —erhaps more nrecisely, not really
desirable =~ tc try tc decide now whetller, for instance, the forces to aaintain
internal crder should be equipped only with "light firearms", =5 suggested in the
Soviet draft. I believe lirs. Myrdel raised this »noint. e believe that at this
Suuge of our knowled”c and of cur negciiations we cannot be sure whether this is
the correct and the only solution. e think we should hear from many countries
whether light firearms —-— just to pursuc this example —— will really be adequate
for the task. It could be that in some countries it would be ccmpletely
Vjusilfiablb to aaintain 2 limited number of armcured cars. Would this be a
"lightinrearm"? It seems to us that these are questions whicl: ought to be
reserfed for detailed study, comment and agreenent at a later time. Ve think.that
our cbnéépt of agreed types of armaments or forces is the proper one for inclusion
now in avﬁarf of the treaty which conbains an cutline of cbligations'and geﬁe;al
ourpcéés; I am sure that all of ycu are familiar with the sroblems of maintaining

-2er, 1nternwl police problems, and will be able tc mske corzents on'What'is.needed
in your eccuniries. _

The differénce I have just been describing with respect to the method of

n

arming forces for internal order or cf su2porting the United MHaticns meace force
P ey .

&)

pat) QILeStS 1tself in a zreat many cf itze bracketed clauses throughout part I; This

is evident fro: a rcuiing of .part i, so I will not teke the time of the Committee to

exznlain in detail each of the bracketed provisions that relate to this point.
Another »lace where we think therc is unnecessary and undesirable detail in

vie Scviet version is in article 1, »aragraph 2(z), on page 2. Criginally in our

draft we called just for the discenvinuance of nilitary exoenditures. The Scviet

delegation wanted to include explieitly "whether from State budgets cr frow

organizations or private individuals.! Ye added the word "all" before the words
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"nilitary expenditures" so that, in fact, all types of military expenditureg would
be covered. We thought and hoped that this would meet the concern of our Soviet
colleagues, and we still hope sc. (n the cther hand, the more detailed language
which the Soviet delegation precposes to add is unclear to us. In our cogntry, and
I think in nost other countries, privaete individuals do not engage in military
cxpenditures. I dc not know, for eramnle, whether the use of these words would
srohibit individuals from expending money for any tyse of sporting arms, as I
understand it, in some countries it is still necessary tc hunt gane witi firearms.

¢o not know whether the purchase of 2 weapon for such a purpose wculd be regarded

=

s a military expenditure by a private individual. In any event, if we insert‘the
word "all", as we are prepared to do, then later on, when we come to negcotiation of
4the actual text of the treaty and of the explicit article cr articles that will
cover this point, we can decide the detail in which we wish to spell out the
obligation.

.

In the remaining portion of my remarks I should like to discuss, cne by one,
the principal issues which are indicated by the various brackets in ocur working
draft.

In the cpening phrase of article 1, paragraph 2, "To carry out, over a period
of years", there is a difference between the United States and the Soviet
Union on whether it should be specified that general and cemplete disarmament weuld
be carried ocut in a certain number of years. Even though our Soviet colleagues
heave agreed that we need not fill in the blank et this moment, eventually, of
course, we would have to do so. Te continue to believe, for the reasons which I
have explained on a number of past occasions, that it would nct be desirable te
include a vhrase such as the one in double bdrackets indicating the Soviet preference
at the beginning of paragrapi 2. e nink this would be premature and not |
narticularly helpful to our main task of working cut and agreeiny upon the precise
measures of disarmament, contrcl anl strengthening of machinery for keeping the
peace, which after all constitutes the core of cur work.

But in connexion with time limitations it is important not to overlook
arviele 1, paragrapz 4. This paragraph states that general and complete
disermament should be carried cut "in three consecutive stages each having a

specified time linit". e shall try as early as pcssible, that is just as early as
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we think 1t 1s practicable, to specify o time for the third stage of disarmement.

e

“hen we have agrecu on a pericd for ihe third stage, we shall have a very clear

idea of how long general and compleve disarmament cught to tzke.

The next issue of some substance is reflected in the first single brackets cf

article 1, paragraph 2 (a). The United States delegation woulld have that clause

¥

5

refer to "diszantling of militery cstebiishne Dts, including bases wherever they

might be located". Jut this clause is unaccentable to the Soviet delegation, which

aas maintained its position on article l, saragrenh 2 (2). That clause refers to
she dismantling of "all kinds of forcign military bhases" and the withdrewal and

FAN

Jisbanding of all "fereizn troops" stovioned in the territery cf any State.

Initially in our treaty outline we proposed the dismantling of military
establishuents "including bases". Then we found that the actual geographical
locaticn of bases was of immense importance to our Soviet colleagues and that they
felt that dismantling of foreign bases in particular mﬁét be included. Therefore,
in order to meet the view of the Soviet delegation on this point, we added to our
draft after the word "bases" the phrase "wherever they nlght be located" sc that
there would be no doubt that foreign bases, as well as dox sestic bases, would be
covered., e 4o nct see how this could possibly bLe objecticnable, Surely it is
an ébjective or purpose of general and complete disarmement to eliminate all
Mllltary Dases, foreign or doizestic, wherever they might be locatved

The logic of the position I have just stated was apparently quite convincing
1o the Govermient cf the Soviet Union as late as 196C, Cn 23 Sepﬁeéber 196C the
Soviet Government submitted to the Genoral Assembly of the United Heticns
proposals for o treaty on.général 2l vanlete disarmament, Trhe first suvstantive
section of the 196C Scviet nrODOSals states: ‘

"General and co““lete dissrmoent ensails ... the liquidation of all

Zinds of nmilitary bascs.!

1 turn next to the issue presentel in artvicle 1, paragrash 2 (b). Accerding
w0 the SU~beSul”n of Cur delegation, 2li stoekziles of weapcons of ﬂassvdestruction
would be eliminated, their oprcducticm weuld be ended, and finally uanuLQctﬁre of
those weapons weuld De nrozibited. I+ is ocur view that this would accempiish as
complete and effective a prohibition of weanons cf nass destruciion as it is
wossible 1o devise. sfter such weamons have bDeen eliminated anﬂ their
»sroducticn has ceased, there would also be a »rchibition agains® anyone trying to

nroduce new cnes.

a
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The basic difference indicated in article 1, paragraph 5 relates tc the manner

in which a decisicn will be taken cn tremsition -- a point oa which the

resresentative of India spoke this morning.  Cur delegation urefers to say simply
“ant transiticn takes place "upon decision". — This is based on the terminclogy
used in parsgradh 4 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5). Ve

o not think it advisable ab this time Vo say thet the decision will necessarily have
tc be made by the internaticnal disaymament orzanization; we think thet. this can
be the subject of later discussion and negctiaticn.

In the same paragraph 5 of article 1, there are two additicnal words in dcuble
brackets, indicating Soviet preference. First, there is the word "‘1sarmament"
in double brackets before the word "measures". We believe it desirable to be able
to consider whether all measures or obligations have been implemented in order to

determine whether the treaty is being followed and whether, therefcre, a decision

saould be made to go on to the next stage. The same reasoniné relates tc our
reluctance to include the word "verification", which is now in dcuble brackets,
nefore the word "arrangements". _

The first substantial issue presented in article 2 appears iﬁ péragraph 1(c).
In that paragraph, as will be noted, cur delegation would like to say that control
errangements are to be instituted »rogressively throughout the disarmament procéss

"to provide assurance that agreed levels of aruaments and armed forces are not

exceeceld", The Soviet delegation osnoses this. However, we tiink it is a basic
2cint. . In Loth plans, as the Commitice knows, armed forces are to be reduced to
shecified levels, e tnlnx it essential that this Conference find a mutually
agreeable way 1tc nrevide assurance that these agreed levels are nct exceeded. If
whis is not done, there cannot be confidence that the treaty is Dei ¢ fulfilled

and, as a number cof our ceclleagues have seid, in sarticular the gresentatlves
of Burina, thce United Arab Republic, lligeria and Brazil, confidence that disarmament
ovligaticns are being observed is intesrally related tc the ability tc make progress
in disarmenment.

I turn next to the bracketed clause at the end of article 2, paragraph 2.
This clause reads, "and tc ensure that the Organization and its inspectors have
unrestricted access without veto to 2ll places as heceésary for the purpose of
effective verification”, This clausc is almest word for word the last sentence
ol paragraph 6 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, which the Soviet

Government has already accepted
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I refer next to article 2, paragraph 3, which is proposed by the Soviet
delegation and which we find unacceptablé;: The first sentence of paragraph 3, as
will be noted, calls for the adequate representation on the staff of the
international disarmament organization "of all three existing groups of states".
The United States, for its part, just does not believe that there exist merely
three groups of States and that every State can be plunked willy-nilly, whether it
likes it or not, into one of these three groups. We just do not like these
categories. I believe that our colleague, Mrs. iiyrdal, has commented upon this,
and it is our general understandihg that other States do not like to be put into
specific categories, much preferring to be able ﬁo form their own opinions from
time to time and not to be labelled and have a pin stuck through them on the
bulletin board.

In the second sentence in paragraph 3, we think there are a number of defecvs.
In the first place, we do not think it desirable‘now"to suggest that control will be
exercised "on a temporary or permanent basis". We think that the control agreed
upon will be such control as is believed to be necessary in the light of the
particular measure, Secondly, this sentence states that the staff of the
international disarmament organization will exercise control over obligations to
reduce or eliminate armaments. It will be noted that there is no suggestion
whatsoever that some type of control might exist to verify that levelg of
retained armaments and armed forces are not exceeded.

I will come back later to the remarké of the representative of India on this
point. e will probably have to have the advice of some leading exports in this
field of verification, but I think we shall have to be careful not to resirict our
treaty to the point where the inspectors will be told, "You cannot examine
this warehouse because there is nothing in it except armaments legally retained,
and you have the right to examine onlyvarmaments retained illegally".

The next issue appears in article 2, pvaragraph 4 (¢c). Our delegation suggests
a provision for submission of information as is necessary to carry out the measures
"in effect at the time". As this treaty is carried out it may well be that as
experience is gained the measures in effect could be changed from time to time. The
Soviet delegation suggests a reference to measures "of the corresponding stage",' I
think it will be agreed that it is indisputable that some disarmament obligations

will continue in force long after the carrying out of thevfhree stages; that is,



ENDC/PV.47
25

(Mr.:Dean, United Stateg)
so long as & disarmament obligation continues in force the necessity may exist for
submitting information to the international disarmament organization. Therefore,
we should not, as the Soviet wording would -do, suggest that information will be
submitted in only one of the three stages of disarmament. That is the substantive
difference between us on this point.

IHow I would like. to turn to artiecle 3. The first brackets appear in
paragradh 2 () on page 4. Our Soviet colleagues would have us insert after the
worlls "settlement of international ‘disputes by peaceful means" the phrase "in
accordance with appropriate procedures provided for in the Charter of -the United
Netions". At first we thought that this phrase was redundant in that it repeated
ratiier closely the phrase which is contained at the end of paragraph 1, "effective
arrangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the
Charter of the United Nations". This phrase from paragraph 1 which I have just
read doés, of course, relate to and modify paragraph 2 since in our draft
paragreph 2 begins with the words "To this end". However, we were advised by our
Soviet colleagues that it was important to keep in paragraph 2 (b) the phrase "in
accordance with appropriate procedures provided for in the Charter of the United
Nations" because, in the view of the Soviet delegation, the measures for settlement
of international disputes were to be only those procedures —- no others —- that were
specifically provided for in the Charter of the United Nations.

If this is the interpretation which our Soviet solles ucs wish to plase on this
phrase, then we find it unacceptable, for such a provision would, we believe, be
narrower and more constraining than the United Nations Charter itself, Artiele 33
of the United Nations Charter provides that parties to a dispute shail first of all
seek & solution to a dispute by such devices as negotiation, inquiry,'mediation,
end so forth, or "other peaceful means of their own choice". Since the United Nations
Charter itself contemplates flexibility, imagination and resourcefulness on the part
of countries having a dispute and seeking to settle that dispute, we think it
important that we should not include & provision in the disarmament freaty which,
under the interpretation of the Soviet delégation, would limitvdisputing parties
to the means of settlement which are spécifically provided for in the presenf Charter
of the United Nations. Indeed, we hope, and it is part of our proposalé'fOr

measures to strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace, that countries will
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endeavour, in connexion with the disarmaient process itself, to find the most
b & b

promising ways of settlihg disputes, even agreeing to new ways when that is mutually

jr]

esirable. Of course, we believe this is fully in keeping with 4rticle 33 of the
United Nations Charter, to which I have just referred.

I turn next to article 3, paragraph 2 (c). It will be seen that there are
brackets around two alternative phrases. The Soviet delegation has proposed that the
parties base relations with each other on "the principles of peaceful and friendly
coexistence and co-operation". It is quite evident that the words supzested by our
Soviet colleagues, taken individually and not tied together in this particular phrase
are probably unexceptionable. However, taken. together there is a different situation.
The Soviet proposals refer to 'the princirles of peaceful and friendly co-existence
and co—operation". As you all know, a gre¢at deal of work has been done on this
subject -in the Soviet Union, and within the Soviet bloc and in Communist China. A
preat many interpretations have bLeen given wo this particular phrase "the principles
of peaceful and friendly co-existence anl co-operation".

Sut I point out that the principles which have been elaborated in the Soviet
Union, in the communist bloc and in Communist China have not been agreed upon
internationally by all countries. In fact, if we were to accept the Soviet phrasing
we would not know what we were agreeing to, or, stated another way, we would not
know what, later on, the Soviet Governmeni would tell us we had agreed to. Since this
is a phrase on which they claim a2 patent, so to speaiz, and since thej have been
interpreting it for many years, if we were to adopt it the arpument might be that we
had adopted it in the sense in whick they had previously interpretel it and not in the
sense of the ordinary meaning of these words in the dictionary. Hevertheless, in
an effort to eliminate the brackets and disagreements with our Scviet colleagues
and in order to find an acceptable formulation, we have suggested the phrase "the
principles of peaceful and neighbourly relations". This language has already been
accepted by the Soviet Union in resolution 1301 of 10 December 1958, at the thirteenth
session of the United Nations General Assemvly. - Our proposal also conforms to the
languagze of an Indian-Yugoslav-Swedish resclution of 14 December 1557.

I would now like to tuxn to article 3, paragraph 3. T would direct the attention
of the Committee to the final phrase in single brackets which begins with "necessary
to.ensure” and ends with "threat or use of arms". In order to meev concerns
expressed by our Soviet colleagues, -we made two important changes in
our original language. In the first place we added the words "under agreed

arrangements" right after the phrase "neccssary to ensure". This was because
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our Soviet colleagues told us that it was vital to say that the activitiesbof the
United Nations peacc force should be subject to agreed arrangements. Te therefore
met the Soviet proposal as fully as we could by inserting the words "under agreed
arrangementsﬁg } . ‘
Secondly we added; right afis:r the words "the United Hations cen", the phrase .
"in accordance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations Charter".
We made this change also as a result of representations by our Soviet colleague,
However, despite our efforts to obtain a meeting of minds on this point we were
not able to reach agreement on this paragraph. I might just mention that the
entire phrase in single brackets, that is the United States preference, follows
very closely paragraph 7 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.
The last difference revealed in our draft comes in article 3, paragraph 4.
We believe that the clause which our delegation suggests is completely adecuate. The
language which the Soviet delegation proposes is, in our view, much too restrictive.
We do not tiink it desirable, and I would presume that many other countries would not
think it desirable, at this time to specify that contingents remaining after general
end complete lisarmament for maintaining internal order may be used only - I repeat:
only -— io maintein internal oxrder. In some countries, particularly in some of the
smeller countries, it may be highly desirable to»utilize‘these contingents fér
disaster relief, for ilimited constructvion jobs or for certain types of patrol work:
iceber: natrol, meteorological work, or even —- as sometimes happens in my own country-
postal Jeliveries at certain peak periods. They mizht be used for a host of civilian
peécefﬁivéurééée;.

n

I wvill now conclude my detailed analysis oi the working draft of the _
co—~Cheirmen. I am sorry to have taken so long, “ut I hoped thet this detailed
discussion of the substance of the differences Letween us might be of help to other
members of this Committee who are being introduced to this draft for the first time,
and who mi;ht think it was merely a question of language differences.

I elieve that the two co-Chairmen have hal a most usefuvl) discussion on
Part I. I believe that a great deal of progress has been made in resolving a
number of Doints and, at the same time, in clarifying certain:pbints of difference.
We would, of course, welcome the.help and suggestions of all the other memhers

A

of the Committee. But, in all frankness, we have had a grea’l many meevings on
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this matter, I think each of us has done his level best to meet the points of view
of the other, and I do not believe that a great deal more can be done at this time
in reducing the brackets in Part I. Perhaps a bracketed word or two here and there
could be removed by some sikilful menipulation of language or, perheps, by using
certain synonyms. However, I do not think that we should searcih for general
formulae which would merely gloss over the very important issues of difference
between my delegation and the Soviet delegation; eand indeed, perhaps, between
various members of the Committee. If we 4id this, I am afraid, as I said earlier,
that it would create a false impregsion.. There are a certain number of TLasic
differences, and I thinl it will help us to sclve our problems if we face them.

We do have to discuss the details of Jdisarmament measures oxr the means of

verification and strengthening the means of keeping the peace. In the process

nQ

of these discussions, with the additional knowledge we gain, it may be pogsible
to resolve some of these basic differences and then to return to part I to make
appropriate changes in the text. But I would not suggest that we delay going on
with our work by attempting at this moment to take the time ©vo resolve the
differences. I certainly hope we shall be able to do so and I want to thank my
co—-Chairman for his patience and for all the time he has given Vo this matter.

As I say, I believe there has been honest give-and-~take in this matter. We have
shared our thinking and our views with each other, and we now put them before the

Committee for examination.

Mr. ZORIN (Unior of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):

Before expounling the Soviet delegationts attitude towards Part I of the draft
treaty on general and complete disarmament, I should like to say just a few words
on the statement by the recresentative of India. It seems fo me that several
observations made by him today, particularly about the reduction and elimination of
nuclear weapons, K deserve serious attention.

His observations on this question seem to me particularly important since to
some extent they open us & new aspect of this problem: dissemination of nuclear
weapons during the actual disarmament process. I think these considerations
are very important. This does nct mean that the importance of ofher consideration
should be in any way underestimated. I simply emphasize that climination of
nuclear weapons 1is, in ry opinion, the central isgue in a treaty on general and

complete disarmament; therefore observations on it have special significance.
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lir. Lall very properly drew the Committee's attention to the important matter of
transitions from stage to. stage, and asked us whether the reference to the Securlty
Council ought not to he deleted from article 40 of the Soviet Jraft,

Te shall of course study closely these 901nts ralseu Yy the Inqwan
repregentative. But I have pointed outthat he drew our attentlon to article 40
concerning the Security Council, but for some reason paid absolutely no attention
to the articles in the United States plan which also concern the Security Council --
not less but indeed, I would say, more —— in regard to the problem of transitions
from stege to stage. If you refer to the transition from stage I to, stane II in the
United States plan (BDC/30, p.19), you will find that baragrapn 3 and paragraph 4,
which I have already quoted, speak of the role of permanent members of the control
council in deferring the completion of a particular stage, and thenAof the role
of the Security Council and the control council in the tiansitiog to stage II.

Since the representative of India touches upon the{point that arvicle 40 refers
to the functions of the Security Council; which, as can be‘clearly seen from article
40, do not concern transitions from stage to staae, why does he not seu about
improving the text of that part of the United States draft which deals with this
point? This is a llttle surprlsln But of course any representative is entitled

to refer to any aspect of any questlon, and_any text. I merely want to point out

what the normal approach to this question is. From earlier remarks made by the

representative of India, I can understand that he has a somewhat critical attitude
to the principle that the transition from one stage to another should be ordered
by the Security Council. As far as. 1 can recall, he did not fevour this before.
But slnce he 4id not touch upon thls question now, certain doubts natulally arose
in my mind. That is one thing I wanted to say about the Indian representatlve's
statemenu. _'

I should now like t6 consider the document whlch has just been sugnltted by the
co~Chairmen of the Committee after protracted and, I would say, perslstent work
(ENDC/4C/Rev.1). In,this respect lir. Dean is:right in saying that each of us
has done his level'best to reach apgreement on a number of questions.

L Vorking draft of Part I of the Treaty on General and Comp1ete Disarmament
has now Heen gubmitted for the Commititee!s consideration. It reflects to a
certain degree the agreement attained between the delegations of the Soviet Union

and the United States as a result of lengthy neotiations on & number of questions.
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Unfortunately, however, the draft also contains a number of important provisions
which have nct been concerted. These unconcerted provisions not only focus our
attention on the matters in issue, but also indicate precisely the obstacles to
agreement on general and complete disarmament.

Throushout the negotiations with the United States dele;jation we heve
persistently tried to ensure that the agreed text shall contain firm and clear
provisions on the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weazons of mass lestruction.
The need for such provisions in a treaty on general and complete disarmament is
perfectly obvious. Can one talk about complete Cisarmament if the agreement leaves
at the disposal of States the most nowerful anl destructive weapons of all —-
nuclear weapons?

The Soviet delegation, desiring to provide reliable guarentees eliminating
the danger of a nuclear war, insisted above all during the negotiations that
article 1 naragraph 2 (b),which requires the elimination of all stockpiles of
nuclear veanons and the cessation of their production, should contain a »rovision
prohibitins nuclear weapons. The inclusion of a phrase prohibiting nuclear weapons
is not simply an addition to the list of measures for the physical destruction of
nuclear vezoons and the cessation of their production. It is not only =2 moral but
also a lezal reinforecement of such measures.

Unless agreement is reached between States on the prohibition of nuclear weapons,
there is no certainty that the obligations to eliminate nuclear weapons will be
honestly an? completely carried out; or that nuclear weapons will not be used for
warlike purposes during disarmament itself. I2 orohibition of nuclear weapons is
enacted in an international treaty and becomes a2 rule of international law, +then
the acts of those who talke it into their heads Ve Xeep nuclear weapons or resume
production of these for their military and political purposes will constitute,

as lawyers say, a corpus delijcti.. This group oi people will then know thot no

reservations or verbal acrobatics will save them from a just retributien. 3ut
unless the treaty contains a provision prohibiting nuclear weapons both morally
and lezally, such people will still be able to count on imounity, and the

temptation to conceal nuclear weapons or to resume production of them will e great



ENDC/PV.47
31

(idr, Zorin, USSR)

Despite all oﬁr efforts, the United States delegation has refused to include in
the draft of part‘I of the treaty a provision prohibiting nuclear and other tynes of
weapohé of mass destruction. I would say that the Unitea States delegatibn has been
trying to m2noeuvre, and is sﬁill doing so in agreeing to include in article 1,
paragraph 2 (b)words prohibiting the manufacture of nuclear and othe r types of
weapons of mass destruction. It is, however, clear to everyone that the prohibdition
of nuclear weapons as such and the prohibition of their manufacture are two
different things. Prohibition of the manufacturc of nuclear weapons does not in any
way prevenyv tlieir retention from existing stockniles or their use.

In the Zighteen Nation Committee the United States delesation has frequently
given assurances that the United States advocates the elimination of the nucleer
threat and wants to bring about the destruction of nuclear weapons. e heard as
much guite recently, at our meeting on BO'May. iir. Godber, the representative of an
ally of the United States -~ fhe United Kingdom —- even exclaimed pathetically:

e in the Wést are very:anxious indeed to eliminate these weapons."

(ENDC/ZV.45, p.44)

If that is so, just what prevents the United States from agreeing to include in the -—--

treaty a firm obligation prohibiting nuclear weapons?

Duringz the negotiations the United States delegation has advahced these
. extremely strange arguments: it provides for the destruction of nuclear weajons,
EEnot at the beginning nor in the middle, but at the end of the disarmaﬁent processe.
However, one wonders what time has to do with the destruction of nﬁclear weapons?
Even from the point of view of the treaty's purposes, to which the United States
refers in its text for the first sentence, a provision on the prohibitionAof nuclear
weapons should be included —- if, of course, the draftsmen of this text really set
themselves those purposes. Mr. Dean has in fact spoken today in detail aout theée.
purposes. If you set yourself certain purpbses for the first part of the treaty;
then you must state clearly what purposes you set regarding nuclear weapons. It is
apparent, however, that the United States does not even want to set itgelf this
purpose of destroying and prohibiting nuclear weadons. However surprisins and, I
would say, alarming_this is, it is a fact.

:Parﬁ I of the freaty concerns the general obligations of States, as we understand
them, lays down the séope of disérmament measures, and says nothing‘at all about

when and how nuclear weapons are to be destroyed. The issue, therefore, is not this,
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but that the United States does not intend to agree to prohibition or,'£herefore,
to the actual destruction of all nuclear weapons and all other tyvwes c¢f weapons of
mess destruction. That United States nosition is aypafentvnot only in article 1,
naragraph 2 (b). It is also reflected in the United States approach to a number
of other paragraphs in part 1. To prevent States from resuming manufacture of
nuclear weapons, we proposed to inclule in article 1, paragradh 1 (a.), a special .
reservation that after the completion of reneral and complete lisarmament it will be
—ermitted to produce only strictly limited quantities of agreed tynes of light
firearms —~to equip contingents of police-militia remaining at the disposal of
States. The United States delegation, however, refused to accept this proposal.

To cleanse the face of our planet utterly of nuclear weapons and prevent them
irom ever fallingz on the heads of the »eoples, the Soviet delegation proposed to
include in article 3, paragfaph 3, governing the ecuipment of the United Nations

‘r ‘

peace force, a provision that those agreed armaments should be non-nuclear. lore

srecisely, we wanted to insert only one word, and say "...agreced types of nan-

nuclear armaments". The United States delegation refused to accéﬁfHOﬁf proposal.

e dealt with this matter at yesterday's meetlnb, and the members of the Commlttee
could see for themselves that the United States contemplates, or at any rate does
not rule out, equipment of the international peace force with nuclear weapons.

The explanation given by ﬁhe‘United States representative today slso causes
grave alarm.  He ééid it was voo early yet to decide with what weapons the
international force fémaining at the disposal of States or of the United Nations
saould be equipped, and that even the police and militia migh?v need armoured cars
or the like. But we can of course consider the kinds of firearms with which the
militia and police should he equinped vien we settle the actual wor ding of the
articles concerning the militia and police. This is indisputaile. I doubt, in
fact, whether it will be necessary to zeep armoured cars; but I rezard that as
2 matﬁer for the future. But why not say now that the weapons wlil‘ he non—nucleér7
diy do you object to this? This immediately causes ws grave misgiv1ngs about your
intentions. .If'youﬂééii straight out that you are in‘favour oi this force being
cquipped with agreed but non-nuclear tynes of érmaments, yoﬁr Dosition would be more
or less clear. 3ut nowvwhen you state that you refuse to say that non-nuclear
arnaments will be a subject for our future neuotlaulons, you clearlj consider that

e force may be equipped W1th nuclear Wcapons. This, of course, alarms us.
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It is not difficult to determine the recsons for this United States position.
The United States is anxious to retain nuclear weapons as a deterrent.againstAthe
peoples. For its own political purposes it wants to keen the world on the brink
of nuclear war. Hence the theory of the first, second and further nuclear strikes,
echoes of which we have heard in this room. IHence, also, the propaganda for a
preventive nuclear war.

fressure of world opinion, of the popular will, now compels the United States
to maintein that it too is in favour of general and complete disarmament and of the
destruction of nuclear weapons. But when the time comes to convert words into
deeds, the United States position does not bear scrutiny. It refuses to assume
the obligation imposed by prohibition of nuclear weapons and other tynes of weapons
of mass destruction. This is undoubtedly one of the mein obstacles to agreement
on zeneral. and complete disarmament.

Another serious disagreement springs from the United States! refusal to agree
to article 1, paragraph 2(&),which would require —--

"The dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases, and the

withdrawal and disbanding of all foreign troops stationed in the

territory of any State".  (ENDC/40, p.2)

Juring the debate, the United States has declared that it favours the elimination,

as the disarmament process progresses, of all types of armament, military and
institutions, including foreign bases. A day or so ago the United States
representative, Mr. Dean, assured the Committee that - -

"The United States draft treaty outline provides for the reduction

and elimination of all bases, whether foreign or domestic, as the disarmament

process progresses." (ENDC/PV.45, p.7)

He repeated this today. Incidentally, though he emphasized several times the words
"all bases"; in the draft wording before you, sub-paragraepi (a) says nothing about
the liquidation of "all bases"; +the word "all" does not appear any where. But

if in principle you do not oppose. the dismantling of foreign bases, then why not
write into the general undertakings a provision about the liquidation of these
foreizn military bases? There appear to be some serious reasons for this. What

are they?
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In the Commitvec and during the bilateral negotiations wé have been told that
agreement has been prevented by conflict over the time limivts and the methods and
procedure of liquidation of foreign military bases. It hes been-asserted that the
Soviet Union deman’s o »remature dismantling of foreign military bases and that this
would lead to an imbalance. But what have =21l these arguments to do with article 1,
sub-paragraph 2 (d)? This sub-paragraph states that foreipn military bases must be
dismantled, but says nothing about when, how or in what order. Therefore the
disagreements to which the United States delegation has rcoferred have absolutely
nothing to do with tiis sub-paragraph. No question arises here of any upsetting
of the balance.

Sub-paragraph 2 (d) clearly poses the question whether or not, as general and
complete disarmament progresses, foreizn military bases should be liquidated. The
refusal of the United States to atcept this sub-paragraph can only be ascribed to is
reluctance to agree really to dismentle military bases in foreign territories. ‘hat
is behind this position? An answer will be found in the very nature and purpose of
the military bases in foreipgn territories. Today Mr. Dean sezid that we are
particuarly interested in this matter because of. the geographical distribution of
these bases, and that the United States had therefore introduced.its formula
"wherever they might be. located". But this is not only a matter of geography.
These bases are situated thousands of miles from the territory of the States to
which they are aveilable, and they are essentially and not geographically meant for
offensive, aggressive action, for suppressing other nations and influencing various
States.

Another important point is that the United States also refuses to undertake to
withdraw its troops from foreign territories even as a gencral obligation of general
and complete disarmament. Presume®ly even during or at the end of general and
complete disarmament there will still be United States troops in 35 countries.
Perhaps I am wronz; I may be one or two countries out. 3ut I believe this fugure
is correct, and there are¢ United States troops in 35 different countries. If I am
mistaken, the United States representative will correct me; it is 34 or 35 countries.

The position of the United States on the central question of general and
complete disarmament -~ the elimination of nuclear weapons and the dismantling of
military bases on foreign territories -— is directly connected with its attitude

towards the essence of the first part of the treaty. The Soviet Government
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considers --and this is reflected in the draft treaty it has submitted —=~that the
general obligations of States relating to disarmament, and to control over disarmament
and over the concomitant measures for meintaining neace, must be firm and definite.
Only then can there really be general and complete disarmament, and only then can
there be certainty that the process of disarmament will be carried out to the end

by everyone. Juring our negotiations with the Unitel States delegation we have
congistently followed this line.

The United States delegation's attitude has teen diametrically opposite to this,
and it has enleavoured to make the first articles of the treaty merely optional
statements of general wishes and purposes. Only this morning iir. Dean spoke at
lengzth about these propositions. They can be gathered Ly members of the Committee
from the words in brackets in the introductory sentence of the first part, and from
the heading of the first part itself, in which the United States insists on the
words "Outline of" obligations instead of the definite formula "General Treaty
obligations". ‘

The anxiety of the.United States to avoid firm commitments concerning the
general scope. of general and complete disarmament is also expressed in-its
delegation's refusal to accept a provision fixing, even in principle, a hard-and-
fast time limit for the execution of general and complete disarmament.

When during our meetings we have pointed out that the United States document
would extend disarmament over an indefinite and unlimited period, and that the
United States does not specify any time limit for the third stagez we have been told
that this time limit would be worked out in the negotiations. Today this has been
confiémed azain by Mr. Dean. In the first sentence of the first article we
proposed to leave a blank in which a definite period could be inserted later in the
negotiations. Nevertheless the United States has refused to agree to this sentence
on the ground that it expresses the idea of establishing a hard-and-fast time limit
for the imslementation of the whole process of general and complete disarmamentd.

The United States'! opposition to a definite time limit for general and complete
disaygament scems closely connected with its attitude towards the period of
traQSition from the first stage to the second. In analysing the United States
probosal relating to the transition from stage II to stage III, we have told <tae
members of the Committee of our misgivings at the supplementary conditions which the

United States is proposing for the transition from this stage to stage III, that
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certein definite political requirements shall be satisfied. Ouf disagrecments o?er
the text of the first part of the treaty have more than confirmed those misgivings.
We proposed to include in paragraph 5 of the first article words requiring
confirmetion that thé'disarmament'measures had been implemented and that the control
system was ready to verify the execution of the disarmament measures which would have
to be carried out in the next stage. In other words, we are proposing provisions

to zive assurance that the obligations relating to general and complete disarmement
have been fulfilled.

Hevertheless, the United States does not agree to our proposal. It insists bn
paragrash 5 being so worded as to permit transition to the next stage to e subjected
to complience with demands, including political demands, haviag nothing to do with
the actusl programme of general and complete disarmement. The United States does
not even wish to entitle the international disarmament 6rganization to order
transiticn to the next stage. It seems to intend to refer this question to the
Security Council, so as to be able to block disarmament by veto.

Jefinite obligations concerning all measures and time limits are indispensable
in the treaty, in order to preclude any return to the arms race.  That is precisely
why the Scviet delegation is proposing to draft article I, paragraph 1 (b) to ensure
that, after general and complete disarmament, States shall have at their disposél
only strictly limited contingents of police—militia equipped with light firearms and
intended for the maintenance of internal order and the protection of thé nersonal
security of citizens, anl for the discharge of their obligations with regard to the‘
maintenance of international peace and security under the United Naﬁiéns Charter.

The provision that oﬁly police~militia will remain at the disposal éf States has
a profouni underlying significance. It indicates the functions and standing of
the arme? forces ‘that would be maintained by States after disarmament. They would
be entirely new forces, with new duties and functions differing from thbse of today's
armedl forces. On the contrary, the United States wording virtually implies
revention of the pre:rent structure of armed forces. It is quife obvious thet in that
case the rcmaining armed forces could form tie nucleus of new and powerful armies.

It must be said that in the other parsgranshs th~- United States is obviously trying
to kee» oven a way bhack to the old situation thaw existed before generai and
complete disarmament. The Soviet delepation has prdposed to include in article i,

paragranh 2 {g)a provision that all military expenditure, whether from State
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budgets, organizations or private individuals, shall be discontinued. Axperience
showé clearly that armed forces may be trained and equipped not only from Stdte
budgets but also through non-governmental organizations. lir. Dean referred this
morning tc the possiEility of allocating funds for the acquisition of sporting guns,
but I do not think he was being very serious. That, of course, is not the point.
I thini that certain experiences in history, like the formation of the Reichswehr
in Germeny, can tell us a lot about how armed forces are raised and their
re-establishment subsidized. e want to ‘ston 2ll these bolt~holes, and therefore
propose these comprehensive provisions relating to budgets. The United States
apparently does not want this, and refuses to accept the additions we »ropose
concerning budgets.

The Vorking Draft of Part I also shows differences on questions'of control.
Whereas the United States objects on'a number of important questions concerning
disarmament'obligations, and refuses, for instance, to include chligations on the
prohibition of nuclear weapons and on the dismentling of military bases on foreign
territories, it demands comprehensive control from the very beginninz of disarmament.
It does not accept the provisinn that a definite time-limit shall be fixed for the
whole <disarmament programme, and insists on & »rocedure Zor transition from one stage
to-the next which would make it possible to halt disarmament at any pcint; and ‘
the wordinz it proposes for article 2, paragranh 1 on control over the levels of
armed forces in fact means a substitution of control over armed forces and
armaments for disarmament. Thus the last sentence of naragraph 2 of <the second
article, borrowed from the Agreed Principles for Disarmament negotiations, also
acquires a different meaning contrary to thet irn the Agreed Principles. In view
of the United States demands on control over the level of armed forces, a State
which undertook to give unlimited access to inspectofs’of the internstional
disarmament orgahization would simply be undertaking to permit unlimited espionage
on its own territory. ' ’ '

The same applies to the disagrcement over article 2, paragraph 4, on submission
of information about armed forces, armaments,'military production and military
expenditures. The Soviet Union proposes & precise wording,‘reqUiring submission of
information of  this kind on the completion of cach stage of lisarmament. The United

States wording gives carte blenche to demand from States information in no way

necessary for implementing any particular staze anl of inierest only to intelligence

agencics. Cbviously the Soviet Union will not accept this.
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The last group. of differences actually reflects the divergence: between
the two sides in their attitude towards the United Nations. The Seviet Union's policy
is to strengthen the United Nations as an organization for developing co-operation
. between-States and for: maintaining peace. The United States' policy, on the
contrary, is to undermine and bypass the United liations and its main organ for
maintaining and strengthening peace, the Security Council. In' 2 number of
paragraphs of article 3 -- particularly parapgraphs 7 {b) and 3 —- the United States
delegation refuses to accept the references to the relevant provisions of
the United llations Charter on the procedure for-the peaceful settlement of disputes
and for the placing. by States of armed forces ot +the disposal of the Univel
Nations. This attitude can only mean that the United States has:in mind some
means of settling disputes between States other than the peaceful means provided
by the United Nations Charter. - Incidentally, ix., Jean sail to-day that our
demands unduly restrict the scope of any procedures which mizat be devised. But:
this also means that the United States may intenl to give the peace force a status
different from that prescribed.in the United Hations Charter.

The United States! unwillingness to agree to the direct references to the
provisions of the United Nations Charter governing settlement of international
disputes and the nature of the international armed forces is particularly disturbing
because the United States delegation rejects our wording for .article 3,
paragraph 4 obliging States to refrain from usinz the contingents of police
militia rcemaining at their disposal upon completion of general and complete
disarmament in any manner other than for the safeguarding of their internaj
security or for the discharze of their obligations to maintain international
peace and security under the United Nations Charter. tir. Dean said to-day that our
demands likéwise unduly restrict the functions.of these armed forces, since they
might preciude such peaceful functions as construction and flood control..

This is, of course, not the point. I do not think that anyone, in a treaty on
general and complete disermament, would obstruct the . performence :of peaceful
humanitarien work by any agency or organization, including armed forces. Thisiis
not the point at issue. e are afraid of something else: . we are afraid that
these armed forces would zo beyond the requirements laid down for them in the

United Netions Charter. The wording proposed by the United States, unlike ours,
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doestnot preclude the use of armed forces remaipigg in the possession Of,Sﬁ&teS;Ju_
after the completion of general and complete disarmament for purposes contrary to
the United Nations Charter -- that is to say, for military purposes. _

We cannot help relating this directly to the unwillingness of the United States
to accept our text for article 3, paragraph 2 (c) providing that States shpuld bage |
relations with each other on the principles of peaceful and friendly COfeXistence end
co-operation. During the negotiétions we asked Mr. Dean why he disliked these four
peaceful words - -"peaceful and friendly co-existence and co—bperation". What can
he possibly have against these four peaceful words? Today he seid that they were
interpreted differently and had iifferent meanings; but surely the same could
apply to any provision of the Charter. There have been countless interpretations
of the Chgrtef aﬁd of its various phrases and préviSions; but for all that it is
still anvinstrument of international law, and we agree on thg construction of many
of its most important provisions. Why therefore, can we not accept a meaning of
"peaceful and friendly co-existence and co-operation" common to us all? This seems
to me a flimsy argument. It is difficuit to find any otﬁemeotives to explain
why the United States objects to writing into the treaty obligations on peaceful
and friendly co-existence and co-operation.

We would also point out to the members of the Committee that the United States
delegation has not agreed to include in article 2 our paragraph 3 stating the principles
which sﬁould govern the structure of the international disarmament organization
and prescribing the general duties of its staff. Ve propose an equitable solution
for the probleﬁ of selection of staff for the international disarmament organizatjon,
taking into account the existing.yorld situation. At meetings of the Committee the
United States delegation appeals,té us to be realists and have regard to the
conditions which exiét in the world. However, it does not zo beyond general phrases,
and will not agree to embbiy the actual situation in specific words in the draft
treaty.:_ _

‘To sum up, it must be said that the provisions of the Working Draft of Part I
of the treaty which are not agreed c1eq:1y\§hgw_that the main obstacle to agreement
is conflict on the substance of the‘disaimament measures and above all on the very

core of general and complete disarmament —-the elimination end prohibition of
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nuclear weepons. | Clearly he’tiea£§ eould leave the most powerful and destructive
weapon in thelhanus of States and entltle them to use it during the actual
dlsarmament. Such a treaty would not only fa11 to provide 2 lasting peace; it
would not even 11ve up to 1ts name . The main efforts of the members of the
Commlttee, it seems to Us, should be directed towards @ttalnln” a firm and definite
awrebment oﬁ*tne pronlbltlon and eliminetion of nuclear weapons, the dismantling of

forelcn m111tany bases, and the 1mp1eme1tat10n of other decisive measures of a

programme of general and complete dlsarmament.

The CHAIRKAN (United Arab Republic): I still heve on my list of speakers

the representatives of Romenia, Poland, the United Kingdom and Bulgaria. I wonder
if it would be thought more convenient, in particulaf to those who have another
meeting this afternoon, to adjourn now and continue with the same order on'Monday;’
Mr., SIELLA (United States of America): I must epologize to the
commlttee for tnls second intervention tolay by fhe United States, and partlcularly
to the representative of Romania, who has been kind enough to yield so as to
allow the UnlteL States iele gation to speak bhefore him this mornlng,‘ but I
believe tuatra very rief reply to the last intervention is called for.
~ In his intervention the Soviet repfeéentative, using great emphasis and
much tlme, concluled with the observation thwt the most important difference
between the UnlteA States lanpuage and the Sov1et language for part I 1ay in what
) he described as the failure of the United States 1angua"e to prov1ae for the
ellmlnatlon and the prohibition of ‘nuclear weapons. It scemed to me that in the
course of his remarks ~- and we can only assume unlntentlonally - he rather |
confused the United States posltlon with resrect to nutlonal forces after general
and complete disarmament is achieved and the suevestlons which we do not make »Hut
think should be considered for the Unlted Nations peace force. It seems to ' me thot
the lanouage the United States hronoses is crystal clear and loes provide for the
elimination and 3roh101t10n of nuclear weagons upon and after the completlon of
general and comdlete disarmoment, I call attention to guragrapn 1, where the
United States language calls for provisions‘"to ensure that ... (5) States have ot
their disposal uien and after completion of the general and complete disarmament

programme only ... non=nuclear armaments ..."
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1 further call ettention to paragraph 2(b), where the United States language
calls for the "elimination of all stockﬁiles of nuclear... and other weapons of
mass destructionA... and prohibitibnfof'£Hé‘manufacture of such weapons¥, I also
call attention to paragraph 2 (h), "Prohibition of the reconstitution of the
'foregoing armaments...", which includes nuclear weapons.

We sﬁbmit that the United States language provides that upon and after
completion of general and complete disarmament there will be elimination and
prohibition of nuclear weapons.

On the seéond point, the equipment of a United Nations peace force, we have
repeatedly said that we believe this to be a question which should be thoroughly
congidered. The United States Government and the JUnited States delegation have
not taeken a position upon whether the Unitel Nations peace force should or should
not be equipped with nuclear weapons. We say that, as of this time, we are not
prepared to take a position until after further thought, discussion and negotiation,
either for or ageinst. Mr. Zorin states that because we say we will not at this
time take a position against, then we are taking a position for. I submit that

there is some lack of logic in this argument of the Soviet representative.

Mr. LALL (Indlia): liay I raise & point of order simply to clarify one
small point which thc Soviet representative mede? I think it has creafed some
misunderstandins which should be ended.

I would like to assure him that I am not departing from my suggestion to
eliminate the Security Council from the transitional prccedures. On the contrary,
I repeated it today =-- but perhaps 1 was speaking too fast for full interpretation
to come over; in fact, I was asked by the interpreters to go more slowly, but I
was ~onscious of the passage of time and went on rather fast, and I apologize now
to the interpfeﬁers. If my suggestion were accented by all concerned, of course
it would follow that the references to the Security Council in the United States
draf£ for transition from one stage to another would become redundant and would have

to be eliminated.

The CEALIRWAN (United Arad Republic): If I hear no objection to my

proposal regarding nrocedure, I shall take it as adopted.

It was so Jeciled.
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The CHAIRMAN (United Arab Republic): Before today's meeting is adjourned,

I would like to say a few words in my capacity as Chairman. It will be recalled
that the representative of Nigeria put forward, on behalf of the eight non-aligned
delegations, at the forty-second meeting of the Conference held on 25 lay, a
proposal for an adjournment to take place, if possible, between 15 June and 16 July.
At that meeting kir. Atta clearly stated the purport of this proposal and its
underlying considerations. Since the target date mentioned in that proposal.

ig approaching, and since there is an understanding that this matter should be made
known as early as possible, I trust that the Committee may now find it possible to
take a decision on that proposal. If I hear no objection to the proposal, I will
consider it adopted.

- It was so Jecided.

Iir. SUxNS (Canada): I wish to make a very brief statement followingz on the
decision which has just been taken. My colleagues will be aware thet the Canadian
delegation would have been prepared to continue this Conference without interruption.
With our discussions fully under way, we would have sreferred that there should have
been no brealr in our proceedings, however brief, particularly so soon after our first
report to the United Nations Disarmament Commission. 7

We would alsc hope that the decision to recess the Conference will not Jdetract
from a thorough consideration during the next two weceks of measures in the United :
States and Soviet disarmament plans which remain to he discussed. We recognize
the need which may be felt to give Governments time to take stock of developments
at this Conference to date, and we welcome particularly the fact that a firm late has
been set for the resumption of our work, because this will enable us to organize
the tasks whiclh will need oo be accomplished during the recess.

The Canadian delegation intends to undertake a serious re-examination during
that perioi of the matters which have been under discussion to date and, of course,
wve understand that other participants will be doing likewise, for we sonsider it
most important to take advantage of this recess to review our respective positions and
prepare for further constrictive work in the next period. We sincerely hope thet
delegations will return to the Conference after the recess with renewed authority
from their Governments which will enable us to meke rapild progress towards a wide

measure of azreement.
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Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tranglation from Russian):

I merely wish to remind members of the Committee that, as the Soviet delegation said
at one of our mectings, it is prepared to continue the work without a recess. I
must, however, consider the views of other delegations, and therefore did not object

to the recess which has just been decided.

Mr. GCDBEZR (United Kingdom): I would like to echo what we have just
heard from the representatives of the Canadian and the Soviet delegations. It
was certainly our wish that we could continue our discussions. We do understand
there are certain delegations who feel the need for & recess. Ag far as we are
concerned, we are anxious to continue the work and when we resume will hope. to
see this added progress to which Mr. Burns draws attention. If we are all able

to return in that spirit, then possibly the recess mey indeed assist our work.

Mr., STELLE (United States of America): It had also been the preference
of my Government to continue our discussions here, and the United States delegation
was under instructions not to propose a recess. However, in view of the clear

wish of other delegations, we have agreed.

The Conference decided to issue the following communique:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its forty—seventh plenary meeting in the Palais des Nationms,
Geneva, under the chairmanship of kr. Hassan, representative of the
United Aralb Republic.

"Statements were made by the representatives of India, the United
States, the Soviet Union, Canada and the United Kingdom.

"The Conference decided to recess from 15 June to 16 July 1962,

"The next plenary meetingzg of the Conference will be held on

Monday, 4 June 1962, at 10 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1,20 p.m.






