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The CHLTUILN (Poland): I declare open the sizty-first plenary meeting o2
the Conference of the Eighteen Mation Commibtee on Disarmanent.

Before we suart our business for today I wish to remind you thet we degided
yesterday to proceed in accordence with the recommendations made by the two
co-Chairmen, and that consequently we should todey discuss point 5 {a) of the
document (ENDC/52) accepted at our last mneeting —— theot is:

"Basic obligations concerning the measures of disarmenent,
verification and maintenance of international peace and security in

the first svage and the time-limits for their immlenentavion ..."

Then follow the relevant articles of the vnroposals.

While discussing point 5 (a), the Conference will bear in mind naragraph 3 of
the document, waich reads:

"In rezerd to the subject matter of each sub-zoragrevh of

naregradh 5 Telow, it is sroposed that it should D¢ first considered

at the plenary meetings of the Committee. During such consideration

all delegavions may submit relevant treaty lenguare. it a suiteble

time during “ze considersbtion, the resnective sub-peragraph should

be referred tc the two co-Chairmen of the Cormittee for furitler

detailed comsideration with the aim of bringing w»ositions closer

together and of zgreeing on the text of avvropricte articles of

the first svage of a treaty on general and completve disarmament,

taking into account the proposcls that may have been submitted by

all delegavions. The co-Chairmen will give periodic reports to

plenary sessicrs, as appropriate, on the progress of their wori.”

i

I suggest thob, in view of the decision baken yesterday, this Drocedure be

adopted.

Vr. ZORIY (Union of Soviet Sociclist Republics) (tronslabion from Russi

Yesterday the Zighueen-Naticn Commitiee adopted the procedure to be followed in our
future work. In accordence width this procedure the Soviet delegobicn intends <o
consider today the »rovisions cof erticle 4 of the Sovied draft treaily (ZFDC/2, 2.5
which sets forth the tesks for stage 1 of the programme Tor general and complete
disernement, and of article 19 (ibid. 2.13), which lays down the Uime~limits for

implementetion of She disarmament mecsures in stage 1. In this ccnnexion we sholl
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also deal briefly with the sactions of the United States document (1DC/30) which deal
with the general disarmaoment obligations of States in the first stage of disarmement
and with the time~linits for their implemenvation.

Vhat is the gencral scope of the obligotions to be assumed by States in stege 1
of the »rogramme of general and complete disarmament? In other words, what are the
tasks of the firsv stage of disarmement?

The general discussion whbich took place in the first phase of the Committee's
work has shown tholt the great majority of delegations ogree that the main contenv of
the first stage of ony disarmementv plan should be such disarmament meosures as would
constitute decisive steps towards eliminaving the threot of a devasitcting therio-
nuclear war. The Soviet Government has repeatedly proposed that ov the very
beginning of the disarmaunent process ruclear weanons should be prchibited, their
production disconvinued and all stoskpiles elininated. Thereby the threat of =
nuclear war would be remcved.

However, thot wey was closed to us - since the Western Powers have... on various
pretexts which I do not intend vo deal with now-- invariebly rejected that way of
solving the problen. There remained ancther way of saving mankind from the threcot
of a devastating nuclear wer, and that was to eliminate all means of delivering
nuclear weapons to their targets, thereby immobilizing and neutralizing those
weapons and malzing them unfit for use. That 1s the idea which is embodied in
article 4 of our draft treaty.

As cen easily be seen, the most important measure of stage 1 of the Soviet
programme of general and complete disarmament is the proposal for the complete
elimination of all means of delivering nuclear weepons. The complete elimination
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles at the very beginning of the disarmement process
would in fact rerwve the threat of a nuclear war. Addressing the World Congress for
General Disarmament and Peace, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
Soviét Union, kir. Thrushchev, said-

"Without rockets, aireraft, surface warships or submarines, nuclear arns

would no longer be dangerous, even if an unscrupulous Government stowed

sone of themn awcy. The desbruction of all means of delivery would make

it impossible for any country possessing atomic weapons to strilke a

miclear blow &t otber countries.” (ENDC/47, ».10)




ENDC/PV.61
7

(lix. Zorin, USSR)

Another irmortant measure of stage 1 of the Soviet disarmanment »lan is the
proposal for the elimination of all foreign bases in alien territories and the
withdrawal of all foreign troops from such territories. These measures, as is
indicated in article 4 of the Soviet draft treaty, must be carried out simultanecusly
with elimination of the means of delivery. This linking is entirely logical and
necessary: it follows from the nature of the foreign bases themselves. Ls 1s well
known, these bases are constructed not for defence, but for offensive operations
against other countries. They are springboards for attack. The existence of
foreign military beases in alien territories and the »resence of foreign troops in
such territories are a source of tension in relations between States. They
constitute a threat not only to the Soviet Union, its a2llies and all veace-loving
States but also to the peoples of the countries where they are located. Indeed,
it is clear to everycne that if aggressive forces decide to use foreign military
bases located, for instance, in the territories of countries such as the
United Kingdom, West Germany, Italy, Turkey, Japan, Greebe, South Xorea and a number
of other countries for attacking peace-loving States, then the peace~loving States
will be compelled to strike back at those bases in self-defence. The fact that
some Western strategists are nursing plans to use such bases for the purpose of
striking & nuclezr blow at the Soviet Union is something which is being openly
discussed in the Vest.

The elimination of all means of delivery of nuclecr weapons, as well as
neasures to elininate foreign militery bases in alien territories and the withdrawal
of all foreign trocps from such territories, would also solve many other very
important problems in the first steage.

First, we would thereby remove not only the threat of aggression by one Siate
against another with the use of nuclear weapons. The possibility of e surprise
attack with the use of conventional armaments by one State or group of States against
another State or group of States would also be lessened, because the armed forces
of the two main military alliances, neanely the Warsaw Pact and the countries
belonging to the AP0 military bloc, would be withdrawn within the boundaries of
their national States, that is to say where they ought %o be in time of peace.

Secondly, elimination of &ll means of delivery and the cessation of production
of these types of weapons, leading to the immobilization of nuclear weapons, will

nake it pointless to go on spending huge sums of money and enormous resources on the
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production and Vesting of these weapcns of mass destruction. Hardly any State
will continue to spend enormous sums on the production of nuclear weapons if they
cannot be used for the simple reason that there are nc means for their delivery.’
This will enable us toc 1ift & heavy burden of taﬁes frem the backs of the people,
to divert immense rescurces to the development of peeceful branches of the nationzal
economiy, and to increase the standard of living in both developed countries and
countries whose economic development is lagging for veorious historical recsons.

Thirdly, the elimination of all means of delivery of nuclear weaopons at the
beginning of the disarmament process, that is in stage 1, will meke it impossible to
use outer space for military purposes and will open up unlinited opportunities for
co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer.space.

PFinally, the complete elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weepons
will greatly simplify the problem of control. One hundred per cen’ elimination of
the means of delivery will meke it poésible to agree on 100 per cent control over the
implementation of this neasure.

Addressing the World Congress for General Disarmament and Peace, Mr. Khrushchev
said:

"By »rodosing that dissrmament be started with the abolition of sll
nuclear weapon vehicles, the Soviet Union, which nas the world's most

powerful global and intercontinental missiles, is relinquishing of its

own free will a most impordant military advantage. But we take this

step without féltéring becouse we believe that it would expedite the

solution of the disarmament problem.

"For our wart, we insist that the Vestern Powers should agree to

abolish all their military opases on foreign soil and withdraw their

troops from foreign countries. Those bases have been set up for

aggression and not for defences It must be obvious to anyone that,

for instance, the United States rocket and nuclear beses on the

Japanese islend of Okinawa or in Libye, on African soil, or the

United States bases in Britein, Itcly, Turkey, Greece and Theiland,

ére'not needed for the defence of the United States. VWhoever denies

this is trying to pess black off as white."  (ENDC/47, p.ll)

4 30 per cent reduction of the means of delivery, as provided for in the

United States outline (ENDC/30), would not elininete the threat of a nuclear-missile
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war, becouse even vae remaining 70 per cent of the neons of delivery would be quite
sufficient for an cggressor to unleash a devasteting nuclcar-missile war.

-

Consequently this measure would sclve nothing as regard

a

vhe main »rebvlen, namely
elinminetion of the threat of nucleor war.

The Soviet Union, advocating an effective solubion of this fundamental quesvion,
cannot agree to thls, esrpecially as the United States would retain the network ol
military bases located in the irmediate vicinity of our bounderies and designed to

fl

serve as springvoards for aggression, springbcards for the prevenvive war openly
tallkked about in vhe Vest.

In this connexicn I should like to recall what lir. Gromyko szid at our meciing
yesterday:

" ve.. there will be no agreenent on general and commlete disarmement

which does not provide for the liquidation of all nilitary bases on

foreign territory in the first-— I repeat, the first-- stage."

(ENDC/PV.60, ©.37)

Under article 4 of the Soviet draft, the States narvies to the treaty would
assume & definite obligation to reduce their armed forces, conventional armamcnvs
and their producbion, and militery exvenditures (ENDC/Z, p.5). The snecific scope
and order of implementation of 21l the disearnenment measures set forth in this
article are defined in svbsequent articles, as included in the relevant sections
of stage 1 of the Soviet disarmoment progromme.

The stobement cf the Soviet Union thet it is prepared to accent the proposcal
of the Western 2owers for a 30 per cent reduction of srizaments, other than mecns of
delivery, in stage 1, and the statoment made by the Soviet Minister of Foreign
Lffairs, Mr. Gromylly, abt yestorday's meeting on our recdiness to agree to setting
the levels of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United Staves at
1,900,000 in stege 1 (ENDC/PV.50, p.36), inspire the hope that we shall be able to
reach rapid agreencnt on these questions and to draft the approprisve clauses of
the treaty. We shall deal with the content of these articies in greater deteil
later when we come to consider then. For the moment I should merely like to
emphasize that, without o precise and clear definition of the cormmon tasks which
are to be fulfilled in stage 1 of the disarmement progreamme, it will be very
difficult end cven impossible to mcke progress towards agreement on those articles

of the treaty bthot cmbody the concrete disarncment nmeasures for stage 1 and the

setting up of conirol over their implementation,



SBHDC/PV.61
10

If we now wurn to the United States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty,
we see thot in this document also there is on inbroductory text in regard to the
measures of stoge Lo Conmsegnenvly the United Stabes side is awore of the need to
include in the draft treaty ar article that wouid define the tasks of stage 1.

The fact that the two documents before us reflect a common trend of thought in this

respect should undoubtedly facilitate our efforts o »repare a working draft of cn

article defining the general obligabtions of Shates concerning discrmament for the
first stage of general end commiete disarmenent.

At the some btine, when we examine the introduction Yo stege 1 of the United Stotes
draft, we cannct help coming to the conclusion thet this wording is obviously
inadequate, This is particuierly evident if we comporc vhis text with article 4 of
the Soviet draft. Whereas in the Soviet droft the mein content of stage 1 is
defined in & concise manner, in the corresponding section of the United States
document the main emphasis is switched from disarmament measures to secondary,
subordinate measures — the setting up of an internstionnl disarmament orgenizotion
for control and verification, the implementotion of measures in the field of
security, and so forth.

Vhereas article 4 of the Soviet draft treaty gives ¢ clear ideo of what the
world will be like as a result of implementation of the measures of the first stoge

(&3
<m

of disarmoment, o world without the threct of nuclear war, the United States draft

in no way reflects the particulerivies of the first stoge, because in regard bo the
disarmoment measures themselves it does not go beyond o general sentence regarding
the reduction of armoments and ormed forces: Whether by chance or not, this
sentence does not even explain. as the Soviet document does, which armements are
concerned -—-means of delivery or conventional arneanentse Yet it is bardly‘ﬁecessary
to prove that these types of ermement cannot be equatel, However threatening were
the tanks and arvillery of the Second World Tar, they can in no woy be éompdred with
the nuclear rockels of these doys. '

The Soviet delegation cannot consider as satisfactory such o vogue and
misleading forrmulavion of the tasks of the first stage of discrmomenv. It seecms vo
us that the United States draft is essentially en incdmplete or selcctive list of
whet is envisaged in the United States plan for disarmement in the first stage.

The United States, os we hove olready pointed out in the course of »revious

discussions in this Committee, wishes the firs’ stoge to be limited %o half-mecsures
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vhich would not seriously affect weapons of mass destruction and the means for their
delivery. They would leave rilitery bases and troops in alien territories completely
unitcuched, and ot vhe seme time they would throw the doors wide oper for legalized
espionage under tle guise of control. It is therefore not surprising that the
United States introduction to the first stage reflects 211 the inadequecy of the
half-measures provided for by the United States and their lack of correspondence
with excessive demands in detection and verification. Ls you see, the divergencics
are fundamental.

Yesterday the United States Secretary of State, lir. 2usk, said:

"I can assure you that no government is more anxious than the Government of

the United 3totes ... to assume the responsibilities which go with the

‘dfafting, the signature and the execution of & ... btreaty on general and

corplete discrmanment.” (ENDC/PV.60, p.44)

We hope that these words will not remain a mere declerction, and that the United Stotes
Government will +valze steps to bring its position closer to the position of the

Soviet Unione. This would enable us to noke ropid progress in agreeing the ariicles

of the treaty on general and complete disarmanent.

.
ae

I want to say o few words cbout the time linit for the implementation of <
measures of the first stage. We have already pointed out earlier that the threc-
year time linmit envisoged in the United States document for the first stage doces
not correspond witih the desire of the peoples for the speediest possible
irmplementation ¢f general and commlete disarmanment.

Lecording to the Soviet proposals, the first stage begins six months after
the coming intc force of the treaty; during these six months the internationcl
disermanent orgenizotion will be set up; the duration of the first stege is laid
down as fifteen montihs. The Soviet Union considers this time limi{ realistic
and well founded. If other delegations heve other views, we are quite willing to
discuss the matter. Tf the Wesbern Powers are prepared to carry ous general and
complete disarmemen’t in, say, five years instead of the four years proposea by “the
USSR, this question, as our Linister seaid yesterday (21IDC/PV.60 p.36), would not

L ,
give rise to any great difficulties.

Thus the question of an overall time limit for the programme of general cnd

complebe disermement, as well as the {dine limits for cach of the stages of this

prograrme and, in porticular, stoge 1, is o question on which agrecment has to be
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reached.  £ipnd vhe chances of reaching such an agreement, thanks to the flexible
position of the Soviet Unicn, hove increased comsidercbly. It is important,
however, that appropricte articles should be provided in the treaty.

The Soviet delegation expresses the hove that the Vestern delegations will
agree to take article 4 of the Soviet draft treaty on general and commlete
disernament as the basis for an article defining the teosls of the first stage of
disarmement, and thet the Committee will request the co-Chairmen to prepare an
agreed working droaft of the said article. The Soviet delegation hopes that the
United States and olther Western delegations will take a step forward to meet the
position of the USSR in settling the mein controversicl questions ncmely, the
general scope of disarmament in the first stege end the question of the time linit
for the implemenﬁation.of the prégramme of general and coiplete disarmament os o
whole and of its separate stages.

The proposcls of the Soviet Union, as formulated =t the very beginning of our
work in the Committee on this stege, show clearly that the Soviet Union is teking
genuine steps to meet the position of the Vestern Powers both on conventional
armanents and on meosures for the prevention of war, and finally, on the level of
armed forces ond on the time limit for the immlementetion of the trecty as e whole
and of its separate stages. Our steps to meet the position of the lestern Powers
give us every reason to expect that the VWestern Powers and, first of all, the
United States of imerica will also toke stens to nmeet the position of the Sovied
Urnion and thereby facilitabte the reaching of agreement on the first stage of
disarmament. An agreement on these articles of the trecty would be an importaont
step forward on the road to the elaboration of a treaty on generzl ocnd complete
disarmanent, since the measures of the first stage of disarmement loy, as it werec,

a foundation for the whole programme of general and complete discrmoment.

lir. DELl (United States of fmerica): Today we begin our discussions
under the new plen of work proposed by the co~Chairmen, agreed by the Committec
yesterday and set forth in Conference document ENDC/52, as our Choirmen has said.
The United States delegation will in the coming wecks be discussing in depth and
in the fullest possible detail the implementetion and cortrol of stege 1 messures
and the interrelationship of those measures to each oiher. It éppears to me

therefore that this is an excellent opportunity, st the very outsel of our discussions
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and in asccordance with our worlt progremme, to review in some detail the first

stage measures in the United States draft outline treaty for general and complete
disarmement in a peaceful world (ENDC/3C). In connexion with these considerations
I shall also discuss the introductory portion of stage I of the United States

draft outline tresty on page 4 of document ENDC/3C which azpears before section 4
of the United States draft treaty and sets forth in general terms the nature

of the undertakings assumed by each party to the treaty.

But before I turn to those two subjects there are certain statements by
the rejpresentative of Poland snd the represenvetive of the Soviet Union o3 our
fifty-ninth meeting —-~ followed by kr. Zorin's statement tiais morning in criticism
of the general United States position on disarmament -- which have porticuler
relevance to the first stage and which require =& somewhat more fully detailed
reply than the time remaining vermitted me to give at the fifty-nintvh meeting.

Cur Cheirman this morning, the representative of Polond, said at our fifty-
nintih meeting some learned and interesting things about two general considerations
which underlie our deliberations in this Committee -~ that is, geography and the
princizlie of balance contained in the Joint Statement of lgreed Principles,
document ZNDC/5, paragraph 5. Indeed, with some portion of what the revpresentative

of ~oland found to ssy about these itwo considerations I find it quite possible

to agree. I find it interesting that he believes geography treats Eest and West
the same; for example, he seid -- and here he was tallking obout geography:

"If ‘the subject was raised, I submit theat it wes probably raised in
connexion with the problem of communications and with the provisions
of the first stage of the disarmament urogramme —- namely, the elimination
of all nuclear vehicles and foreign bases and the corresponding reduction

of conventional arms and armements." (ZNDC/PV.59, v.30)

Whaet kr. Lachs said is very correct in so far as it goes, but I submit that
he has really overlookxed the fundamental nature of the situation at the very heart
of the problem that is confronting us, whieh lir. Zorin was talking about this
morning;- <that is, the sheer and truly enormous size and contiguous neture of
the Soviet Union and the territory of its ellies in Eurooe in relation to the
relatively small size of the free world in Vestvern Euroje. Despite the fact
that it took Columbus some foryytwodays to go from the old world to the new, in

the ordinery commercial plane you can travel that distance today in some seven
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and a haif hours; and Chairman Khrushchev has told us in a number of public
statements that they have rockets which can go from the heartland of the Soviet
Union to the heartland of the United States in half an hour.

So while this question of geography, this question of national boundaries,
does exist, it really is not, I am afraid, going to get us very far in disarmament
negotiations to insist that all of the problems of disarmament have got to be
solved merely by looking at problems of national boundaries and not looking at
what the actual political facts of life are — that is, that smeller countries
have had to unite in their own defence, and it does not take any time a7 all
for these modern weapons to trovel from the boundaries of one country vo the
boundaries of another. The distence from the Soviet Union to the present line
of demarcation separating West Germany from the Soviet zone is roughly one-fifth
as far in statutory miles as that from the United States to the same point. S0
the withdrawal of United States troops from the areas the United States has agreed,
in associction with its allies, to defend in Europe across the breadth of the
Atlantic Ocean could leave the forces which remein to defend Western Burove at a
very grave disadvontege when compared with the forces of the Soviet Union, both
in relative size end in distance to the line separating those forces.

Coupled with the elimination of those nuclear deterrent forces, the acceptance
of this proposal would mean setting up unacceptable imbalances during the very
first stage of our dissrmament programme. I emphasize tae word "deterrent",
and -~ apart from the statements of Chairman Xhrushchev with respect 1o vhe
destructive power of rockets, their size, the type of megaton bombs they can carry,
and so forth -— we believe that, ot least as fer as deterrent force is concerned,
the West currently has superiority if attocked first.

Let me be very clear, I am not familiar with all this planning to which
Mr. Zorin referrcd this morning regarding the West wishing to use these bases
for pre-emptive attack on the Soviet Union, for a first strike against. the Soviet
Union, or as & springboard for attack on the Soviet Union; because all our
thinking is quite to the contrary. What we have said is that if, in the course
of the defence of the forces of NATO, there should be an overwhelming conventional
attack on our allies by the Soviet Union and its allies, it is possible we might
have to depend on those nuclear deterrent forces to defend Zurope from the very
considerably larger Soviet forces now in the Soviet zone of Germeny. The current
estimates are of the order of three to four times as many major Soviet units for

each similar-sized United States unit in Germany.
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So that the acceptance of the theory that runs through the Soviet draft treaty
that we would hav: to eliminate one hundred per cent of nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles in the first stage would really mean that the West would be almost one
hundred per cent disarmed in the first stage, whereas the Soviet Union would remein
armed with its conventional armaments. This is something that we are going to
have to discuss here, something the two co-Chairmen are going to have to negotiate
on, because somehow or other we have got to bridge this difference between us.

Now I know that I have tried to answer my Soviet colleague's statement about
our using these bases as a springboard for attoack on the Soviet Union before, but
since he said again this morning that this is part of the current thinking and
planning of the United States, let me again point out that it is not. President Kennedy,
on 27 March of this year, gave an interview to a2 well-known American journalist,

Stewart Alsop, who wrote an article in the Saturday Evening Post. Then the

Presidential Secretary, Mr. Pierre Salinger, was asked about that. lir. 4lsop,
in his article, had purported to quote President Kennedy to the effect that the
United States might in some circumstances, where its vital interests were concerned,
have to take the initiative in a nuclear war with the USSR. Mr. Salinger said then:
"The quotation given in the Alsop article must be read in the total
convext.
"The President's statement represents no change in American policy.
It has always been clear that in such a context as a massive conventional
attack on Europe by the Soviet Union, which would put Europe in danger of
being overrun, the West would have to prevent such an event by all available
means.,
"This has been United States policy since the late nineteen-forties and
it represents no change. The real change, as Mr. Alsop points out elsewhere

in the /gaturday Evening Posf7 article, is in the strengthening of our

defensive alternatives to nuclear warfare." o

I think everyone here knows that the United States has been trying to augment
its conventional forces so that in the event of such an attack it would not be
necessary except as a last resort to resort to nuclear weapons. They asked the
President about this at his Press conference. I am quoting from what the President

said:
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"Yes, I think lir. Salinger's statement made it very clear that this was
infen&éd to be merely a restatement of & traditional position where if a
vital area -~ and I think the area that iir. Salinger used was Western Europe —-
was being overrun by conventional. forces, that the United States would take
" the means available, means to defend Vestern Europe. It was not intended
to suggest, as Mr. Salinger said, that this meant that the United States
would take aggressive action on its own part, or would launch an attack, a
so-called preventive attack on its part.
"It is not our policy, nor the policy of previous administrations.
«+.The article read in context made it clear that we are saying that if
there was an attack of overwhelming proportions by conventional forces in
an area such as Europe, we would meet our treaty commitments."
I hope that that makes it clear that we are not trying to use these bases in Burope
for 'any so~called first-sirike or any so~called pre-emptive nuclear attack on the
Soviet Union. We are not thinking of any such thing or planning any such thing,
and it is completely contrary to the policy of my Government.
Nevertheless, to return to the subject confronting us here, we do face these
geograophical situations; we do face these questions of separate nationalities and
“we do face the fact that several governments have wished to band together in their
own self defence. Those are the problems that we face and the imbalances are
the direct products of the geographical relationships between the Testern States
and the Soviet bloc. I submit that no amount of generalization can wive out
this fact. ‘
Indeed, as the Chairman today, the Folis.. representative, said on 18 July:
"As I seid on Monday, .... geogravhy speaks to us with one language.
The globe is cast as it is, and our countries are situated where they are.

We cannot alter that.”  (ENDC/PV.59, p.30)

Mr. Lachs then went on to point out that "man, in mastering nature, has undoubtedly
made tremendous progress.." (ibid.) At this Conference we must be continually.
alert to these methods of mastering nature and make allowances for them in any
agreement we conclude on general end complete disarmament. Therefore one cannot
expect to reduce arms in Europe without considering tihe relative distance of a

major Power from the areas in Europe which it has agreed to defend.
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This leads me directly to the next subject, the problem of balance. We are
all agreed, I believe, that balance —— as the representative of Poland seid at
the fifty—ﬁinth i.eting -~ should not be in anyone's favour; indeed, the Joint
Statement of igreed Principles (ENDC/5) states in its paragraph 5 that at no stage
of the imslementation of the treaty should any State or group of States gain
military advantage.

In our discussions, we are going to have to work outl somehow a proper relationship
between the percentage of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles to be destroyed in the
first stage, while at the same time maintaining this question of balance and correlating
it to the percentage of conventional weapons and of manpower to be cut down in the
first stage. We welcome the two proposals that have been made by the Soviet Union
(ENDC/48); but, as I said the other day, they must be accepted in relcotion to the
whole plen. While we are working this thing out, who is going to be the best judge
of this state of balance? In the estimation of my delegation, it must be done
as objectively as possible, and I suppose in the first instance the State which
undertekes the reductions must of course undertake the first judgement. But the
arms race must stop al some point and the present race must be ended -~ frozen, as
it were atl some point -~ and, hopefully, the sooner the better. Then, following
vhat freezing, the balances achieved at that point must be reduced, equally for
2ll across the board, until all arms of whatever kind or nature are reduced to zero.
Those States whose reliance on conventional arms is the greatest because they feel
in this way they have achieved a tolerable natural balance should not have that
balance overturned in the course of reductions.

4Ls I have said, the very same can be said about those States which have
superiority in nuclear weapons, in order to balance confronting superiority in
conventional forces. Ve will undoubtedly have some unknown, or some unpredictable
situations which may arise as the result of some such artificial changes in the
composition of forces and armaments. They may create a more dangerous and difficult
situation in the course of disarmament than cxisted before, and it is our job here
not to let this hoppen. The Soviet Union has recognized this principle in its
extremely qualified acceptance of the Western proposal on percentage reductions
in conventional armoments while leaving the other percenteges in its draft treaty
untouched (ENDC/2). Indeed, this is an area -~ 2t least in so far as the continent

of Europe is concerned —~ where it is to the current advantage of the Soviet Union
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{0 take such an approach. But in this case, acceptance of a part of a proposal
does not serve the cause of maintaining the natural balance. From our studies
of how best to achieve this disarmament, my delegation maintains that the cut of
arms across the board in the same or similar ratios or percentages must be made
by all States on equal terms if this "natural" balance is to be maintained.

The United States proposals are firmly rooted in this "natural™ balance, on
the basis that it will enable this Conference to work outv a truly meaningful
treaty on general and complete disarmament and that it will not only save us much
time and trouble, but possibly save us from failure, if we do not have to negotiate
complex and intricate adjustments in arms levels in an attempt to create new
compositions between forces with which none of us have had experience and to which
we are not accustomed. The negotiation of new arms balances is a rock on which
meny past disarmament conferences have foundered; and in elaborating our plan we
have done our best to try to avoid foundering on this rock.

I should like to cover one more point before I move on to certain aspects of
stage I proposals made by the United States. Our Soviet colleague said on 18 July.
of conventional arms reductions:

"This is an actual fact: we accept your proposal. Why are you
dissatisfied? You say that we accept this principle only for a specific
category of armaments. But in reply to this I would point out that in
your own proposal and in your own plan ... you do not extend this principle
to 211 kinds of armaments either. This is another hard fact. In your
own proposal you talk of a 30 per cent reduction in the first stege, but
not of all types of conventional armament. Is this a fact or not? Anyone

familiar with your outline will say that it is a fact." (ENDC/PV.59, p.36)

I will try to make clear once more what I seid at the fifty-ninth plenary
meeting. To do so I need only repeat what I said just a few minutes before
Mr., Zorin made the statement I have just quoted. I said:

"First, the Soviet proposal includes a 30 per cent reduction in the
first stage of all conventional armaments as against the United Siates
proposal that the first stage cut should include those major armements
vhich are more easily verifiable at the initial stage of the disarmament

process. I wonder whether the Soviet Union realizes the increased amount
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of verification in the first stage such an arrangement as it proposes,
including lighter armaments, would require, and whether it is prepared

to express its views on how such verification would actuelly be implemented.”
(ENDC/PV.59, p.17)

4 wes therefore in an effort to accommodete the Soviet Union's well-known

sensibilities over inspection, as explained vc us yesterday by Foreign Linister
Gromyko (ENDC/PV.60, ».37), thal these measures concerning light arms were moved
back into the second stage. Light erms, such as mortars, small arms, small

naval vessels and light aircraft, can be easily hidden and can be monufactured in
small factories. Light arms of this type stending alone, with 70 per cent of
major conventional arms remaining at the level of stage I, do not constitute a
majoxr agéressive threat to the parties to the treaty. Indeed, the United States
has no objection in principle to the consideration of such measures in stage I.

It is merely to solve the difficult question of verification of measures involving
such large quantities of small types of light arms equipment that the United States
plan »roposes to begin reduction in stage II when widespreaod measures of verification
will have been instituted; but, as I say, we have no objection in principle to the
consideration of the measures with respect tc light arms in stage I.

As I noted on 18 July (ENDC/PV.59, p.17), we shall be most pleased to hear
the concrete proposals of the Soviet Union on the verification measures it has
in mind to ensure that the specified cuts might be made in these arms and that
the remaining levels of morters, rifles and other small arms do not exceed the
specified amounts.

I should like to turn now to 2 discussion of the basic obligations each party
will undertake in stage I of the treaty on general and complete disarmament. These
cbligations are to be found in the United States treaty outline, on page 4 of
document ENDC/30, labelled "Stage I", and in the Soviet draft treaty document, in
article 4 on page 5 of ENDC/2, labelled "First Stage Tasks". To refrogh your
memory and to point out what I have to say today, I should like to quote these
very short portions of the United States and the Soviet proposels in full, The
United States proposal reads:

"Stage I would begin upon the entry into force of the Treaty

and would be completed within three years from that date.
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”Duriﬁg.Stago I the Fartics Lo ike Trealy would undertake:

"l. To redace their armaments and armed forces and to carry
out other agreed measures in the manner outlined below;

"2, Tc establish the International Disarmament Crganization upon
the entry into Lorce of the ¥rewty in order o ensure thé'Véfifié&tion
in the agreecd manner oY “he chligsiicns undertaken; and

keeping the peace through

"3, To sirengthen airiangements P

the measures outlined below." (ENDC/3C, ©.4)
The Soviet drafiv of the same pertion reéds a3 follows:

"Tho States parties to the Treaty undertake, in the course of the

first stage of general and complete disarmament, to effect the simultaneous

elimination of all means of delivering nuclear weapons and of all foreign

military bases on alien territories, to withdrew all foreign troops from

these territories, and to reduce their armed forces, conventional armaments

and their production, and military expenditures.” (ENDC(ZZ_E;Q)

I believe I only have to read out those two introductory paragraphs vo show
that there are two fundamental diffcerences between themnm. The first centres in
‘the Soviet draft on the absence of general obligations to deal with verification
and the measures to ensure a peaceful world during the course of disarmament.
Perhaps this is merely a difference in emphasis, because in our agreed draft for
part I of the trea’ty on general and complete disermament (ENDC/40/Rev.l) of
31 May 1962 the Soviet Union has conceded that such eleasents of our treaty as
verification, the international disarmeament organizavion and concurrent measures
for keeping the peace must be included.

In addition, Chapter X and Part V of the Soviel treaty document (ENDC/2,
Pp.23, 25) include such measureé, while articl: 15 c<f Chcoter III of ithe Soviet
draft treaty (ibid., ».13), includes as a pex’ of first-stage measures certain
undertakings to strengthen tha cupacity of the Uniteé Nations to ensure international
peace and security.

While my delegation does not agree with +the present detailed tex’s or substance
of these proposals'of the Soviet Union, I believe that their very presence in its
draft treaty establishes clearly that therc should be no disagreement among

ourselves over the principle thal such mrasurns should be included in the first
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stage, and this I think is good. In such circumstances it should not be too
ifficult to reach azreement on the inclusion of the approoriate references to
verification and jeace-keening in the introductory portion of the first stage of
our treaty.

The second major divergence vevieen the two drafts of tine introduciory section
centres on the familiar nroblem of aclievin; a balanced reduction in aris, which we
Zeve just been discussing The 3Joviet draft clearly desires to institute an
insalance beltween the Zast and the Test in the first stage by requiring drastie

ctanges in the overall co:mosition of “Jestern milivary forces —- chanzes in foreign

<

sases, which in effect would wmean 5ie end of ceritain zlliances; chanzes in
comyosition which could only redound in the first stage to t:e advantage of toe
Soviet Union.

As I said earlier, I refer here o Soviet —roposals on nuclear delivery
vehicles, so~called foreign military Zases and the withdrawal of troops stationed
cutside their own national territory. “hese »nroposals are, of course, basically
contrary to the fundamental philosonny underlying the United Staies proposal —— a
»hilosophy with at least the broad outlines of which the representative of Poland,

Chairman this morning, was apvarently in agreement in his statement of 18 July
when he said:
"Again, Mr. Dean suggested tals morning that in order to stop the

armaments race we have to select a certain moment and seize it, but the point

is really to seize it." (EHDC /P7.59, ©.32)

Taen, of course, the representotive of Foland goes on to disagree with the way the
United States treaty draft accomplisies that, but nevertheless his agreement with
the principle sceems clear,

s2in by cuoting from ny statement of 18 Lpril, which set

wet me exnlain once &
forth this philosophy in simple teris. I said:

Ty

"Let me explain av the beginning that with resnect

P

vo disarmament the
scheme of the United States »len is a simple one. Funcementvally it is that
the nations of tae vjorld should seize a moment in ti.e to sltop the arms race,
to freezc the military situation =s it then appears and to slhrink it
rrogressively to zero, always leening the relative milibtary position of the
parties to the treatly as near as vossible to what it was at the beginning."

(ENDC/PV.23, 5.5)
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Thus my delegation's view of what constitutes an equitable or "natural" balance is
clearly that balance must be based on the military situation existing at the
particular time seized by the parties to the treaty as the point at which to begin
the reduction to zero.

At the same meeting I said of =zihis particular'philosophy:

"This is as it should be. Jaci. nyuion understands its present forces;
each navion understands its neignbours' present forces. The United States
plan for general and complete disarms™ =% ia a peaceful world meintains that
position."  (ibid., p.7)

Just how this balance will be maintained under the United States proposal has
ocen covered in certain of our prior reetings. But now that we are discussing
the general or basic oblizations of vhe first stage certain aspects cf the United

tates first stage can, I believe, “e re-exsmined to make clear exactly how
valance is safeguarded.

Fundamentally the United Statcs proposes in section 4 (ENDC/?C, p.4) to make
during stage I a 30 per cent across—tvhe-board cut in all armaments, the reduction
of which it seems practicable and possible to supervise. This includes a
5C per cent cut in all nuclear delivery vehicles and in all major or important
céonventional ermaments. While, as I have said, the Soviet Union has in some
limited respects accepted this means of reducing conventional armaments, it has
scen fit tc insist on imbalancing reductions in delivery vehnicles as a complement®
to acceptance of this porticn of the United Stater proposal on the reduction of
all armaments.

This viewpoint of the Soviet Union increases the complicating factors pointed
outv previously with respect to Soviet Gemands for complete climination of nuclear
dcliveryvehicles in the first stage without rczard to reductions in co: ventional
erizanents. 45 I have pointed out, the Soviet Union still has not told us how it
can ensure adequate verification of such a measure. Nor, so far at least, has
e Soviet Union distinguished the verious types of nuclear delivery vehicles which
it desires to sece elininated, since as we all knov certein civilisn equipment can
easily be convertcd to the delivery of nuclear weanons, as I have pointed out in

some detall in previous statements to “he Confercence.
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In addition, there is the furiler problem of conventional equipment which will
exist at the end of the first staze and whose purpose is duzl —~ that is, 2
poarticular type of aircraf+t may be capavle of delivering both nuclear and
conventional arms. The failure of the Soviet Union to desl wita this very
significant problem in its proposal is clear. {n the other hand, the United
Svotes proposals deal with this sivuetion direcitly. The United States proposes
te shrink the quantities of all types of arms in equal percentages, so that what
is commonly known as the "arms mix" o States vill not be the sudbject of
significant and imbalancing changes during the coursce of diarmament.

Cther provosals in the United Stotes first stage include 2 direct attack on
tle nueclear threatb. While the capalility of delivery nuclcar ~regovons will be
reduced by 3C ver cent in the United States first stage, the weenons thewselves
will also be affected Dy United Steves proposals for reducvions, as I shall point
out. These proposals involve two szlient aspects: freezing thc present situation
by a cessation of production, and a turn~-down in the amount of fissionable
meverial available to States for usc in weapons by the transicr of agreed
gquantities of such material to non-wechons purposes.

The United States has offered tc transfer a significan?t quantity of this
fissionable material, It stands behind that significant offer and it is ready to
implenent its proposal, Cr we arc quite prepared to hear vhe Soviet Union suggest
2 larger amount. I can only repeat vhat we are prepared to hear all views on
vhese proposals, in the hone that o cen agree to transfer significant quantities

issionable meterials from all resdective weapons programmes —— in the United

o

of T
States, the United dingdom and the Sovict Union,

Further significant United Stabtes »roposals include those on the prohibition
of the transfer of control over nuclear weapons to a non-nuclear State; on a
auclear test ban; on the »rohibition of placing into orbit weajons capable of
sroducing nass destruction; and on a group of neasures to reduce the risk of war
by 2ccident, miscalculation, failurc of comsunications or surprise attack. As T
istened to our Soviet colleagu: quote Chairman Jhrushchev again, about how he
could destroy us all, it scemed to ¢ opain that these measures to reduce the risk

ol war by accident or miscaleulation should come ot the very top of our list.
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Zoch of these measures affectiny o Stete's level of armed forces, nuclear weapons
svocks and ability to extend the arms race to areas which have dzus far not felt
its effect, directly complements thc basic United States proposal for across-the-
board percentoge reductions of all srmoents.

Keeping thesc saliont featurcs of our provosal firmly in :ind, and once
discussion is completed in the plen2ry meetings, in accordance with the programm
of work we anve adopted I will shorlly be mecting with iay Soviet co-Chairman to
107k out agreed nroposals for the omonin; paragraphs of Stege I of our treaty.
froz the noint of view of nore efficient workmanship, wy delegavion would have
referred, rother, to lezve the drafting of the introductory provisions of stage 1
of our treaty until the c¢nd of a2 discussion of the substantive mcasures. #e had
rother thougnd that we ougiht to discuss the mecsures first and then, after that,
coime pvack and draft the introductory provisions. However, our Soviet collc-;ues

fclt otherwise, and in view of this desire on their part that we should oncc again

ER T

review the general nature of the obligations in the agreement, bcfore »nroceeding
to specific substantive discussions in depth, in the interest of moving our work
forward at the most rapid possible pace we have agrced quite readily to discuss
these obligations both in slenary mcetings and in meetings of the co-Chairmen,
vith a view to arriving at = treaty doxt containing as much zgreed language as
Dossible.

Cur objective is, of course, to try to get agreement; but we hope that we
can, following the discussions herc in the plenary meetings, proceed with this
work as rapidly as possible, setting down the points on which we are able to
agree, obracketing -~ if we have 1o -— the text of those points o which we will
nave to return at somec future date, so that at the earliest Hossibtle time we can
begin consideration of the substantive proposals of the first stege.

Some representatives have asked wiy we dic not suggest a fixed time schedule,

fixed amount of time to be given 1o cach vopic set forth in vparsgraph 5 —- why
we did not sev up a sort of daily timcioble, scbting forth the »recisc days on
wiaich we would undertake the discussion of cacl noint. Sorze delegations have said

vhat it would help thew if when we zob to certain vmoints thal recuire work of a

<
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highly technical nature they cculd have some idea in advance, so that they could
get their experts here; that it would be very helpful. I thinz that probably nmy
co—-Chairman and myself, after we have had these discussions for several days, can
try to submit to the Committee Qome more detailed cutline of worl, but it seemed to
us that until we had tried this out it wes not very feasible, really, to say that
everybody would have to finish topic (a) in "x" hours and that they could not go
back to it,

It will be noted that we have s2id in paragraph 5 that a2s a rule these topics
in paragraph 5 will be dealt with by the Committee in accordance with the procedure
outlined in paragraph 3; but in paragrcth 4 we have provided thet nothing is
intended tc preclude any delegation from raising and discussing any subject or
nroposal in any plenary meeting of the Committee. He believe that it wculd make
cur work more useful and more efficient, and that we would »robably get on better.
Nevertheless, in discussing a particular item, if it does occur to some delegation
taat it would like to ;o back to another item, or refer to the provisions of
another item, or to the correlation between what takes place in stage I and what
tekes place in stages II and III, oxr if, in connexion with the whole questicn of
verification, any delegation should weant tc geo on and discuss the whole disarmament
orograrie, it seems to us that we would have tc leave that to the good sense of
ecach delegation while at the same time hoping that it would stay within the general
framework of what the Committee has adowted.

Before closing today I would like to state that my delegation will undoubtedly
wish to return to some discussion of the general principles which I have discussed
this morning in our substantive consideration of the varicus proposals which we
have made, and then we will wish to return to a consideration of the basic
cbligations at the end of our discussion of stage I, and I would like to reserve
oy right to speak on those preposals at such future time or times as appear tc us

40 be appropriate.

br. TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): The agreement

reached between the two co-Chairmen on the procedure to be followed by the Eighteen
Modtion Committee in its work on the first phase of general and complete disarmament
(3E13C/52) is certainly an encouraging sicn, despite the meagre results achieved so

far in more than four months' negotiation. With certain exceptions, agreement
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a5 now been reached on the wording of vhe preamble to the draft treaty on gencral
and complete disarmament, (EIDC/L.T), and of its first section, defining its
ooligations and objects and in fact giving e uiore or less correct idea of the
actuai scope of tvhe three cousecutive pheses of general and conolete disarmament
(ENDC/4C/Rev.1).  Tac obvious course is thereforc, despite the difficulties
encounvered so far, to’attempt to deal in the sare manner with the other mparts of
tae draft treaty, and especially to Zdefime the three successive stages of general
and complete disarmament,

Furthermore, the two drafts, by tie Soviet Union and the United Sintes, are
ilentical in oroviding that general and complete disarmament shell be carried cut
in three successive stages. The scone of cach stage in the two raft treaties
is, as we hknow, defined quite briefly in articles wroceding the deteiled account
ol each stage. The renrescniative ol the Scviet Union and the redresentative of

" .
- o

ohe United Sictcs have just sooken on tlis subject, and the letier nade a very

deveiled comparison of the rclevant arvicles. It is recognized in botn Drovosals

that, before a Getailed account of the scope of each stage is started (an exact
definition of +the measures which the sbore would cover) the scope of the stage
saouid be defined, —~ or rathzer, outlined and described —- in o brief, preliminary
LIenner.

£ great nany delegations have hoved or asserted that the tresty drafted by
vhe Conference should be neitlher the Soviet nor the United States draft. They
have stressed vhat it should be a drafi of the Highteen Nation Committee to which
nll States can and should subscribe. The representative of India, Mr. Lall,

-+ b

eiterated this again the other day wiecn he said:

L5}

"Let us face that fact. In the last znalysis we are nov going to accept
either plan. It is not necessary ot this stage, I would submit to'the
sponsors of the two nlans, to point out any further -- =znd I say this
aavisedly and with respect —- the uerits of the two plans. Je have studied
the two planms very carefully. As we were bound vo do, and‘as it was our duty
to do, we 2ave listened very attentively to, and have read egein.and again,
the carcfully-argued justifications which have been provounded by the sponsors
of the plens end by their various suszdorters; it is a littlc late in the day
now to tell us thal we must take onc plan, or that one sidc¢ must move forward
end that the other side need not.  Let us be realistic, os everyone szid
yesterday, and let us acznowlcedse that realis: does not iie in that sort of

approach.”  (ZNDC/27.58, £.27)
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The representative of the United Jinzdom expressed a similar aittitude towards
the plan whicn Zag to be drafted. In 2i speech of 2 lfay 1962 1lir. Godber declared:
"Both docunents, Dowever, arc useful for our deliberations, and my point
b ’ 4
is thet it is really inmaterial vwiatv we call them at this moment because —-
and I would emphasize this varticularly —— the draft treaty that emerges will
not be a Soviet draft, it will nol “e a United States draft; it will be a

draft of *Hhe nabvicns telzing part in this Conference.” (BNDC/ZV.29, ».6)

& similer desire that the draft skould be preparcd by the Fighteen Nation
Co.mittee and not simply by one great Tover has becn expressed and suvnported by
osher delegations, including those of Italy and Canada.

Je must say in all {raniness that the definitions on winich t:e draft treaty of
the Soviet Union are based satisfy us comdletely in regard to the sethod and the
tinme limits for tackling and fulfilling our Conference's task ~-to concert a treaty
on general and complete disarmament. ©2is has 2lso been the feeling of many other
delezations. However, since the opinions of other delecations must also be
considered, we thought it would be useful at this stage of our debate ——in order to
ease the work of the Conference and reac’: agreement on general and complete
disarmament —— to request all the delegations to reconsider their stated nositions
and to attempt to prepare a text contaizing the wositive disarmament features of
both drafts and ‘the necessary complementary provisions. Cur delegation has
avtemnpted to apply this method only tc & small part of the draft treaty ——mainly
vo vhe articles defining the oblipations and general scope of the first stage.

Article 4 of the Soviet draft lays down neasures relating strictly to general
anc¢ complete dissrymauent; whereas tine corresponding article of the United States
areft bears on a2 much largcer variety ol issues relating to coixplete and general
disarmament, varticularly the international disearnernent organization, peace-keeping
weasures, the tine limits for their execuiion, and the like. Ir. Deon drew
ettention to tzese issues again today (sudra, »p.19-20)

In order Yo concord ithe two drafis, we have endesvoured to bake the zetive and
nositive measures contained in both. Ve have also attempted vo talie into account
the various statements and suggestions made here on the two drafis, and the desires
and preferences expressed by the delegations, particularly those of the non-aligned

countries; and we have prepared a text for article 4 of the future treaty on

general and complete disarmament which we humbly submit for your consideration
(ZWDC/L.17).
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A

Lllow me bo read this nropeosal, which was circulated a moment ago and is
irst staze tasks".

"The first stage shell bezin 5 months after the entry invo force of vae
Treaty (in sccordance with article .... of the present Treaty) and shall be
completed within 15 montus.

B}

"The 3tates undertake, during the first stage:
" {1) %o elininete simultaneously all delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons
and all nilitary bases in foreign territory, and to withdraw 211 troops from
such territory;
(2) to reduce their armed forces, their conventional arvoments, the
production of such armements and treir military expenditure as provided
hereinafter;
(3) on the entry of the Ireaty into force, to set up an Internationel
Disarmament Crganizetion in order tc verify in the agreed wmanner fulfilment of
the obligations assuned;
(4) from the beginning of the first stage, to take zeasures to reduce the
danger of war; and
(5) %o teke the nmeasures setv forti nrereinafter for the -.aintenance of
international peace an¢ security."  (ZNDC/L.17)
Yo bire lizivs preseribed in this temt for fulfilment of the first stage arce, as
cen ve seen, six months for its start ond fifteen ronths for fullfilment of all ivs
Teasures.

Te have adopted in our text for -riticle 4 of the draft vresty the tine limit
oronogsed in the Soviet draft because ve feel that this time limit is not only

sevfectly realistic and praciicable, but is closer tc the wishes expressed here by

the majority of the delezations. Thus in his spcech to this Cormittee on 2C March
at the very outset of our work, the Sefence liinister of India, Mr. Xrishna renon,
said:

"Bither we disaru pretty guickly or +tiie process cof re-rming will go on,
because in any very gredual proceduxre anything thet would be accomplished
would be suoject to susvmicions and cdifficulties of various Ztinds and new

causes of suspicion and conflict vould emerge. That is, if very violent

disagreewent betwecn two people is geing to be adjusted over a very long time,
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having regard to the background of ecnimosity and the suszicion which exists,

they themseclves would be worse olf during that period in whick a small
inprovements mignt be Drought aboud, For that, if for no other reason, we

7 -

have always advocated the speedy cccomlishment of disarnament, so much so
that my Prime Minister when spealking to the United Nations two years ago said
that it is a question of trying t¢ achieve it not =2ll in one fine morning or
in one piece, but as one piece with so many stages within it for vhe
accomplishiaent of the whole taning in & short period of lour or five years.

As far as we nre conceaned, thig is not borrowed from the Soviet treaty; it

is the view of our Government.” (ZUDC/PV.5, 3. 27, 28)

¥r, Lall has veferred to Mr. Krishna llenon's theme severcl tines during our
debates, and has even suggested a ticc-limit of two ycars for completion of the
wsole process of disarnerent.

Yesterday ir. Lrishno renon insisted, in his sdeech to the Committee, that:
%

"Either we must disarm in o rcosonably shiort time or the Hroblem will

become far worse than Heforel" (ZDC/E7.6C, .16)

1,

"to csvablish in our own tit.e, and in ~ very shoxrt time, a world free
from war." (ibid., ».6)
Another weoresentative of the noun~committed Powers, Iir. Lita of Nigeria,
denrecated on 12 June not caly the United States =ian with its cxcessive time limits
ous cdso the Sovietv plan for wiat he termed the slow pace of the nuclear

cignrinoment processy he nrerosed apircecicbly shorter vime limits, at least for this

nrocess (BNDC/PV.54, p.32). Identical or similar pcints of view about the rate
of cisarnament have been exnressed oy vhc represcavetives of other non-aligned

countries on our Committec.

furthermore, judging frenm the speeches of the Testern Powers' renresentatives,

it appears that they do not regard the time linits in the United States nlan as
Yinal. ¥r. Godber, the United Lingdor renrosentative, speaking of time limits on

2 Ly, said:
"If it can be showm thet this" ~- meaning the application of the first-stage
disarmarent r:easures —— "can be dene effectively in a shorter period than the
three years laid down in the United Stotes plen, then I for one support itg..."

{ZNDC/PV.22, ».9)




(ir. Tavopanov, Zulgaria)

1

e thereforc censider thot the tine 1limit oronosed by the Soviet Union is
reasonable and uscful, and so we have incormerzted it in our conpromise text.
Zowever, both “he tiue linmis itself and odler proposals submitted in this text can

end undoubtedly will be subjects of nesctiction and azreement between the

24

‘elegzaticns present. Sorie dolegations mey want even shorter time limits for

o]

~enersl and cormlete discriment, as vhey have said in the debate, and others
ingist on longexr tire limits. Je are raising the issue at this stage of the
ne_otiations with a pronosal which to us seems fair; but we should like %o hear
4tne other delcoations' views, to encbdle us to agree beth on the time limit and cn

other vroblems which nust be tackled and--sclved in the first stage.
Ve would -oint out that the text relating to the tine limit for the fulfilment
el o

of the first—-stagc measures is a synihcsis of the introduction to the first stage

of the United States plen (ENDC/3C, —.4) with article 19 of the Scviet draft

(i /2, ».13). Its wording, like thav of sorme other parts, including the general
words precedin. tlhe five items of article 4, is almcst copied from the United States

] . ‘

s 4 b ed

The first ivewm in the article 4 sudmitied by the Bulparien Peorle's Republic
“or consideration by the Comiittee Hrovides for the simultenecus elimination of all

delivery vehicies for nuclear weapens and of cther weanons of mass destruction.

Yrig is a radical neasure, loid down in the goint Stateuent of Agzreed Principles
between the Soviet Union ané the United Svates (FAIRC/5). Paracradn 3(c) of the

geint Statenent in fact Hrovides for "Ilini

B

aticn cf all megns of delivery of
wceoons of mass destruction”. the United States draft in its orijinal form also
arovides for o measurc of vhis kind in its section A entitled "Chjectives",
narooraph 2 (e): Zlininatiocn of all mecns of delivery cf weavons of mass
destruction",  Article 1, »oragraph 2(e) (agreed betwcen the two co~Chairmen and
confirmed by the Commitiee) of Part I of the t reaty which we are drafting contains
imilar words (EIDC/40/Rcv.l, 3.2).

Cur draft leoys down the cssential measures to be taken at the start of geheral

3 <L

and complete disarmament in order viritually to obviate the threat of an attack or of

a nuclear war. Ho onc dcenies the imnortonce of these measures, since nuclear
wezpon vehicles =2re the key to the »nraciical probles of eliminating the threat of

4

auclear war. ot hes been stressed Ly many spealiers who apree on this issue.
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Speaking at tne meeting on 24 April, wr. Dean, the United Sialtes representative,

remarxed on this subjcet:

"D fully understand tie desire of all cf us to deal with the danger posed

by nuclear weapons delivery velicles; it is these nuclear wezdons delivery

vehicles w»iich, wore tacn any cthers, have created a new condition in the world

so that sencral war could »lece o civilizasion, as we now know 1%, in seriocus
jeocpardy. T4 is these nruaments wiicl have radicolly aldered all concents of
neticnal neover, and altbered ther: Jo o desrec and in ways wiich we arc only

Sepinning to cotrveciate and undersiooad. Iv is these nucloar weapons delivery

veiaicles widel, mcoro than any otlicr devices, .ok necessary our guest for

zeneral and complete éiscrmanent in o deaceful world." (ZWC/2V.26, »,11)
Anovher represcnvodive, r. _urns of Cesnada, an crroments erpert, sa2id in

Lig speech of 3 1oy 196%:

"...This prodles of climinatin., nucle~r weapon vehicles, whicl: the Soviet Union

draft treaty and thc Unived Strtves draftv treaty nropose to selve in different

uanners, is probably the crucial sroulern of disarmament. It is crucial to

have sone ogrcement upon 1t if we empect to move forward in repard to many

provisions wiich must be included in the draft treaty thot we are endeavouring

to prepare. (ENDC/PV.3C, p.9)

Consequently there is nc need tc dwell cn the irnportance attackzed also by the

delegations of the non-cligned couniries to this preblew: of nuclear weasons

delivery vehicles. gy way of illustrasion it will probably suftice %o quote the

verds of the Indian represcuvative, Ir. Lall, who said in his specch of 3 May 1962:
"I rust say tlet, so far =s we are concerned, the Soviet nrovosal of the
full eliminotion of the means of Jelivery as ewrly as possible is an attractive
cne in its oojectives ...

- . - 2

"The zoint, however, really is 7hal all the established -~nd fecsible neans

of delivery for these weadons would Mhave to be cifectively destroyed under
supervision.” {(ibid., 2.19)

Whis uncairous recornition of vie inortance of nuclear wucanons delivery

veaicles in elirinaving vhe nuclear 5lrend beaws out cur conviciion that it will
“e sossiole te reach an oprecnent socn on the rinal elinmdnetion of nuclear weanon

Celivery velicles during sthe Tirst sinse of penernl and coxplite dissricoent.
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The elimination of nuclear weojcn delivery vehicles is essentially linlked with

tne simultancous abolition of all wiiitary beses in foreign territory. Juring the

discussion the irportance of Agrecd Irinciple ifc.5 of the <Joint Statement of
2C September 1961 hes been stresscd om nmany occasions, nancly wiot "all neasures
of gemercl and corrzleve Jisormamcnt chould se bolancedl ! (zsc /s, 2 During

our recent eetings we have been rorcodtedly told that we rust be realists. How

can we DPossibly be realisss without conbernlating the simultancous elimination of

- 1 L)

veaicles and of bases on foreign torsivery?

Realistic thinking connot ifmore ot this stege of cur -rorlz tne following words

by the Seoviet Unicn renresentative ot ocur mecting on 18 July:

"liquidation of the wmilitery bases of the United Siates in Hurope and

elsewhore in the world will only be partial compensation Zor this enormous

o insist thaet tiie Sovieb Unicn sheuld waive even such nartial

m

concession,

compensation is, tc say the least, unreasczable. In iz. Deon's own words,
it is unrealistic.” (ENDC/Z7.59, 5.47)

The second paragravh of the corronise text submitted by our delezation should

not, in cur view, arouse any oppcsivica. Its content and wowxding have been taken

almost entirely from tie United Svates draft—— item 1 in the invroductory part of

K

vae Tirst svare, on erred ferces and couventvicnel arraments. T2¢ concessions riade

A

by the Soviet delegation in this @ oiler (2DC/48), waich werce esnnounced only this

rrorning (qu_%J p. % ) by the represcntative of the Soviet Unicn, together with the

A e L 4+

rnew provisions on convensicnal wecsons, inserted in his draft, give us reason to

mope thet agreesent can e reachel wi

&
Itens (3) and (5) of our delerabion's Ha~cr have lirevise been teken from the

cerresnonding narts of the United Sheves drafv. “he wording of itex (3) is

A

exactly bthat of the corresvonding terd in the Unitod States draft--—item (2) of

wae introduction teo the first sta c—= while the werdins of our i

orecise meaning of tle corresponding United States words.
Nor can we sce hovu cur itenw (4; can possibly raise any objection, since both

the Soviet and the Unived States drafis contain measures vo rveduce the risk of war

in the firsy stage.
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The delesation of the Sulgarian Feonle's Repuplic therefere suovmits this
vorring paper with the ain and intenvicn of contributing within ilts mcdest powers
$0 an agreeizent cn this issue. Je trust that our text and the accompanying
cernlanations will be considered by oll {elegations, and that these, moved by the
stirit of corzromise cur vaver ewooliivs, will very shortly asree to adopt on first
reading article 4 of the draft treadty on eneral and comrtlebe disarvament.
ecrevariat cf the Conference to

1/

wittee ..~

)

The Bulgarian delegation requestc le

D

~

circulate vhis draft as = Torking Zalder of the Zi n

b

teen Nation Cco

Lr. CASTRC (Brazil): Cn Hehalif cf the 2razilian celejavicn I wish to
mpress my awppreciaticn of the very fruitful and helpful work undertaken oy cur
co-Chairmen concerning the nrccedure of work in the Eighteon-Netion Comnittee on

the first stage of a treaty for genersl end coxrlete disarnerent (ENDC/52).
Te welcome this solution as a valuadle compromise, and hope that the spirit of

conciliation shown by tine co-Chairmen on this question of wrocedure will have an

effect on the substantive issues before us. Je nope that the points mentioned in
this decument will prove o be pcints eround wiich agreements can De built and not

concrete points on which to disagree furiler.

Ly delegation sincerely howes tiat, when the central procedural questicns have
been settled, the Conference will be 2ble to proceed to a discussion of terms for a
wreaty on generzl and ccmplete disar-ament. it is a tremendous task we have before
us, and corresponds te the terims of rcference assigned to us by tic General Assembly,

1

te which we are bound to report on the success or failure of cur efforts. That
report should be drafted at the promer —e-ent with cornlete candour.

Iy delegaticn listcened with the utrcst atienticn and intercs?t tc the statements
Zelivered yesterday before this Confoerence Ly the Foreign Ministers of Canada, the
unived States, the Scviet Union and Itnly, and by the iLinistcr of Defence for India,
et I asx yeur patience and ferbearance for o oriel comment on one noint which is
ccuron to all siaterments, the peoint Jeaiing with the susteusion of nuclear tesss.
 —secause of the latencss of tne hour I did not went to raise iV yesterday but, with

seruission, I will raise it now.

1/ ENDC/L.17 (see alsc Zev.l)
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A=

y deleaticn was marticularly i.oiressed by the Canadicn Fercign iinister's

alo : i

statenent (mDC/IV.6C, .07, to the ofvced ket Yhe muclear Soviers had not fully
he oessibilivies Tor ajrec wny coened »y tl.o prescadedticn of tre eight-

T
astion jeint merorandun (WIZC/?8) and ed in revher fruitless debate

on tie supject.  From vac svatemenvo toue a of 14 culy, when the

L to us vo be fovourccle cirecwiscances, we

Conference re-onened undo.

aod some reeson o believe .ot we were moving closer to an azrecnent on the

susgsension of nuclear tesvs, o supjoct py Goveranmenwv ccasilers as the most
ursent on cur ezenda endt Uo whiclk iU is rwepareld Yo Jive a firgterate uriority.

ccnelu siiould be realistic

cnough to understand tlet, b the prescnd svaze ol the world crisis, and until

“onsicn relaxes, no grean £

nation is willing +to forgoe sower onc tie precarious and

<k

nower t¢ sretect its interests and security or even --

.t .3

2ighly doubitful Denefits of

e

waieh is nuch more disturbing and disappoinving -- to foster ivspolivical ainms,

vaether of an offensive or o defensive clhiaracter. I our effcris arc to be taken
seriously by world public crpinioen, Uhey should rest on realities ond, to use an

) B

exhression sc often quoved hzere, on thie "facts of life" of today, not on the

expectations of tomorrow, Jorld public opinicn, while alarmed by the disastrous

acceleration of the arms race, wmay e roesigned to wait until conditions will allew
bie conelusion of a treaty fer general nd compleve disarmamenw. I do net wish

to be unduly Dossimistic in thic connenxion, dut facts are disturbing things and
the debates neld in our last few mectings had a rest sobering effcet on our
expectations.

That public cpinion is not sre.cred Ho condone is eny delsy on the part of the

nuclecar Powers to come 0 an agreement on vhe sushension of nucleor tests. That

£~ 1

is Vae immediate task before us and ithere is ne eveding the issuc. Huclear tests

Ao

ere not only aa slarning astect of the cxes rzce; they are by themselves acts of

wor, actual sicoting ~— {le Tirst stens on mankind's reoad to ultimate destruction.

D —

lluclear testins is war vajed againsy -ocozle, nob ofainst duwaies; against their

Zeelth and not apainst vheir oower. Iv is lixewise war wagjed on vie very Jignity

ol iian.
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Let us squarely face the facts and let us not mince words. The situation is
too serious to allow for delusions and fallacies. This Conference will be a dismal
failure —— and no high~sounding words in the final report will dissuise it —— if we
close our proceedings in this second period of meetings without any substantial
action being taken in this field. For kov can we »retend that we are moving towards

general and complete disarmament if we are unable, or reluctant, or unwilling to

o

check even the actual shooting already zoing on? How can we envisage the future

&

when we close our eyes to present and clear danger? How can we nretend that peace
is round the corner when we are persisting on the road to war?

Our apprehensions on this matter have now beer considerably enhanced by the
official announcement on Sunday that the Soviet Government is soon to resume its
nuclear testing programme. Ve regret this decision, as we have regretted all
similar decisions in the past. As we said at the meeting of 16 July, when the
Conference re-opened, we do not believe that any nation has, at any time, the
right to test —— be it in the first, second or lagt place. Ve feel that nuclear
tests are bad, regardless of where they originate. These were our words:

e feel that we can no longer live in a situation of trying to know to

which nation now falls the right and the turn to test. Now it is not

the turn of any netion to test. HNow should be the turn for peace,

security and disarmament to be established in world affairs." (ENDC/PV.57, p.43)

World peace and security are not the sole responsibilities of the great Powers.
Yo a common danger of death and destruction there shoul?d corresvond & common and
identical responsibility. fower has not Lrought security to ihe ;recat Powers, which
paraddxically now feel the most vulnerah:le and insecure.

We still think that the eight-nation joint memorandum is wide enough and
flexible enough to serve as a rallying Doint for divergent views on & test ban.
is an attempt at reconciliation, an.attempt at understandins, en attémpt at
compromise.

We shall carefully shun any polenics, and it is not our aim o Dass judgement
on deeds or intentions or to pin down responsibilities for omigsion or evasiveness.
fowers have their reasons for not agreein;, and the main reason is lack of
confidence. The role of the eight nations =- anl it is not my intention to speak for
all of them, since only the eight cen speak for the eight -- is not, in my opinion,

the role of judges or arbitrators, but the role of Jiplomats ond conciliators.
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If one -of the great Powers fails to agree, 2ll of us will have failed in.our efforts.
& e 2
Digarmament is not a problem -to be solved Wy vote, by pressure or by propaganda.
It is 2 matter to be solved by persuasion, ccéunsensus aitd, above all, by confilence.
I ) ’ ’

If wve foil in our efforts, all seventeen —- rcother, 2ll eighteen == of us will be
cauildy. It will show that we have not lived u> to our responsibilitiecz hefore
our nceonles ‘and before the peoples of the worid, who have placed thaeir trust in
our unsg:ilful hands.

It has been implied that a nuclear test ben is difficult to attcin Hecause the

rea’t rowers cannot or lo not wish to agree cn the intricate quegticnz. of gontrol, .

23]

a prodlem which is based on .confidence. It ig well known, however, tiat the main
diverzencies and discrepancies do lie in thce problems of Jdetection and identification
of underpground tests, as the international ccnirol requireld for atmosspheric and
outer svnace tests does not appear to present so many insurmounte>le 2ifficulties.:
Why, then, not concentrate our efforis on itois question of atmospheric and outer
space tests which are the most dangereus, actually and sotentially, and the ones
whicl: have a most disturbing effect on mind, body and nerves? Why nol, along the
lines of the eight-nation joint memoranlium, further explore the possinility of an
agreement on the question of control cf atmospheric and outer space tests and,
at the same Vime, start a discussion on the acdequate methods of detection and
identification of underground tests?

Je are of coiwrse preparei to accept .any other procedure which woulld prove
to he mest conduc've to an early agreement on the overall problem of nuclear tests.
In this connexion, we have been encourapged oy statements made recently Lefore this
Comnitvtee. I am referring to the statement made by iir. Dean (ENDC/PV.E?, PP.12
et secy anl later by kir. Rusk (E1DC/IV.60, p.42) concerning the prescntation of
nevw gcienvific data, and kr. Lorin's expressed willingmess to consider themn,
EIDC/FV.50, p.16).

Je are not asked to do what is imwossille; but we are expecteld to Persevere
in our endeavours to the very limit of our cepabilities. This is clearly within
the field of reality, even teking into account the roughness of the cold war. e

are not asking any nation fortawith to dispose of its nuclear bombs, before an

adecguate agreement is reached. Je are just asiting then not to start usinz them.
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of cocrse, £ Sime~-iimit muy be established; +the date of 1 Januery 1963 was

ssted construstively by ilr. Padilla Nervo, the leader of the ilexican delegation,
2g o deadliina. This might have Tre undesirable effect of stimulating experiments
aeying the resv of the carzerr rear, Hub it would be definitely better than no
sugnonsion at cii, Vo chould b prepared to accept and even to arzue in favour

o guch a deadl.ue, whion mp Dreve he De the only realistic solution by which

Thae mreceny siclciite corlid be cobiled, ag we are facing a rather peculiar situation

in which every micliesr Power wighnes o be the last one to conduct the tests and

not the first ope 5o agroe onv o est ban.

’]

The establichmcnt ¢f o deadlire mizht provide the great 2ovwers with the
ooportunity of degting last ot viie same time and -~ as the reasoning goes —- no one
wovld be placed a’b a disadventage. It is a sad concession to melie, the concession

tc have more vests kheld, perhcops ot an-increasing speed, and yet it is a concession

onle perhaps will be w.iling tc make if they have no alternative left. A test ban,

v

el
©

even with a time-limit or a deadline, would be a recognition that power is not
acding to security and that the problem of security is now closely interlinked with
2n.i contingent cn the problem of peace. Vithout peace there will be no security
for amy mavion, no mavier hov mary missiles it may have stocked and no matter how
LYY nuclear tesbs it mway have conducted.

It is ratker digappointing ‘o conclude that we are still facing the situation

4

“ecuwribsd by Uhe hzad of the Brazilian delegation, lir. de ldello~Franco, at the

et
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02, whiclh he characterized as follows:

"Hence it could, of course, we said that ... the nuclear Powers
have & sort of understanding ageinst —— I will not say all the other
Powers ~— but at leact apaingt those which are not linked with the

£

direct inderesis orf Thece Vo grealt Fowers ... " (ENDC/PV.§3L73.28)

Hoving confided to member nations round this table my apprelensions and my
feelings on thir most crucial ma“%er of a nuclear test ban, I wonder whether the
eight nations should not combine their efforts in 2 new endeavour to save this
Confereace from faiiure and frustration and to save the joint memorandum from the
"limbo" referred %o - lir, de liello~Franco on a previous occagion. I wonder
whether something new should not be undertaken to strengthen our proceedings, for

tire s running chozd both for the Ceaference and for menkind.
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lir., LALL (India): 1 have aszed for the floor to intervene briefly on

a certdin matter, but before I do that may I join with my Brazilian colleague
in congratulating our co~-Chairmen on having errived at their agreement on procedure
(Z1pe/52). I should also like to join in his hope that this spirit of conciliation
will continue so that it leads to tengible agreements. Once again, we have been
spared protracted discussions on procelure by this wise step taken by our
co~Chairmen. Ve are indeed grateful to them.

Before I come to the small point which I was zoing to raise, may I also say
1ov much we found ourselves in agreement with the snirit of tne remarks made by the

o
v

repregsentative of Brazil on a test ban We fully share the sensc of urgency

in his statement. Thig matter is certoinly one which engages the attention not
only of this Committee but of all the world, and delay in reachins a solution will
carry with it a mosh heavy vesponsibility, especially for those who are conducting
testse. We entirely agree with Mr. Costrc'!s view on the unjustifiedness of tests
by any country at any time, anywhere.

I need not go into that matter Turther, hecause the leader of the Indian
delegation, ir. Krishna lienon, dealt with it in his statement yesterday.
{(I¥DC/2PV.60, pp. T et _sca) I shoulld only like to say in these Lrief introductory
remarks, which are based on the most interesting and forceful statement of our
Brazilian colleague, that my delegation has o somewiat different view with regard
to the urgency and importance of disarmament itself. Ve are nersuaded thet, in
addition to the test ban, which is cervainly an urgent necessity, it is equally
necessary and urgent for this Committce to implement the General Assembly
resolution (1722 (XVI)) which has 12id uson us the ciear task of reaching agreement
on general and comlete disarmement.

Now I should like to say two smell vhings, and that is why I have asked for
tre floor today. One is that the position of the Government of Indias regarding
the total period for disarmement and the Deriod that each stage should take was
set out agein by lir. Krishna ldenon yesterday, and I should like vo draw the
attention of all our colleagues to this position which, if I moy say so, is the
position we have at various times tried to state in this Conference. Lir. lienon

said:
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"First, we believe thal the intensity of impact of any individual
stage, as well &s the total period of disarmement, must be limited to
a short period, because it is the considered ominion of my “overnment,
repeatedly expressed by my Prime lilnister in Zariiament, ithet either
we must disarm in a reasgonably short time or tne problem will become

. - Iyt e
far worse than before." (TIDC/PV.560, 10.16)

A little later Mr. Hrishne Lienon said:
"Secondly, the period that cach stage tokes and the period which

the whole programme takes must be comparatively limited because otherwise

there will be sufficient time within the stages for nations to resume

the process of armament ...

"Thirdly, it is necessary that there should be neo intexrvals

between stages .. In other words it has 1o “e a continuous

process ...'" (ibid.)

I wish to quote also what Lord Home seid with reference to these parts of
lir. lienon's statemeﬁt. He said:

“There again, if I may, I would like to remark with llr. Zrishns Menon

that there is virtue in continuity, but there is also virtue in speed,

and we must try to get on with this job as quickly as we can." (ibid., p.20)

We were very glad indeed to hear those words from Lord Home ycesterday. They
show that there is, if I may say so, a growing feeling that continuity and
rapidity are both essential to an effecctive disarmament plan. Thet is the view
which we have often stated in this Conference.

Our colleague from Bulgaria mistakenly said today (supra, 9. 29) that I had
surgested a two=year period fer the whole process of disarmement. I do remember
having once said that we had noted the four=year vperiod proposed by the Soviet
Union and that we would have thought that those countries which attached a great
deal of importance to effective measgures of control would perhods Dropose an even
shorter period, taking into account the fact that repnidity in discrmament helps
the process of control to be rapidly cifected and reach totaliiy, which has always
heen stressed by cervain countries. Thet is what I said. 3ut the essence of our
nosition regarding the need for a fairly fast-moving plan was set out yesterday
apein by Mr. Erishna senor in the words to which I have drawn attention. As I have
said, we were very glad to observe the degree of endorsement of that view which wag

contained in the remarke made by the United Kingdom Foreign Secretary, Lord Home.
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lir, EL-ERIAN (United Arab Republir): liay I first, on behalf of the

delegation of the United Arab Republic, congratulate our co-Chairmen on their
conciliatory spirit and their persevering wori and ratience which have resulted
in enabling this Conference %o agree on its method of work and in settling the
procedural asgpects of this work? At the fivst neetingz of this resumed session
the Committce was able to reach agreement, thanks to the co-Chairmen, on methods
for accelerating our work and increasing the element of informal discussion
and practical negotiation. Again thanks to the commendable initiative of the
delegation of the United Kingdom and the conciliatory spirit of the co-Chairmen,
the Committee yesterdey reached a very valuable compromise which, it is hoped,
will enable the Conference to go on and recorl speedy progress on the treaty on
gencral and complete disarmament.

Ly delegation has listened with the greatest care and the closest attention
to the statements macde at yesterday's meeting by the distinguished Foreizn Ministers.
Those statements contain a valuable osses.ment of our work during the first period
as well as valuable suggestions with regard to the second period of the Conference.
While these statemeﬁts have highlighted the difficulties and complexities involved
in disarmament and reléted matters, while they have revealed the different approaches,
they have neverthelegs contained reassuring declarations of the determinction of both
sides to continue negotiatiocas for the conclusion of an agreement on general and
complete disarmement. It is the earnest hope of the delegation of the United Arab
Republic that this second period of our worlk will record advances which will take
into consideration what has already been achieved in the first stage and will justify
the hope that was expregsed by lr. Lall, in his capacity as Chairmen of the first
meeting cf the second periocd of our work, when he stated that he hoved that our second
report to the General Assembly would be one which would record substential progress
in our work (ENDC/PV.57, p.6).

ly delegation wishes to put on record its appreciation of the additions and
modifications (ENDC/48) which the Soviet delegation has nroposed to its draft treaty
on genexrcl and complete disarmament, and commends the spirit in which those
modifications have been advanced and the gesture they imply. We hope that additional

modifications and adjustments by both sides will be forthcoming.
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liay I now turn to the subject of nuclear tests? The position of the United
Arab Republic on this rather urgent problem is well known. In their statements
to the Conference in its first period, our Minister for Forcipgn Affairs and the
chairman of my delegation, Mr. Hassan, more than once restated the position of my
Government in this respect. As the representative of Sweden rightly reminded us,
and as the representatives of India and Brazil also stated today, this is one of
the most urgent problems before us. Liy delegation notes with gratification
that scientific progress has been announced by the United States Government in
relation to the question of the detection and identification of nuclear tests. It is
our earnest hope that this scientific progress will produce a larger element of
agreement on the proposals submitted in the eight-nation joint memorandum (ENDC/28)
of 16 April and thus contribute in considerable measure to the speedy conclusion
of a test ban treaty, which, as has been rightly pointed out by many representatives,
is one of the most urgent tasks before us. In this connexion, I would like to
recall the statement of the Foreign liinister of the United Arab Republic to. this
Conference on 23 March, when he said:

"We trust that in the meantime the four Governments which are principally

and directly involved in this vitel matter will come more into line

with the feelings and convictions in this regard of all the peoples

of ti:e world ana that they will actually, if not yet contractually,

withold any further nuclear weapon tests in order, among other things,

to afford a better and wider scone for agreement than seems at the

present moment to be available." (ENDC/PV.8, vmage 32)

Those are the few remarks I deemed it appropriate to make on behalf of my
delegation at this stage of our deliberntions. In conclusion, may I voice the
hope which has been expressed by many representatives before me that this resumed
session will mark a new phase of constructive'negotiations and practical solutions
to the problem of disarmament, and thus translate into reality the hopes and

espilrations which the peoples of the world place in this Conference?.

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): I want to intervene only quite briefly
this morning in order to meke one or two points, and firstly to express my thanks
and gratitude, as others have already done today, te our co~Chairmen for their

agreement on this document ENDC/52 settins out our future procedures., The
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representative of the United Arab Republic, who preceded me, was kind enough to
attribute some part of this to the United Kingdom in view of the document
(ENDC/5C} which we submitted last week. If that helped our co-Chairmen forward,
then I am vexry happy indeed, and I am also happy that they found themselves able
to incornorate so many of the points from our document in their apgrececd procedure.
The fact that they have not put them in the same order as that in which I had
placed them does not trouble me in the least; my main purpose was to see that
we got effective discussion and debate and thet we concentrated our thoughts on
particular issues instead of having generalized statements with little relation
one to another.

In this connexion I-note, of course, that paragrapi 5 (a), which we are
discussing today, is not one of those that I put forward, but most of fhe others
are, i think. This one is a fairly wide one and my own view had been. that it
Vwould be easier to provide an introductory passage to stage I if we had agreed
what would go into stage I. . However, I see no harm whatever in having certein-
discussions at this stage, although I hope they will not be too prolongzed because
of the general nature this passage must have, and that we can then go forward
to discusgion of the particular measures concerned.

In this connexion I think it might be helpful too if we could decide that as a
regular part of our procedure the outgoing Chairman of the dey, in consultation with
the two co-Chairmen, should intimate to the rest of us which particular item we
would e discussing at our next meeting. At times it may bLe clearly apparent that
we have concluded discussion of a particular matter, at others it may not, and I
would not want there to be any confusibh in the minds of myseif or my colleagues
on this point. So perhaps our two co-Chairmen could consult together so that
at the end of one plenary meeting we may know clearly what we shall be discussing
at our next meeting, This, of course, in no way derogates from the provision
in paragraph 4 of document ENDC/52 that should any representative wish to deal with
a poarticular matter, because of its urgency, at any particular meeting, this
should be possible, or from the wording in paragraph 5, which makes it clear that
we are not to be tied precisely. I think this document does provide that element
of flexibility which we require, while at the same time giving us a clearly
directed way in which we should proceed. I therefore welcome it most warmly and

congratulate our two co~Chairmen in relation to it. -
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e have hsard one or two interesting contributions this morninz., Cur two

co-Choirmen have both launched us into discussion of paragraph 5 (2} -~ namely,
the introductory measures —— and I have listened with care to what has been said

by o number of representatives on this watter. fJuite clearly, it is going to

be difficult for ug at this stage to finalize our comments in relation to this
Lecause, as I have said, we have got to get into the substantive discuscion,

but I hope we can agree fairly soon te refer these mattors to our co-Chairmen for
preliminary drafting of a treaty text, which will clearly have to zave in iv a
number of parallel provisions from the two siles.

B3

There is the question, which has becen raised by several representatives, of
time limits and, of course, the two positions in regard to that arc well known.
I was glad that our Bulgarian colleapue did me the honour of guoting me in felation
to that this morning (supra, p.29 ). My position on this has always been quite
clear. Indeed it was reinforced by what my colleague, Lord Home, said yesterday,
wihich the representative of India quoted this morning —- namely, that the United
fingdom delegation is anxious to complete this work in the shortest time which we
congider feasibvle and proper, but it must be related to the tasks which are to be
carried out (ENDC/PV.60, p.20). And my own view in rclation to this preliminary
article is that we have got to decide what tasks are goins to be carried out in the
first stage, before we seek to determine the time that the first stage will take,
is I have indicated héefore, if it can te shown that tiiose tasks can properly be
carried out in a shorter period than the three years laid down in the United States
draft I, for one, would favour that; but I want to be quite clear that the tasks
are such as can be carried out in such a period. Therefore, so far as a time
limit is concerned 1 believe we cannot finalize anything at this »articular moment
of time.

On the point on which I think the representative of the Soviet Union éwelt for
a little while, the question of foreign bases, I was a little disappointed =- more
than a little disappointed -— yesterday when I heard his Foreign llinister,
kir. Gromyko, say these words which Mr., Zorin has quoted this morning:

"Je can say most definitely that there will be no agreement on general and

complete disarmament which does not nrovide for the liquidation of all

military bases on foreign territory in the first -- I repeat, the first —-

stage." (ZNDC/PV.60, 1.37)
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Now I wag sorry when I heard that saii. I was more sorry when I heard it repeated
this morning, .because I think it is unrealistic, I think the arguments have been
put forward many times in the past in relation to this, and I do not intend to go
intc it at length now, but I do say that this proposal, put forward in this way, is
only goingz to increase cur difficulties. 1iy own view has always been that tae
problem of foreign bases is the seme as the problem of all bases —= that if general
and comblete disarmoment is to he carried out bases will have to be eliminated
whercever they exigt -— and that it is no good any representative here pretending
hat the elimination of all foreigﬁ bages in the first stage would not offeni
against paragraph 5 of the Agreed Principles (EWDC/5), the principle of balance,
in relation to countries in Western Europe, for instance, including the United
Kiggdom, which would be affected very materially by this. Of course those beases
must go, but in my view their elimination cannot be carried out in the first
stage. .

This is a new provision to which our Soviet colleagues have sought to give
greatér emphasis as'the Confercnce has gone on. It surprised me when it was first
mentioned, right at the beginning of our Conference, and it has surprised me even
more that fhey have given such added weight to it, because when the reference to
this occurred in the Agreed Primnciples -~- which, after all, are the guiding light --
in paragraph B(a), it was merely to the "disbanding of armed forces, dismentling

of military establishments, including bases e.." (ENDC/5, p.2). That is the only

reference to bases in that regard and it secms to me that that is the right context
in which to put it, and to seek to highlight it and to drematize it in this way is
only to seek to add Yo our difficulties and not to detract from them.

I therefore do appéal to our Soviet colleagues to sive this some further
thought and not to seek to make it a major issue. I do not see any reason why it
hag to be. I do not see why it neced prevent the carrying out of general and
complete disarmament, because it is nonsense to .pretenl that if armaments as 2 whole
are being reduced, the fact that they are “eing reduced as a whole is not also
going to reduce the capability of bases. Such bhases as there are in Western
military pgroupings —— defensive military ~srouvnings —- are there for defensive
purposes,‘but their effectiveness will obviously be lessened as the disarmament

process (oes O,
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If necessary, it might be possible to write in words in relation to that, but
they must be reduced gradually -- that is my point. To bretend, as some Soviet
speeches have pretended, that while a 30 per cent reduction of armaments in the
first stage is being carried out this will in no way affect the effectiveness of
foreign bases, is to talk military nonsense. This must be. Therefore it is
right, in my view, that this should be taken in in the comprehensive view., I do not
want to stress it further now; I merely refer to it in this way because of the
comments which werc made yesterday in this regard.

The United Kingdom delegation wants to see progress in spelling out the
oblirgations of the first stage, but we do not want to see anyone putting forward
matters on which there cannot be agreement -~ on which we do not think there need be
agreement in order to achieve effective general and complete disarmament, abiding
by the Agreed Principles, and in particular paragraph 5 dealing with balance.

ITow there are other aspects in regard to the first stage. There is the
question of conventional armaments, and here I have already welcomed the fact that
the Soviet Union has seen fit to agree tothe percentage supgested in the United
States plan. That is helpful. Then there are other problems, including the major
problem of nuclear delivery wvehicles. Here, again, the Western pogition is quite
clear, and I hope very much that our Soviet colleagues will agree to some
amelioration of the atititude that they have taken up in regard to it; but I
was & Llittle puzzled this morning by lir., Zorin's reference to this (sgggg, P 8 )
when I understood him to say, from the interpretation -- I hope I have got it right —
that 100 per cent elimination of nuclear vehicles would enable 100 per cent inspection
in this regard. Well, now, he has never spelt out to us how this can be, in the light
of the known Soviet views in regard to inspection —~ views which were reinforced by
lir. Gromyko again only yesterday (ENDC/PV.60, p.37); views with which we do not
agree, and on which our position was set out clearly by my own leader, Lord Home,

iny vesterday (ibid., p.20), to which I need not refer again. However, I do

say that the Soviet Union has increased the complications of verification in seeking
to dut too high a figure, just as I say that thig 100 per cent proposed elimination
also offends against the Agreed Principles.

find I do hope that we shall not be hearing again what we have heard on various
occassions before, and what HMr. Gromyko repeated yesterday (;Qig., 1p.37): this

cleim, first put forward, I think, by lir. Khrushchev, that the Soviet Union is
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prepared to accept any Vestern proposals on control provided that the estern

Powers accent the Soviet proposals‘én seneral ond complete disarmament.

bir. Grorylzo said, "Vhat could bLe simpler?" I must say, '"Jhat could Le more
misleading?" — more misleading because the Soviet Union must know that its

proposals on zeneral and complete disarmament are unacceptable because they offend
againgt the iLgreed Principles, ag I and other Western spokesmen have shown iﬁ the
past. Therefore, to put forward proposals that one knows are unaccéptable, and

to say that if the other sids accepts them one will accept the other side's proposals
on control, secems to me unrealistic. It is only a propaganda, or polemical,
approach. I Jdo-hope we shall not have further repetitions of that. .

I listened with care this morning to what our Brazilian colleapgue had to say
in regard to nuclear tests. 0f course we respect very much the view whicl: he has
put forwarl. Ly delegation is very anxious indeed to conclude a treaty. 'We accept
the resdonsibility which fall, on those who have thege srim weapons, and we shall
certainly do all we can to vress forward for the apgreement of a treaty. I do ﬁot
wish to develon it further at this moment, bLecause we shall undoubtedly be lhaving
an opportvunity shortly for further discussions on this matter, hut I would like the
representative of Brazil to know that I do fully unlerstand the point of view which he
put forwaxrd.

These ore just a few commentsg in regard to this matter which we are Jliscussing
this mornins.. I might wisy to come “ack to sorc of these por.bs later on, bHut I
would only repeat that I hope we can fairly scon —- I do not wish to seek to
foreclose discugsion in the least, but fairly soon -~ move from this particular
ashect to one of the substantive issues and zive our co-Chairmen the grim and
difficult task of tryin: to agree with one another on the wor;iﬁg for this

particular introductory arvicle.

1T. ZCRIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):

I merely wished to say that today we have had some discussion on paragraph 5(a) of
the procédurc of work recommended by our co-Chairmen (EXDC/52). 3But it is quite
obvious that this discussion is far from bein~ concluded., That is why I have azreed
with my colleague, the United States co-Chairman, to propose that thi, item De
discugsed on Friday in plenary meeting, and therefore I o notv wish to detain the
mertbers of the Committee tolay by anticipating the comments which the Soviet

delegation intends to make in connexion with the views expressed today.
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I also hope that the other delegations; after carefully studying the verbatim
record of today'!s meeting as well as the - iews that were put forward during our
previous discussion, will be able to take an active part in the discussion of this
important quegtion of the introductory part of the draft treaty at our next
plenary meeting on Friday.

We shall, of course, study carefully the proposals which were put forward
today by the representative of Bulgaria concerning the drafting of this article 4
on the tasks of the first stage of the draft treaty, and we shall state our views
in this regard also at our next meeting.

In connexion with the remarks made by a number of delegations on the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, I think that we shall discuss this matter
more fully tomorrow in the Three-Power Sub-Committee. I thercfore reserve my
right to revert in the Three~Power Sub-Committee to these matters which have heen
touched upon today and then, if necessary, a‘t subsequent plenary meetings of

our Committee.

The CHAIRMAN (Poland): Since no other delegation wishes to speak,

we will proceced to the communique. I would say, first, with regard to the question
raised by the representative of the United Kingdom, that I think a reply to it was
implied in the statement made by the representative of the Soviet Union that the
two co~Chairmen recommend that we continue with the debate on the item which we have

begun to examine tinis morning.

The Conference decided to issue the followins communigque:

"The Conference of the Eizhteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its sixty-first plenary meeting at the Palais des Nations
at Geneva under the chairmanship of Mr. Lachs, representative of Poland.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the Soviet Union,
the United States, Bulgaria, Brazil, India, the United Arab Republic
and the United Kinpgdom,

"The delegation of Bulgaria tabled a worling paper.l/

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

Friday, 27 July 1962 at 10 a.m."

The meceting rose at 12.55 p.m.

1/ ENDC/L.17; seec also Rev. 1



